DATE: 19 June 2026

MY REF: Council
YOUR REF:
B I-a by . . . CONTACT: Democratic Services
District Council TEL NO: 0116 272 7708
EMAIL: committees@blaby.gov.uk

the heart of Leicestershire

To Members of the Council

Clir. Janet Forey (Chair)
Clir. Roger Stead (Vice-Chair)

Clir. Shabbir Aslam Clir. Alex DeWinter Clir. Ande Savage
Clir. Royston Bayliss Clir. Susan Findlay Clir. Tracey Shepherd
Clir. Dr John Bloxham Clir. Helen Gambardella Clir. Dillan Shikotra
Clir. Lee Breckon JP Clir. Hannah Gill Clir. Mike Shirley
Clir. Nick Brown Clir. Nigel Grundy Clir. Ben Taylor
Clir. Nick Chapman Clir. Paul Hartshorn Clir. Matt Tomeo
Clir. Adrian Clifford Clir. Richard Holdridge Clir. Bob Waterton
Clir. Cheryl Cashmore Clir. Mark Jackson Clir. Jane Wolfe
Clir. Stuart Coar Clir. Becca Lunn Clir. Maggie Wright
Clir. Luke Cousin Clir. Antony Moseley Clir. Neil Wright
Clir. Tony Deakin Clir. Les Phillimore

Clir. Roy Denney Clir. Terry Richardson

Dear Councillor,

A meeting of the COUNCIL will be held in the Council Chamber - Council Offices,
Narborough on TUESDAY, 30 JUNE 2026 at 5.30 p.m. for the transaction of the following
business and your attendance is requested.

Yours faithfully

Gemma Dennis
Corporate Services Group Manager and Monitoring Officer
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AGENDA

SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION

To receive apologies for absence, disclosures of interest from Councillors, and
Minutes of the previous Council meeting.

Apologies for absence
Disclosures of Interests from Members

To receive disclosures of interests from Members (i.e. the existence and the nature
of those interests in respect of items on this agenda).

Minutes (Pages 5 - 14)
To approve and sign the minutes of the meeting held on 12 May 2026 (enclosed).
SECTION 2 - STANDARD COUNCIL BUSINESS

To receive announcements from the Chairman and the statement of the Leader of
the Council.

Any reports for consideration listed under this section will be moved in one block
without discussion, unless any Member present requests otherwise.

Chairman's Announcements
Leader's Statement
Local Government Act 1972, Section 85(1) - Approval of Absence (Pages 15 - 18)

To consider the report of the Senior Democratic Services & Scrutiny Officer
(enclosed).

SECTION 3 - PRESENTATIONS TO COUNCIL

To consider any presentations from Council Officer’'s or an external body/partner
agency.

SECTION 4 - QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC & PRESENTATION OF
PETITIONS

To receive questions to Councillors submitted by members of the public and to
receive any petitions submitted in accordance with the Council’s petitions scheme.



10.

11.

12.

13.

Public Speaking Protocol

Requests received by the Protocol deadline to be reported by the Monitoring Officer
with details of the Agenda ltem to which they relate. (Such persons entitled to use
the Protocol attend for the purpose of making representations, answering questions
or giving evidence relating to the business of the meeting and the time allocated to
each person is a maximum of three minutes unless extended at the discretion of the
Chairman).

SECTION 5 - MEMBERS' QUESTIONS

To receive any questions submitted by Councillors.

Questions from Members

Any Members wishing to submit questions must do so to the Monitoring Officer no
later than 5 working days before the meeting.

The Monitoring Officer will report if any questions have been submitted.
SECTION 6 - REPORTS FOR DECISIONS
To consider any reports submitted for consideration by Council.

Blaby District Local Plan (Proposed Submission Version): Regulation 19 Publication
(Pages 19 - 36)

To consider the report of the Planning Policy and Strategy Service Manager
(enclosed).

Leicester & Leicestershire Authorities - Statement of Common Ground relating to
Strategic Distribution Floorspace Needs Update and Apportionment (Pages 37 -
196)

To consider the report of the Development Strategy Manager (enclosed).

Transfer of Public Open Space (Pages 197 - 204)

To consider the report of the Neighbourhood Services & Assets Group Manager
(enclosed).

Recommendations of the Cabinet Executive - Treasury Management Outturn
2025/26 (Pages 205 - 218)

To consider the report of the Financial Group Manager (enclosed).
Modern Slavery Statement 2026 (Pages 219 - 228)

To consider the report of the Customer Insight, Experience and Engagement Service
Manager (enclosed).



14.

SECTION 7 - MOTIONS/ DEBATES/CONSULTATIONS & MEMBERS' FEEDBACK

To consider Motions submitted by Councillors, take part in a debate or receive
Member feedback from attendance at national briefings, key training initiatives or
work on any Outside Bodies.

Motion under Council Rules of Procedure
Clir. Ben Taylor to move the following motion, seconded by Clir. Luke Cousin:
This council notes:

e The murders of Jo Cox MP on 16 June 2016 and Sir David Amess MP on 15
October 2021

e That the 10th anniversary of Jo Cox’s murder took place on 16 June 2026

e That abuse and intimidation remain an ongoing issue for elected representatives
including local councillors, with research finding that 72% of councillors have
experienced abuse or intimidation in the last 12 months

This council believes:

e That, as Jo Cox said in her maiden speech, “the truth is that we have more in
common than that which divides us”

e That abuse and intimidation should have no place in our politics
e That we should follow the example of Jo Cox, who embraced working across
party divides and modelled high standards of respect and civility in public office

This council resolves:

¢ Notes the 10th anniversary of Jo Cox’s and the 5th anniversary of David Amess
murder, by coming together across political divides to mark the occasion via a
joint press release from the Blaby District Council Group Leaders.

e To continue to support efforts to increase civility and reduce abuse in politics,
including by supporting the LGA’s Debate Not Hate campaign.

¢ Recommend that Councillors sign the Civility Pledge - The Jo Cox Foundation

The Civility pledge can be signed via the link below:

https://www.jocoxfoundation.org/our-work/respectful-politics/civility-pledge/

SECTION 8 - EXEMPT REPORTS

There are no reports for consideration under this Section.


https://www.jocoxfoundation.org/our-work/respectful-politics/civility-pledge/
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Agenda Iltem 3

COUNCIL

Minutes of a meeting held at the Council Offices, Narborough

Shabbir Aslam
Royston Bayliss
Dr John Bloxham
Lee Breckon JP
Nick Brown

Nick Chapman
Adrian Clifford
Cheryl Cashmore
Stuart Coar
Tony Deakin
Susan Findlay

Julia Smith

TUESDAY, 12 MAY 2026

Present:-

Clir. Roy Denney (Chairman)
CliIr. Janet Forey (Vice-Chair)

ClIr.
CllIr.
ClIr.
ClIr.
ClIr.
Clir.
ClIr.
ClIr.
ClIr.
ClIr.

Clir

Sarah Pennelli
Louisa Horton
Marc Greenwood
Sophie Wisher
Nicky Brown

Jill Stevenson

Sandeep Tiensa
Avisa Birchenough
Nicole Evans

Helen Gambardella Clir. Tracey Shepherd
Hannah Gill Clir. Dillan Shikotra
Nigel Grundy Clir. Mike Shirley
Paul Hartshorn Clir. Roger Stead
Richard Holdridge Clir. Ben Taylor

Mark Jackson Clir. Matt Tomeo
Becca Lunn Clir. Bob Waterton
Antony Moseley Clir. Maggie Wright
Les Phillimore Clir. Neil Wright

Terry Richardson

. Ande Savage

Officers present:-

Chief Executive

Executive Director - S.151 Officer
Executive Director - Communities
Executive Director - Place

Senior Elections & Governance Officer
Senior Personal Assistant

Community Development & Partnerships
Manager

Senior Democratic Services & Scrutiny Officer
Democratic & Scrutiny Services Officer
Democratic & Scrutiny Services Officer

Honorary Alderman in attendance:-

Guy Jackson

Youth Council in attendance:-

Grace, Promise, Jess, Jayden, Rita, Barnabus, Evelyn, Lara & Ky-Mani

Council - Tuesday, 12 May 2026
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Apologies:-
Clir. Alex DeWinter and ClIr. Jane Wolfe

A MINUTES SILENCE IN REMEMBRANCE OF GEOFF WELSH

The Chair, ClIr. Roy Denney invited Members and Officers to hold a minute
silence for Geoff Welsh who sadly passed away on 9 April 2026.

Geoff Welsh, was one of the Council’s longest serving Councillors, having
served as a Member of the Council from May 1995 until his departure on 7
November 2023. He represented the Ward of Glen Parva and was a
longstanding Leader of the Liberal Democrat Group. He also served as
Chairman and Commissioner of the Scrutiny Commission since its inception
in May 2000. He was appointed as Honoray Aldermen at an extraordinary
council meeting in 2024 as a Member who had served his community and
District with distinction.

Members and Officers shared their memories of Geoff and sent their
condolences to his wife Bev Welsh.

DISCLOSURES OF INTERESTS FROM MEMBERS

No disclosures were received.

CHANGE IN ORDER OF AGENDA ITEM

Under Part 4, Section 1, Paragraph 13 of the Council’s Constitution, the
Chairman, ClIr. Roy Denney, moved that Agenda Item 17, Youth Council
Update be considered before Iltem 3.

PRESENTATION: YOUTH COUNCIL UPDATE

CliIr. Shabbir Aslam arrived at the meeting during this item.

Members received a presentation from Members of Blaby District Council
Youth Council.

The presentation covered the following:

e 2025/26 priorities including: Discrimination, Vaping and Climate
Change

Team Building trip to Beaumanor Hall

2026 Youth Conference

Votes at 16

Warning Zone

Meet the Councillor event

Council - Tuesday, 12 May 2026 page 6
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e 2026/27 priorities including: Habits that harm, Sexism, Anti-Social
Behaviour & Crime

e Trip to Parliament

e Primary School Youth Conference

Youth Council members invited Councillors to attend their 2026/27
Priorities workshop being held on 8 June 2026.

OUTGOING CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS

ClIr. Royston Bayliss, ClIr Adrian Cifford and Cllr. Stuart Coar left and
returned to the meeting during this item.

The Chairman, Roy Denney made announcements in respect of the
following:

e On 8 May 2026, attended the Royal Garden Party at Buckingham
Palace to represent Blaby District Council.

¢ The Chairman thanked members that have attended his events over
the year and also expressed thanks to both his wife and the Vice
Chairman ClIr. Janet Forey for their support over the year.

¢ The Chairman thanked the Senior PA, and colleagues for their support
in managing the Chairman’s events, and announced that £3,300 was
raised on behalf of his nominated charity, LOROS.

The Leader, Clir. Ben Taylor, thanked the Chairman for his service to the
Council and his fundraising effort for LOROS.

ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN

The outgoing Chairman ClIr. Roy Denney invited nominations for the election
of Chairman of Blaby District Council for the ensuing year.

DECISION

That CliIr. Janet Forey be elected Chair of Blaby District Council, until the
Annual Meeting of the Council to be held in 2027.

DECLARATION OF ACCEPTANCE OF OFFICE

Clir. Janet Forey read out the Declaration of Acceptance of Office.

Council - Tuesday, 12 May 2026 page 7
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INVESTITURE OF CHAIRMAN WITH CHAIN OF OFFICE

Clir. Janet Forey was invested with the Chain of Office for the Chairman of
the Council.

CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS

The new Chair announced that her nominated Charity would be Rainbows
Hospice and that her consort would be Honorary Alderman lain Hewson.

PRESENTATION OF PAST CHAIRMAN'S BADGE TO OUTGOING
CHAIRMAN

Clir. Janet Forey presented ClIr. Roy Denney with the Past Chairman’s
Badge.

APPOINTMENT OF VICE-CHAIRMAN

The Chair of the Council invited nominations for the Vice- Chairman of the
Council for the ensuing year.

Clir. Roger Stead was duly nominated.

DECISION

That ClIr. Roger Stead be appointed as Vice-Chairman of the Council for the
2026 - 2027 Municipal Year.

DECLARATION OF ACCEPTANCE OF OFFICE

Clir. Roger Stead read out the Declaration of Acceptance of Office, and
thanked Members for being elected as Vice-Chairman of the Council.

INVESTITURE OF VICE-CHAIRMAN WITH CHAIN OF OFFICE

Clir. Roger Stead was invested with the Chain of Office for the Vice-
Chairman of the Council.

MINUTES

The minutes of the meeting held on 14 April 2026, as circulated, were
approved and signed as a correct record.

Council - Tuesday, 12 May 2026 page 8
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LEADERS ANNUAL STATEMENT 2025-26

ClIr. Hannah Gill and ClIr. Maggie Wright left and returned to the meeting
during this item.

Clir. Ben Taylor, Leader of the Council, presented his Statement and
highlighted that he was proud of this year’s achievements, in particular:

¢ Providing affordable housing for the vulnerable and removing residents
from temporary accommodation.

e Successful rollout of food waste collections.

e Bringing ICT infrastructure in-house.

e Progressing with Local Government Reorganisation.

Clir. Ben Taylor was particularly proud of the Council’s achievement in
hosting the Armed Forces Coffee Mornings which showed the Council’s
determination to support local armed forces veterans.

Clir. Ben Taylor thanked Blaby District Council officers, Councillors,
volunteers, business partners and resident’s by staying focused on what
matters most and remaining firmly committed by making Blaby District a
thriving place to live, work and visit.

SCRUTINY STATEMENT TO ANNUAL COUNCIL 2025-26

ClIr. Stuart Coar left the meeting during consideration of this item and did not
return.

The Scrutiny Commission Chairman, Clir Nick Brown presented the Scrutiny
Statement.

The Scrutiny Commission Chairman, Clir Nick Brown invited all non-
executive members to attend the Scrutiny Work Programme Workshop taking
place on 2 June 2026.

The Scrutiny Commission Vice-Chairman, Clir. Neil Wright thanked
Democratic Services, Officers and Scrutiny Members for their hard work and
support over the last 12 months

The Leader, Clir. Ben Taylor thanked Scrutiny Commissioners and Scrutiny
Members for being a supportive critical friend over the last year.

Council - Tuesday, 12 May 2026 page o]
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AUDIT & GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE ANNUAL REPORT 2025-26

The Audit & Corporate Governance Committee Chairman, Cllr. Mark Jackson
presented the Annual Report.

Clir. Mark Jackson thanked the Finance Team, Democratic Services and
Independent Internal Auditors for their support.

Clir. Mark Jackson also thanked Audit & Corporate Governance Committee
Members and the Independent Member for their work at Committee
meetings.

Clir. Cheryl Cashmore- Deputy Leader & Finance, People & Transformation
Portfolio Holder thanked Audit and Corporate Governance Committee
Members and Officers for their hard work and contributions over the last
year.

CHANGE IN ORDER OF AGENDA

Under Part 4, Section 1, Paragraph 13 of the Council’s Constitution, the
Chairman, ClIr. Janet Forey, moved that Agenda Item 13, Appointments of
Chairman and Vice-Chairman to Committees 2026/27 be considered before
ltem 12.

APPOINTMENT TO CHAIRMAN AND VICE-CHAIRMAN TO COMMITTEES
2026/27

Considered — Report of the Senior Democratic Services & Scrutiny Officer.

As 2 nominations had been received for the role of Chairman of Scrutiny
Commission, the Chairman took the vote by a show of hands.

Clir. Nick Brown was duly elected.

As 3 nominations had been received for the role of Vice-Chairman of Scrutiny
Commission, the Chairman took the vote by a show of hands.

Clir. Neil Wright was duly elected.

DECISIONS

1. That Council appoint the Chair and Vice-Chair of Committees for the
municipal year 2026/2027 as detailed at Appendix A of the report.

2. That Clir. Nick Brown be elected as Chairman of Scrutiny Commission for
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the municipal year 2026/27.

3. That Clir. Neil Wright be elected as Vice-Chairman of Scrutiny
Commission for the municipal year 2026/27.

Reason:

It is appropriate to give effect to the wishes of the political groups.

DELEGATION SCHEME OF THE CABINET EXECUTIVE AND CABINET
APPOINTMENTS 2026/27

Considered — Report of the Senior Democratic Services & Scrutiny Officer.

The Chairman proposed the remaining reports listed under Section 2 of the
agenda, including the supplemental reports received, to be moved without
debate unless any Members requested otherwise.

DECISIONS
1. That the report of the Leader of the Council be accepted.
2. That the Constitution be amended accordingly with the updated roles and
responsibilities of Cabinet Executive Members and Senior Leadership
Team.

Reason:

It is appropriate to receive the report of the Leader of the Council and the
appointment of Members to the Cabinet Executive.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO SERVE ON OUTSIDE BODIES
2026/2027

Considered — Report of the Senior Democratic Services & Scrutiny Officer.

DECISIONS

1. That the preferences and changes to appointments to Outside Bodies be
approved.

2. That unless otherwise stated all appointments continue until the Annual
Council Meeting in 2027.

3. That all appointments be endorsed as approved duties for the payment of
expenses.

Council - Tuesday, 12 May 2026 Page 11




22,

23.

24,

25.

8

4. That the Constitution be updated accordingly.
Reason:

It is appropriate to give effect to the wishes of the political groups.

APPOINTMENTS TO COMMITTEES 2026/27

Considered — Report of the Senior Democratic Services & Scrutiny Officer.

DECISION

1. That effect be given to the wishes of the political groups as to the
allocation of seats.

2. That the distribution of seats as set out at Appendix 2 of the report be
endorsed with immediate effect for all Committees.

Reason:
It is appropriate to give effect to the wishes of the political groups and ensure

compliance with the Local Government & Housing Act 1989, Section 15 — 17
inclusive.

SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS 2026/27

Considered — Report of the Senior Democratic Services & Scrutiny Officer.

DECISION
That the Schedule of Meetings for 2026-2027 be approved.
Reason:

It is a Constitutional requirement for Council to approve the Schedule of
Meetings.

PUBLIC SPEAKING PROTOCOL

No requests were received.

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

No questions were received.
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26. ANNUAL CORPORATE ACTION PLAN 2025/26 (CLOSURE REPORT)

Considered — Report of the Business Systems, Performance & Information
Manager, presented by Clir. Ben Taylor — Leader of the Council.

DECISION
That the progress made against the Corporate Action Plan 2025-2026 be
noted.
Reason:

It is important that Elected Members, and staff are familiar with how the
Council is delivering against its agreed actions and priorities.

THE MEETING CONCLUDED AT 6.57 P.M.

9
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Agenda Iltem 6

Blaby District Council
Council

Date of Meeting 30 June 2026

Title of Report Local Government Act 1972, Section 85(1) — Approval of
Absence
This is not a Key Decision and is not on the Forward Plan

Report Author Senior Democratic Services & Scrutiny Officer

Strategic Themes All Themes: Enabling communities and supporting
vulnerable residents; Enhancing and maintaining our natural
and built environment; Growing and supporting our
economy; Keeping you safe and healthy; Ambitious and well

managed Council, valuing our people

1. What is this report about?

1.1 To seek approval of a waiver of the six-month attendance rule pursuant to
section 85(1) Local Government Act 1972 for CliIr. Alex DeWinter.

2. Recommendation(s) to Council

2.1 That Council approves the waiver of the six-month attendance rule provided
for within section 85(1) Local Government Act 1972 for Clir. Alex DeWinter
due to an injury.

2.2 That the absence period be approved until the meeting of Council on 24
November 2026, to allow a further report to be considered, if required.

3. Reason for Decisions Recommended

3.1 The Council has the statutory power to consider such requests.

4, Matters to consider
4.1 Background

Section 85 (1) of the Local Government Act 1972 requires a Member of a
Local Authority to attend at least one meeting of that Authority within a six-
month consecutive period, in order to avoid being disqualified as a Councillor.
This requirement can be waived and the time limit extended if any failure to
attend was due to a reason approved by the Authority, in advance of the six-
month period expiring.
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4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

5.1

6.1

7.1

Clir. Alex DeWinter has not been able to attend Council meetings since the
meeting of Council on 27 January 2026 due to an injury. A formal request from
the Labour Group for an extension to this six-month rule to enable him to
remain in office has been received.

The Authority can only consider approval of any reasons for non-attendance
before the end of the relevant six-month period, which will be 27 July 2026.

Once any Councillor loses office, through failure to attend for the six-month
period, the disqualification cannot be overcome by the councillor
subsequently resuming attendance nor can retrospective approval of the
Authority be sought for an extension in time.

Proposal(s)

That CliIr. Alex DeWinter’s absence from Council meetings be approved until
24 November 2026.

Relevant Consultations
The Labour Group.
Significant Issues

Legal Implications

If approval is not provided to waiver the six-month attendance rule, the
Councillor will cease to be a Member of the Authority once this period runs
out.

In preparing this report, the author has considered issues related to Human
Rights, Human Resources, Equalities, Public Health Inequalities and there
are no areas of concern

Environmental impact

No Net Zero and Climate Impact Assessment (NZCIA) is required for this
report.

What will it cost and are there opportunities for savings?

Not applicable.

What are the risks and how can they be reduced?

None.
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8. Other options considered
8.1  None.

9. Appendix

9.1  None.

10. Background paper(s)

10.1 Local Government Act 1972

11. Report author’s contact details
Sandeep Tiensa Senior Democratic Services & Scrutiny
Officer
sandeep.tiensa@blaby.gov.uk 0116 272 7640
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Agenda Item 9

Blaby District Council
Council

Date of Meeting 30 June 2026

Title of Report Blaby District Local Plan (Proposed Submission
Version): Regulation 19 Publication
This is not a Key Decision and is on the Forward Plan

Lead Member Clir. Mike Shirley — Planning, Strategic Growth and
Environment

Report Author Development Strategy Manager

Strategic Themes All Themes: Enabling communities and supporting
vulnerable residents; Enhancing and maintaining our natural
and built environment; Growing and supporting our
economy; Keeping you safe and healthy; Ambitious and well

managed Council, valuing our people

1. What is this report about?

1.1 To present the Blaby District Local Plan (Proposed Submission Version) to
Council and seek approval that it can be published under Regulation 19, to
seek representations.

2. Recommendation(s) to Council
2.1 Agree the contents of the draft Statement of Consultation (Appendix A)

2.2 The Proposed Submission Local Plan at Appendix B and associated papers
be approved for publication under Regulation 19 TCP(LP)(England)
Regulations 2012.

2.3 That delegated authority is given to the Executive Director of Place in
consultation with the Planning, Strategic Growth and Environment Portfolio
Holder to make any minor factual or presentational changes prior to
publication.

3. Reason for Decisions Recommended

3.1 Local Planning Authorities are required to produce Local Plans. The Local
Plan, once adopted, will be part of the Development Plan for the District of
Blaby. The Plan has to be prepared in accordance with the Town and
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3.2

3.3

Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as
amended).

In order to progress the Local Plan to Submission by 31 December 2026
and Examination in Public thereafter in accordance with the programme set
out within the Local Development Scheme and Government deadline as set
out under the Levelling Up Act and Regulations. This includes the
publication of the Local Plan under Regulation 19. Minor amendments may
be required prior to publication and as such delegated authority to make
such changes is required.

To progress to Local Plan adoption and regain Plan led decision making and
a 5 year housing land supply position.

4.1

Matters to consider
Background

A Local Plan sets out local planning policies and identifies how land is used,
determining what will be built where. Adopted Local Plans provide the
framework for development across England. Having an up-to-date plan in
place is essential to guide development in the District and provide clarity to
communities, partners and the development industry in terms of decision
making.

The Government has been clear that it expects every Local Planning Authority
in England to have an adopted and ‘up-to-date’ Local Plan in place. The
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that Local Plans should
be reviewed at least every five years to determine whether they require
updating and, if so, then be updated as necessary. The Council’s Local Plan
comprising the Core Strategy (adopted 2013) and Delivery DPD (adopted
2019) are both more than 5 years post adoption. This means that the Council
cannot normally apply full weight to the policies within the development plan
when making decisions on planning applications. The Local Plan, once
adopted will supersede the Core Strategy and Delivery DPD in their entirety.

An adopted Local Plan reestablishes a 5 year housing land supply position
through the allocation of development sites, restoring plan led decision
making.

Approval of publication of the Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan
(Regulation 19), (referred to as the Local Plan in the rest of this report) is
necessary in order for Blaby District to progress the Local Plan to submission
and subsequent adoption of the Local Plan.

The updated Local Development Scheme was approved by Council on the

14" April 2026. This document contains the work programme of the Local
Plan production and identifies the key milestones, including Submission by 31
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December 2026, as required by Government through regulations under the
Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.

If the Local Plan is not submitted to Government for Examination by 31
December, Blaby District Council will be subjected to the new plan making
system and would in effect have to restart the process.

Blaby Local Plan
Work began on the new Blaby Local Plan in June 2019, following approval
from Council. This is referred to as the Regulation 18 consultation.

Issues and Options, published for consultation in 2019

This document considered a range of planning related issues and potential
options. It focused on the overarching strategic matters rather than site
specific issues.

New Local Plan Options, published for consultation 2021

This focused on four key areas; options for the location of future development
which set out the direction that the Council expected to take; All reasonable
site options which were sites promoted to the Council for development by
landowners, developers and site promoters; the emerging strategic
objectives; and initial information on policies in the Local Plan.

The Draft Statement of Consultation (Appendix A) sets out, for each of the
Regulation 18 consultations, how the consultation was undertaken, who
responded, and the key issues raised in the feedback. Officers have reviewed
all comments received during the consultations and have taken these into
account in preparing the Proposed Submission Local Plan. For the 2019
consultation, a total of 98 consultees responded to the 27 questions and for
the second, a total of 871 consultees responded to the 32 questions asked in
the consultation.

Proposed Submission Local Plan

The proposed submission draft Local Plan is contained at Appendix B to this
report. The Local Plan period is 2025 to 2042. The chapters and policies in
the Local Plan align with the National Planning Policy Framework.

The Local Plan is formed of the following chapters:
1 — Introduction

2 - Spatial Portrait, Vision & Objectives

3 - Spatial Strategy

4 - Climate Change & Flooding

5 - Conserving and Enhancing the Natural & Built Environment
6 - Housing

7 - Health and Well-being

8 - Employment

9 - Retail, Leisure & Tourism

10 - Transport, Local Services and Infrastructure
11 — Implementation and Monitoring
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Appendices:

Housing Trajectory

Employment Trajectory

Open Space Provision Tables

Monitoring Framework

Glossary of Terms

Lists of Policies Replaced by this Local Plan
Maps

The Local Plan is to be read as a whole document. In total there are 74
policies, each with a specific role in directing and supporting development and
protecting areas and development constraint within the district. There are a
mix of strategic and non-strategic policies which are clearly set out within the
Local Plan. The Strategic policies are as follows:

Policy S1: Location and Growth Strategy — sets the plan period, settlement
hierarchy, the number of homes planned and the amount of employment
development to be delivered.

Policy S2: Strategy for Housing — sets the strategy for the delivery of the new
homes and where within the settlement hierarchy they will be delivered.

Policy S3: Strateqy for a Prosperous Economy — sets the strategy for a strong
and prosperous economy in line with the Council Economic Development
Framework. This includes the retention and enhancement of key employment
sites. It also sets out the delivery of new employment land.

Policy S4: Site Allocations for Housing — lists all of the proposed housing
allocations and the number of homes to be delivered on each.

Policy S5: Site Allocations for Local and Strategic Employment Uses — sets
out the site allocations to meet the local employment need and safeguarding
strategic employment, as part of the strategic allocations.

Policy S6: Comprehensive Development and Masterplanning of Strateqic
Sites — details the comprehensive masterplanned delivery of the strategic
sites.

Strateqic site allocations

Policy S7: Strategic Development Sites — Land West of Stoney Stanton —
strategic allocation of three new neighbourhoods for 5165 new homes, 965 to
be delivered within the plan period, including provision of local employment
land, community infrastructure, mobility hub, open space, gypsy and traveller
provision, older persons accommodation, affordable housing, three primary
schools, one of which within the plan period, and a secondary school.
Safeguarded land for strategic warehousing to be delivered beyond the plan
period.
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Policy S8: Strategic Development Sites — Whetstone Pastures - 4500 new
homes, 800 to be delivered within the plan period, including provision of local
employment land, community infrastructure, mobility hub, open space, gypsy
and traveller provision, older persons accommodation, affordable housing,
self and custom build, two primary schools (one beyond the end of the plan
period) and a secondary school. Safeguarded land for strategic warehousing
to be delivered beyond the plan period.

Policy S9: Land to the North of the A47 Hinckley Road, Kirby Muxloe Strategic
Site [Hastings Fields Phase 2] — 650 new homes, 510 to be delivered in the
plan period, affordable homes, including new community facilities, local
centre, mobility hub and open space.

Policy S10: Land West of Beggars Lane, Lubbesthorpe Strategic Site —
strategic extension to New Lubbesthorpe, 825 new homes, provision of a new
primary school, mobility hub and local centre.

Policy S11: Land at Carlton Park, Narborough Strategic Site — 560 new
homes, local employment, mobility hub, affordable housing, local centre and
open space.

Policy S12: Land South of Whetstone Strateqgic Site — 760 new homes, local
employment land, affordable housing, mobility hub, open space, local centre
and land safeguarded for a new primary school.

Other key strategic policies

Policy S13: Strategy for Retail and Leisure and Network of Centres — sets the
positive approach to planning for retail, town centre and leisure uses by
protecting existing centres within the district and supporting managed growth
at the Motorway Retail Area, Meridan Leisure and leisure at Everards
Meadows.

Policy S14: Strategy for Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Show Persons
— broad locations and criteria-based policy to be used in the decision making
of planning applications in the development management process.

Policy S15: Design and Place-making —sets the design strategy for future
growth in the district with a positive criteria based policy and design principles.
Requires production of a Design Supplementary Plan and Design Codes.

Policy S16: Green Wedges — identification and protection of Green Wedges
within the district.

Policy S17: Areas of Separation — identification and protection of Areas of
Separation within the district.

Policy S18: Countryside — protection of countryside and identification of
appropriate development types within the countryside.
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In addition to the above listed policies, there are further strategic policies
within the Proposed Submission Local Plan at Appendix B. They cover issues
such as infrastructure, community facilities, conservation and enhancement
of the natural, built and historic environment, including landscapes and green
infrastructure, and planning measures to address climate change mitigation
and adaption.

Vision and Growth Targets

Local Plans contain overarching visions which set out how the area should
change over the period of the plan. They are also an opportunity to reflect
longer term aspirations stretching beyond the plan period.

The vision for the Proposed Submission Local Plan is ‘Our vision is to ensure
that Blaby District is ‘a great place to live, work and visit’.

This is grounded in the Council’s aspiration to become a Carbon Neutral
District and the goal of net zero by 2050. It reflects both on national policy,
growth targets and Council strategies including the Blaby Climate Change
Strategy.

The levels of growth to be delivered through the Local Plan in the context of
the Local Plan vision takes account of national policy, including the standard
methodology for calculating local housing need. This includes evidence
produced jointly by the Leicester and Leicestershire local authorities and at
the Blaby District level. Key evidence documents include the Leicester and
Leicestershire Housing and Economic Needs Assessment 2022, the Updated
Housing Needs Distribution Paper 2025, Leicester and Leicestershire
Strategic B8 Study 2025, Blaby Employment Land and Premises Study 2025
and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment 2022

The Leicester & Leicestershire Statement of Common Ground Relating to
Housing and Employment Land Needs (June 2022) was signed by Council in
July 2022. Although the housing element has since been superseded, the
approach to employment land is still relevant to the Proposed Submission
Local Plan as contained in Appendix B. In addition the Leicester &
Leicestershire Authorities - Statement of Common Ground relating to housing
distribution was signed by Council on 27 January 2026.

The growth targets for the Local Plan can be found within Policy S1 Location
and Growth Strategy within Appendix B of this report.

It is worth noting that a large proportion of the Local Plan target is formed of
existing committed sites either from existing allocated sites such as New
Lubbesthorpe, or from recently permitted extensions to medium sized villages
in the district. In particular these will supply the housing need over the first
part of the Local Plan, whilst New Lubbesthorpe will continue to deliver over
the life of the Plan.
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Growth allocated in the Local Plan will be delivered in the District according
to the settlement hierarchy. Settlements are grouped together in a tier on the
hierarchy according to the level of local services, access to public transport
and access to employment opportunities. The settlement hierarchy is not
dissimilar to the one contained in the current Local Plan.

Most new development will be focussed on the Principal Urban Area (PUA) of
Leicester and our most sustainable villages, especially during the early to
middle part of the plan period. However, as we move towards the end of the
Plan Period and beyond, there will be greater emphasis on delivering growth
in new communities, in particular Land West of Stoney Stanton and
Whetstone Pastures. The creation of these communities will allow us to
continue to direct development to these new communities whilst protecting
our existing communities from excessive growth and coalescence.

Non strategic policies.

The Local Plan also contains a series of non strategic policies which will
primarily be used for the detailed consideration of proposals on the proposed
allocations and other applications when they are submitted as planning
applications.

Supporting Documents

Policies Map

The Policies Map is a spatial interpretation of the development plan policies
covering the district. The Policies Map for the Local Plan consists of one PDF
overview map and inset maps for individual settlements.

Strategic policies and spatial policies within the Local Plan require
amendments to the policies map. Appendix E to this report shows the
mapping changes from the strategic and site allocations that will be made to
the Policies Map.

Sustainability Appraisal

The development of the Plan has been shaped by an iterative process of
Sustainability Appraisal (SA). It assesses the significant social, environmental
and economic effects of the plan to ensure that decisions are made that
contribute to achieving sustainable development. The NPPF requires that
reasonable alternatives to the Local Plan strategy are considered to
demonstrate that it is justified as part of the tests of soundness, and under
Regulation 12(2) of The Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004. Alongside the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Appraisal and Site Selection, the Sustainability Appraisal has
assessed all potential sites, broad locations, and proposed policies
reasonable for development. The process and methodology to considering
both patterns for development and site options is detailed within the
Sustainability Appraisal and Site Selection Paper. The Sustainability
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Appraisal is contained in Appendix C of this report. This will be published
alongside the Local Plan for representation.

A key part of the Sustainability Appraisal is assessing alternative ways of
delivering the Local Plan’s objectives and their sustainability effects. This
helps identify an appropriate strategy and opportunities to maximise benefits
and minimise adverse effects.

The Sustainability Appraisal considered alternative ways of delivering growth
across the District and the sites needed to support them. Building on the
Regulation 18 stage, it tested three reasonable growth options based on the
updated housing need evidence set out in section 7 of Appendix C.

Three distribution options were also tested. This again built on those tested at
Regulation 18 and on the site appraisal and selection process evidence work
undertaken by the Council to inform a distribution strategy. It also reflected on
the amount of growth already committed in meeting the growth target. The SA
concluded that all three options show broadly similar outcomes (in terms of
significant effects) and any differences were considered marginal.

The Non Technical Summary contained at the beginning of Appendix C
provides an overview of the process undertaken and the key findings.

Habitat Regulation Assessment

A Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) screening exercise has been
undertaken to identify whether there is the potential for the Local Plan to
adversely effect biodiversity sites of international importance. Having
undertaken this assessment we concluded that the Plan would not have any
likely significant effects and that further assessment is not required. Natural
England were consulted on our views and provided the HRA screening
assessment for them to scrutinise and they have agreed with our conclusions.
This will be published alongside the Local Plan for comment and is contained
at Appendix D.

Health Impact Assessment

In addition, a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) has been produced by Public
Health. This has evaluated the potential health effects of the Local Plan and
recommended wording changes to lessen the impact.

Evidence Base
The Local Plan is supported by a robust and extensive evidence base. The
below is a list of the evidence which are the most significant:

. Housing Employment Needs Assessment 2022 — identifies local
employment need and affordable housing need.
. Housing and Employment Needs Assessment and Apportionment -

following Government update to the national guidance and local
housing need, these studies were updated to inform the housing target
and approach to be taken forward within the Local Plan.
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. Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment
(SHELAA) - this study assesses all known potential development sites
for their suitability, availability and achievability, and informs the
allocation of sites.

. Site selection — Building on the SHELAA, this document considers in
more detail sites for proposed allocation within the Local Plan.
. Green Wedge and Areas of Separation Review — this study reviews

the existing designated Green Wedge and Areas of Separation against
the joint Leicestershire methodology.

. Green and Blue Infrastructure Study— which identifies the District’s key
green and blue assets and opportunities to enhance the network.
. Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment — this study

identified the housing needs of Gypsy, Traveller, and Travelling
Showpeople communities within the district.

. Strategic Flood Risk Assessment — assessing sites submitted to the
council for flood risk to provide a comprehensive and robust appraisal
of the extent and nature of flood risk from all sources of flooding.

. Retail, Town Centre, and Leisure Study — identifies the needs for the
district and review of existing centres

. The Blaby Open Space Assessment (2019), Blaby District Playing
Pitch Strategy (2024), Built Facilities Strategy and Action Plan (2024)
in relation to open space and facilities infrastructure requirements.

. A Joint Transport Evidence (JTE), produced in partnership with
Leicestershire County Council and south Leicestershire authorities,
with ongoing engagement with National Highways in consideration of
impacts of Local Plan growth at a strategic level on the road network.

. Blaby specific Interim Strategic Transport Assessment. This builds on
the JTE to test the locational strategy and growth targets by applying a
‘vision and validate’ approach advocated in the NPPF. It tests the
impacts of the Local Plan Vision in respect of transport and movement
on the existing highways network and applies the onsite provision of
services and amenities and connectivity to existing services through
the Blaby Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (BCWIP) and the
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans (LCWIP). It identifies
mitigation necessary to delivery the Local Plan growth.

. Strategic Warehousing - identifies the needs of strategic warehousing
in Leicestershire and apportioning by local authority area.

. Blaby Employment Land and Premises Study - identifies the needs for
the district and review of existing employment sites.

. Interim Whole Plan Viability — a financial appraisal undertaken on the
policies of the plan to provide an initial conclusion on the viability of the
plan.

. High-level Heritage Impact Assessment — desktop sifting of SHELAA
sites where heritage assets exist onsite, or in proximity to sites.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan

The Local Plan allocates land to meet future development needs and includes
details of the infrastructure required to support growth. This is expanded upon
in a separate document—the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP).
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The IDP is produced in collaboration with key service providers to help ensure
that the infrastructure needed to support the Local Plan are identified,
coordinated, and appropriately prioritised. Content includes:

Transport — As set out above, appropriate mitigation in the form of walking,
cycling, bus infrastructure and highway mitigation informed by transport
evidence to support growth within the Local Plan.

Education — Education discussions with Leicestershire County Council and
education modelling commissioned and informed by the Leicestershire
County Council Planning Obligations Policy (July 2019).

Healthcare — Discussions with the Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland
Integrated Care Board on primary healthcare infrastructure requirements
have informed the infrastructure requirements contained within the Schedule.

Community Facilities — applying understanding of existing provision of open
space, playing pitches and built facilities and standards contained in evidence
to calculate new provision to support proposed local plan growth.

Green and Blue infrastructure — identification of onsite and offsite priority area
mitigation opportunities.

Utilities — Discussions with utility provides including Cadent Gas, Seven Trent
Water and National Grid Electricity Distribution have informed identification of
impacts on their service provision and the process to mitigate impacts.

The full suite of published evidence is available on the Local Plan website and
should be read alongside the proposed submission Local Plan.

Further work to be undertaken

The following additional evidence and supporting material is in the process of
being finalised. It is intended that this updated evidence will be completed for
Submission alongside the Local Plan and supporting documentation:

+ Blaby Local Plan Transport Evidence - As stated above the Blaby
Interim Strategic Transport Assessment forms part of the Evidence
base. Further work will be undertaken following Publication of the
Local Plan to further refine and cost mitigation measures necessary
to support delivery of the Local Plan ahead of Submission.

* Whole Plan Viability Appraisal — As indicated above, an interim Whole
Plan Viability Appraisal has been undertaken. On completion of the
transport evidence costings work, the outstanding mitigation will be
plugged into the Whole Plan Viability Appraisal to assess the
financial implications of the full infrastructure and policy
requirements (particularly affordable housing, biodiversity net gain
and sustainable construction standards) on the viability of the
development strategy and types of sites.
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* Infrastructure Delivery Plan — The Infrastructure Delivery Plan and
Schedule forms part of the evidence base to support the Proposed
Submission Local Plan. This is a living document and will be
updated accordingly.

* Heritage Impact Assessment - High-level Heritage Impact Assessment
work to date has involved a sift of all SHELAA sites to establish
where further assessment is needed to establish heritage impacts.
We are now at a stage where 25 sites have been identified for
additional assessment to identify the assets affected and their
significance, as well as provide recommendations for mitigation.

Publication and Next Steps
Subject to the approval of Members, the Proposed Submission Local Plan at
Appendix B, and supporting appendices, will be published for a 6-week period
at the beginning of July 2026.

The Regulation 19 Publication is the last opportunity for people to comment
on the new Local Plan before the Council submits it to Government for
Examination in Public. An independent Planning Inspector, appointed by the
Government, will oversee the examination of the Local Plan. The Planning
Inspector will be sent any representations that are made during this
Regulation 19 publication.

The NPPF requires the Planning Inspector to decide if the Local Plan is sound.
Plans are considered ‘sound’ if they are:

a) Positively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to
meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements
with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving
sustainable development;

b) Justified — an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable
alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence;

c) Effective — 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 the statement of common ground; and

d) Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF and other
statements of national planning policy, where relevant.

In accordance with the requirements set out above, the Council will notify in
writing all specific and general consultees—including Parish Councils and
neighbouring authorities—as well as any individual or organisation that has
previously expressed an interest in the Local Plan process. The Proposed
Submission Local Plan will be made available for inspection on the Council’s
website, alongside all supporting evidence documents. Paper copies of the
Plan and other key documents will also be accessible at libraries across the
District and at the Council Offices to ensure all residents have the opportunity
to participate.
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4.2

A series of drop-in events will be held at locations across the District. The
Council’s social media channels will be used to raise awareness of the
consultation, and a set of Frequently Asked Questions will be published on
the website to assist the public in understanding the process. Consultation
packs, including posters for display on parish noticeboards, will be issued to
all Parish Councils to help promote the publication. Articles have been
included in the Council’'s general and planning newsletters to inform
stakeholders of the upcoming publication period. Direct letter drops will take
place targeting vulnerable residents who may not have access to online
correspondence.

The Government has published a model representation form for local plans at
the publication stage. This form will be used the council during the Publication
period. This invites comments on whether the plan is legally compliant and
sound.

Following Publication, representations received will be collated, analysed and
reported to Council for consideration. Once this work is complete the Council
can then consider the submission of the Proposed Submission Draft Local
Plan and accompanying documents to the Secretary of State for Examination.

It is important to note that after Regulation 19 Publication the Council cannot
make further changes to the Local Plan itself. It must submit the version it has
published at Regulation 19. Following the Regulation 19 consultation, if the
Council wishes to make changes to the published version, it must do so in a
separate schedule. This schedule will contain the modifications that have
been identified following the Regulation 19 Publication. If the changes are
significant in nature, changes must be reflected in the associated
Sustainability Appraisal and Habitat Regulation Assessment. These can be
submitted in the form of minor and main modifications. The Council will need
to make a specific request of the Inspector to consider these as part of the
Examination.

Once the Local Plan is submitted to the Secretary of State, the timetable for
the examination will be determined by the Planning Inspectorate. It is currently
anticipated that the hearings sessions which form part of the examination will
take place in spring 2027.

Proposal(s)

That the responses to the previous Blaby District Local Plan Regulation 18,
and Council’'s proposed responses in Appendix A are agreed and that the
Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Appendix B), and associated
papers are approved for Publication under Regulation 19.

There may be need for minor, factual and presentational changes that arise
prior to publication. Delegated authority is sought for any changes to be
agreed by the Executive Director of Place in consultation with the Portfolio
Holder Planning, Strategic Growth and Environment in advance of
Publication.

Page 30



4.3

4.4

Relevant Consultations

Relevant internal consultations have taken place, including the Director of
Place and the Assistant Director - Planning and Strategic Growth.

Significant Issues

Legal implications

Subject to submission by 31 December, the Local Plan will be examined under
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, excluding the amendments
made by the LURA, and The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012.

Duty to Cooperate

The Duty to Cooperate (DtC) is a legal requirement introduced under the
Localism Act 2011 (amending the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act
2004) requiring local planning authorities to ‘engage constructively, actively,
and on an ongoing basis in any process’ on strategic, cross-boundary matters.
It aims to ensure effective planning on issues spanning across administrative
boundaries—such as housing, infrastructure, and transport.

The Government has confirmed as of 25" March, 2026, the statutory Duty to
Cooperate (DtC), introduced by the Localism Act 2011, is abolished for local
plans in England. This includes the Blaby District Local Plan.

Notwithstanding this, the Government has been clear the need for plan
making authorities to continue to maintain collaboration, in particular with
neighbouring plan making authorities, on meeting unmet development needs.
This is something the examination Inspector will consider through the tests of
soundness. The council has continued to progress the Compliance Statement
on Duty to Cooperate as a record of the collaboration on strategic matters with
statutory bodies.

Members will recall on 27 January, Council approved the signing of the
updated Leicester & Leicestershire Authorities - Statement of Common
Ground relating to Housing Distribution following NPPF and new Standard
Method published December 2024 (December 2025).

In respect of strategic warehousing and distribution the Leicester &
Leicestershire Authorities - Statement of Common Ground relating to
Strategic Warehousing Need (January 2026) is being presented to council
under a different item. This confirms that no further strategic B8 warehousing
is required to be delivered within Blaby District within the study period up to
2046.

Human Resource implications

The examination of a Local Plan requires the appointment of a Programme
Officer to liaise with the Planning Inspectorate. The process to appoint this
role has commenced.
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4.5

6.1

Equalities
An Equality Impact & Needs Assessment (EINA) has been prepared and is

contained at appendix G to this report.

In preparing this report, the author has considered issues related to Human
Rights, Legal Matters, Human Resources, Equalities, Public Health
Inequalities and there are no areas of concern.

Environmental impact

The environmental impacts of the Local Plan are assessed within the
accompanying Sustainability Appraisal, as required by Section 19(5) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and a Habitat Regulations
Assessment (Appendix 4). The Sustainability Appraisal also meets the
requirement for a strategic environmental assessment in accordance with
The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations
2004.

A Net Zero and Climate Impact Assessment (NZCIA) has been carried out.
The NZCIA identifies that the Local Plan will have both positive and negative
impacts on the environment, which will be mitigated through policies
introduced in the Local Plan. The Local Plan contributes to the overall
positive impacts anticipated that greenhouse gases, air pollution and
pollutants in soil or water will decrease. Sustainable transport will be
encouraged and biodiversity will be improved along with an increase in
climate change adaption and sustainable materials being used in some
places. Negative impacts anticipated are a significant change to land use,
increase in energy use and waste production. Where negative impacts have
been identified, mitigation measures have been put in place through the
Local Plan to reduce these impacts.

What will it cost and are there opportunities for savings?

The costs for Local Plan preparation are already allowed for in the General
Fund budget, including the staff and examination costs referred to below. This
will support the progress of the Local Plan to adoption. In addition the Council
has been successful in securing a MHCLG fund of £200,000 to support the
progress to Regulation 19.

Staff — A Programme Officer will need to be engaged for the period of the
Local Plan Examination to administer the process and be the main point of
contact between the Inspector and all other interested parties. The Planning
Inspectorate advise that the Programme Officer should be in post by the time
a plan is submitted to the Secretary of State and remain until the Examination
is closed. It is estimated that the cost of the appointment would be
approximately £20,000, the majority of which will be paid for within 2027/28.

Examination costs — costs for the Examination of the Local Plan are likely to
occur in 2027/28. The principal cost will be the Inspector’s fees (currently
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estimated to be around £150,000 -£200,000). These are within the budget

framework for 2026/27.
Current year 2027/28
Revenue £260,117 £306,000
Capital N/A N/A
7. What are the risks and how can they be reduced?

7.1

Current Risk

Actions to reduce the risks

Council does not

Low / medium

approve to e Brief Members in advance of Council

publish the Impact would be meeting of the statutory duty of Local

Regulation 19 | considerable Planning Authorities to produce and

Submission adopt a Local Plan and the

Local Plan .
consequences of not doing so.

e Provision of information and relevant
documentation to support decision
making

Staff turnover / Medium / high.

long term e Provide appropriate training to
absence/ encourage staff retention.
reduction in staff | Impact could be

numbers. considerable. o

Provide a varied workload to keep staff
engaged and motivated.

Recruitment to commence as soon as
the current post holder submits their
notice (subject to available funding).

Employ agency staff / consultants to
cover periods of absence (subject to
available funding).

Re-deploy suitable staff from the
Development Services Team should
opportunities arise.
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Evidence
gathering delays

Medium / high.

Impact could be
considerable.

The Local Plan relies on substantial
evidence on a range of issues.

Provide resources and funding to
complete evidence gathering.

Changes in
housing,
employment,
and other
development
requirements.

High.

Impact could be
considerable.

Monitor changes to LHN

Build in flexibility into Local Plan
options for growth.

Early completions/reviews of the
Statements of Common Ground with
other HMA partners.

Substantial
evidence
requirements
arising from
Strategic Sites —
including
transport
evidence,
viability and
deliverability (in
terms of
potential delivery
of strategic
infrastructure
that relies on
third parties).

High.

Impact could be
considerable.

Early engagement with strategic site
promoters and receipt of site specific
evidence to ensure an understanding of
site constraints and key issues are
picked up and additional evidence and
mitigation undertaken and tested.

Partnership Medium Strong links have been made over the

collaboration past months to ensure good working

ceases relationships can be built and
maintained with strategic partners.
Continued dialogue and development of
shared priorities will ensure continued
collaboration.

8. Other options considered

8.1  Not to produce a Local Plan

The production of a Local Plan is required by the National Planning Policy
Framework and is key to enabling the Council to guide and shape sustainable
development in this District and to the restoration of a 5 year housing land
supply position. Adoption of the Local Plan will provide the Council with a
comprehensive development plan against which to determine planning
applications and will replace the Core Strategy (2013) and Delivery DPD
(2019) in their entirety. Not producing a Local Plan leaves the Council
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9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

9.8

9.9

10.

10.1

11.

vulnerable to continued speculative planning applications under the tilted
balance.

Appendices — Published separately in supplemental agendas

Appendix A — Consultation Statement

Appendix B — Proposed Submission Local Plan

Appendix C - Sustainability Appraisal

Appendix D — Habitat Regulation Assessment

Appendix E — Policies Maps

Appendix F - Statement of Community Involvement

Appendix G — Equality Impact & Needs Assessment (EINA) (To Follow)
Appendix H— Authority Monitoring Report

Appendix | - Local Development Scheme

Background paper(s)

Local Plan Evidence on the Local Plan evidence page of the Council
website.

Report author’s contact details

Vicky Chapman Planning Policy and Strategy Service
Manager

Vicky.chapman@pblaby.gov.uk
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Agenda Item 10

Blaby District Council
Council

Date of Meeting 30 June 2026

Title of Report Leicester & Leicestershire Authorities - Statement of
Common Ground relating to Strategic Distribution
Floorspace Needs Update and Apportionment
This is not a Key Decision and is on the Forward Plan

Lead Member Clir. Mike Shirley — Planning, Strategic Growth and
Environmental Portfolio Holder

Report Author Development Strategy Manager

Strategic Themes All Themes: Enabling communities and supporting
vulnerable residents; Enhancing and maintaining our natural
and built environment; Growing and supporting our
economy; Keeping you safe and healthy; Ambitious and well

managed Council, valuing our people

1. What is this report about?

1.1 This report provides information on a Statement of Common Ground for the
Strategic Distribution Floorspace Needs Update and Apportionment (known
as Strategic B8) report prepared by the Leicester and Leicestershire
authorities to demonstrate effective cooperation and joint working in plan
making. The Statement of Common Ground has been produced in response
the need to reflect a more accurate and up to date position on Strategic B8
needs across Leicestershire. The content of which will be used by Councils
across Leicester and Leicestershire to inform local plan making.

1.2 The report seeks approval for Council to sign the Leicester and
Leicestershire Authorities Statement of Common Ground for Strategic B8
allocations.

2, Recommendation(s) to Council

2.1 Council approves the signing of the Leicester & Leicestershire Authorities -
Statement of Common Ground for Strategic Distribution Floorspace Needs
Update and Apportionment. (Appendix 1 to this report)

2.2 Council note that in signing up to this Statement of Common Ground it does
not infer support from Blaby District Council, or any of the relevant Local
Authorities, for a future rail-served strategic proposal in the District.
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2.3  Council reaffirm Blaby District Council’s continued opposition to the scheme,

referred to as the Hinckley National Rail Freight Interchange, which was
rejected by the Secretary of State in March 2025.

4.1

3.1

Reason for Decisions Recommended

To continue to maintain effective cooperation that Blaby District Council
must fulfil to progress the emerging Local Plan.

Matters to consider
Background

What is a Statement of Common Ground?

A Statement of Common Ground is a formal written document used in the plan-
making process to demonstrate collaboration between authorities and relevant
strategic bodies. It records the cooperation maintained between parties and
clarifies agreed evidence on strategic matters such as the distribution of
commercial floorspace apportionment. It provides proof of evidence of
cooperation at Examination.

The 2021 Strategic B8 Needs Study

To inform the emerging Local Plan, the 2021 Strategic B8 Needs Study has
been updated, to reflect a more accurate and up to date position on Strategic
B8 needs across Leicester and Leicestershire.

Strategic B8 is defined as logistics and warehousing units of 9,000 sqm+. The
study period is up to 2046 so that the evidence will cover the timeframes of all
the Local Plans currently being prepared in Leicester and Leicestershire. The
Blaby Local Plan will run to 2042.

The update was commissioned by all the Leicester and Leicestershire (L&L)
local authorities, contracted by North West Leicestershire and project managed
by Charnwood Borough Council. It is evidence that will feed into each of the
Local Plans progressing to Regulation 19 Pre Submission Stage. This is the
next stage of the Blaby Local Plan.

Scope of the study
The study updates the amount of need for strategic distribution floorspace and
considers how this need may be apportioned across the whole of Leicester and
Leicestershire, as the Housing Market Area (HMA). To do this it identifies:

e Broad locations, defined as Areas of Opportunity (largely informed by

strategic road network junction access).

e Apportions the need to the Areas of Opportunity.

e Capacity tests the target apportionment.

e Phases delivery across the study period up to 2046.
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Key outputs
The study identifies an overall need of 3,969,400sgm over the next 23 years

(study period 2023 — 2046). The study assumes that the identified need up to
2046 will be met through both rail and road served sites. It assumes a road/rail
split of 66%/34%. The portion of rail served is a reduction on the 2021 Study
and is informed by National Rail forecasts on rail served new warehousing and
the East Midlands existing stock served by railheads.

The table below sets out the split of the identified need across the HMA:

Table 0.8 Apportionment by District/Borough

District / Completions + Residual Need Total Apportionment

Borough Commitments Apportioned incl.
completions +
commitments

Rail Road Rail Road
E;L‘gsﬁf:;ire 221,100 240,000 00000 1,654,700 39%
Harborough 257,000 566,400 823,400 21%
E'g’si"oer}[’h& 327,000 28800 755800 19%
Blaby 105,100 650,000 0 755,100 19%
Charnwood 0 80,500 80,500 2%
Total 910,200 890,000 2,169,200 3,969,400

Source: Iceni analysis

As the above table shows North West Leicestershire District Council takes most
of the need due to the broad East Midlands Gateway location connectivity and
relatively unconstrained A42 corridor. This includes an expansion of the existing
East Midlands Gateway rail served strategic B8 location of 240,000 sqm. The
majority apportioned to Harborough is to be delivered through a Magna Park
expansion. The amount apportioned to Blaby and Hinckley is roughly the same
at 19%.

BDC share of the meeting the need

The study assumes 755,100 sqm of Strategic B8 will come forward within Blaby
over the study period (2023 - 2046). This is formed of 105,100sgm for road
served and 650,000 sgm for rail served.

The road served need is formed entirely of committed sites. These are Enderby
Hub (33.33Ha) and Land North of Leicester Lane (Lubbesthorpe SES Residual),
Lubbesthorpe (5.52ha).

Rail served Strategic B8

The rail served need of 650,000sgm has been apportioned for Blaby due to
there being a location with the right strategic infrastructure proximity of a railway
line and motorway junction to accommodate a rail served logistics facility to
meet this identified need.
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The study specifically addresses the mechanism for rail served Strategic B8. It
concludes that once the expansion of East Midlands Gateway has been
accounted for, there are no further rail-served opportunities within the study
area beyond Blaby District. It reflects on the Government policy for an expanded
network of Strategic Rail Freight Interchanges. The study does acknowledge the
reasons for refusal by the Secretary of State for the previous Development
Consent Order (DCO) application in Blaby District. Any future DCO application
would need to overcome these issues, which are significant. Blaby District
Council would have the continued ability to reject such an application were it
brought forward for consideration to the Secretary of State.

It is very clear throughout the study that the opportunity for any rail served
proposal must be explored via the DCO route and could not be via a Local
Plan allocation or planning application determined by Blaby District Council due
to the scale. Therefore, a smaller road served Strategic B8 scheme at a location
with rail and motorway connections through a Local Plan allocation or otherwise
could compromise the comprehensive delivery of a DCO in such a location and
would not meet the rail-served need for Leicestershire, as

identified by the study.

Conclusions of the Study

The study includes a section which outlines the conclusions made and its
intended application. The study uses information available now and is liable to
change as Local Plans progress during the study period. Importantly it is explicit
that it does not allocate or grant permission on any of the sites considered
within the Areas of Opportunity, nor are the outputs and quantitative conclusions
absolute.

Local Plan Submission Deadline

In his statement the Housing and Planning Minister confirmed that Local Plans
being prepared under the current planning system, which the emerging Blaby
Local Plan is, must be submitted to Government for examination by 31
December 2026.

If this deadline is missed, work on a new plan, under the emerging planning
system must be produced. This would result in a delay of uncertain amount of
time to Local Plan adoption and restoration of plan led decision making. This will
result in a continuation of speculative planning applications being submitted and
being considered by planning committee under the tilted balance.

Why should Blaby District Council sign the Strategic B8 Statement of Common
Ground?

The Government has confirmed as of 25" March 2026, the statutory Duty to
Cooperate (DtC), introduced by the Localism Act 2011, is abolished for local
plans in England. This includes the Blaby District Local Plan.

Notwithstanding this, the Government has been clear the need for plan making
authorities to continue to maintain collaboration, in particular with neighbouring
plan making authorities, on meeting unmet development needs. This is
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something the examination Inspector will consider through the tests of
soundness. The council has continued to progress the Compliance Statement
on Duty to Cooperate as a record of the collaboration on strategic matters with
statutory bodies.

The Statement of Common Ground remains a key part of each individual
authority’s local plan evidence to demonstrate they have complied with the
Tests of Soundness that an Inspector will test the Local Plan against during the
Examination in Public. If an Inspector determines the Local Plan fails the Tests
of Soundness, the Local Plan will fail the examination and cannot be adopted by
the Local Planning Authority. Not signing the Statement of Common Ground
therefore carries a risk to the council. Consequently, in the case of Blaby, the
local planning authority will continue to be vulnerable to speculative planning
applications with increased challenges to deliver strategic infrastructure. It is
therefore essential that council sign the attached Statement of Common Ground
to allow the progression of the Local Plan work.

The Statement of Common Ground, as appended to this report at Appendix 1, is
also being considered by other authorities in Leicestershire with the same
recommendation for approval.

Proposal(s)

It is proposed that approval is given for Council to sign the Leicester &
Leicestershire Authorities - Statement of Common Ground for Strategic
Distribution Floorspace Needs Update and Apportionment.

Council note that in signing up to this Statement of Common Ground it does not
infer support from Blaby District Council, or any of the relevant Local Authorities,
for a future rail-served strategic proposal in the District.

Council reaffirm Blaby District Council’'s continued opposition to the scheme,
referred to as the Hinckley National Rail Freight Interchange, which was
rejected by the Secretary of State in March 2025.

Relevant Consultations

Relevant internal consultations have taken place. External consultation on this
matter is not required or appropriate. Publication of the Local Plan will be
undertaken separately.

Significant Issues

There are no significant issues directly arising from this report.

Environmental impact

No Net Zero and Climate Impact Assessment is required for this report.
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What will it cost and are there opportunities for savings?

There are no cost implications to this report over and above the provision made

within existing budgets.

The Statement of Common Ground for Strategic B8 further cements joint
working opportunities for evidence production for plan making across
Leicestershire. This includes the evidence referred to throughout this report.
Blaby District Council has made a financial contribution to pay for this evidence
equal to that of the other authorities in Leicestershire.

What are the risks and how can they be reduced?

The risks are set out in the table below.

Current Risk

Actions to reduce the risks

Without the Statement of Common
Ground being approved, the Council
will struggle to demonstrate at
Examination that it has maintained
cooperation on the strategic cross
boundary matter of Strategic B8
needs. This poses a significant risk to
adoption and the council will remain
vulnerable to speculative
developments across the District.

Acknowledgement of the need to
agree the updated Strategic B8
allocation, as outlined in the
Statement of Common Ground, will
ensure the Council can control
development across the District.

The potential to not maintain
cooperation on strategic matters and
the demonstration of this through
Statement of Common Ground.

Continuing to work collaboratively
with the authorities across Leicester
and Leicestershire in evidence
production; and ensuring the
cooperation is maintained throughout
the production of the new Local Plan.
Approval for Council to sign the
Statement of Common Ground is part
of this process.

Other options considered

The alternative option would be to reject the Statement of Common Ground.
However, in doing so Council would be compromising the ability as a local
planning authority to demonstrate collaboration is maintained and therefore
progress the emerging Local Plan for the District and allow the local planning
authority to submit by the deadline of 31 December 2026.
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Appendix

Appendix A — Leicester & Leicestershire Authorities - Statement of Common
Ground relating to Strategic Distribution Floorspace Needs Update and
Apportionment.

Appendix B — Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic B8 consultant’s report

Background paper(s)
None.
Report author’s contact details

Victoria Chapman Planning Policy & Strategy Manager
Victoria.Chapman@blaby.gov.uk 0116 272 7775
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Appendix A

Leicester & Leicestershire Authorities - Statement of Common Ground

relating to Strategic Warehousing Need (March 2026)

1.0
1.1

1.2

1.3

2.0
2.1

3.0
3.1

3.2

The Leicester and Leicestershire HMA and FEMA

The Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Market Area (HMA) and Functional
Economic Area (FEMA) covers the administrative areas of eight local planning
authorities and two highways and transport authorities. The eight local planning
authorities responsible for plan making are:

e Blaby District Council

e Charnwood Borough Council

e Harborough District Council

e Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council

o Leicester City Council (Unitary)

e Melton Borough Council

o North West Leicestershire District Council, and
o Oadby & Wigston Borough Council.

The two upper tier authorities in Leicester and Leicestershire (L&L), with statutory
responsibilities for highways, transport, education, social care, flooding, minerals &
waste planning and public health are:

e Leicester City Council (Unitary), and
e Leicestershire County Council.

This Statement has been prepared jointly by the eight plan making authorities and
Leicestershire County Council as an additional signatory given their statutory
responsibilities, hereafter referred to as “the Authorities”. The Map in Appendix 1
shows the location and administrative areas covered by this statement. The Housing
& Economic Needs Assessment 2022 (HENA) identifies this area as the Leicester &
Leicestershire HMA and FEMA.

Purpose

In accordance with Paragraph 25 of the NPPF (2024) the key strategic matters
addressed in this statement are: the Duty to cooperate and joint working, the L&L
strategic warehousing floorspace need to 2046 and the apportionment of strategic
warehousing need up to 2046.

Background and Context

In 2021 the Authorities published Warehousing and Logistics in Leicester and
Leicestershire: Managing Growth and Change (2021) which informed an agreed
Leicester & Leicestershire Authorities - Statement of Common Ground relating to
Strategic Warehousing & Logistics Need (September 2021). The 2021 SoCG set out
the L&L need for strategic warehousing at the time and next steps to ensure the
needs of the sector are appropriately planned for, including the following:

“The Authorities remain committed to cooperating on strategic cross boundary
matters, including agreeing the distribution of large warehousing need”

This SoCG (2026) replaces the previous SoCG (2021) capturing the outcomes of the
further joint work and agrees the apportionment of strategic warehousing need
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across L&L for further testing through plan-making. This Statement will be
reconfirmed and updated as necessary.

Strategic Warehousing facilities are defined as those units with floorspace equal to or
greater than 9,000 square metres (sqm) in total.

Key Strategic Matters on Which Authorities Agree

Duty to Cooperate and Joint Working

The Authorities agree there is a long track record of effective joint working on
strategic matters across L&L. The authorities have continuously engaged with each
other on the strategic matters set out in this Statement and through the preparation of
local plans across the area. This commitment is most clearly evidenced through:

e The continued function of the L&L Members Advisory Group and Strategic
Planning Group,

e The joint preparation of evidence including Warehousing & Logistics in L&L
Managing Growth and Change (2021) and L&L Strategic Distribution Floorspace
Need Update and Apportionment (2025),

e The agreement of a Joint Statement of Common Ground relating to strategic
warehousing and logistics need (Sept 2021), and

e The preparation of this Statement.

More information and details of engagement will be set out in individual authorities’
Duty to Cooperate Statements (or equivalent) that accompany local plans. Authorities
will continue to work jointly on an ongoing basis.

L&L Strategic Warehousing Need to 2046

The Authorities agree the Leicester & Leicestershire: Strategic Distribution
Floorspace Needs Update and Apportionment (Oct 2025) (hereafter referred to as
‘the Study’) is the most up-to-date cooperatively produced evidence on the needs of
the strategic warehousing sector to inform planning across L&L.

Based on the Study the Authorities agree that L&L needs to provide for
3,969,400sgm of additional floorspace between 2023 and 2046 (1,349,600sgm rail-
served and 2,619,800sgm road-served), after allowing for land recycling, as per
Table 1 below:

Table 1: Supply-Demand Balance (2023-46) (sqm.)

Rail-Served | Road-Served | Total
Gross Need 5,256,000
Land Recycling -1,286,000
Additional 1,349,600 2,619,800 3,969,400
Floorspace
Required
Completions 0 112,500 112,500
2023/24
Commitments 0 797,700 797,700
April 2024
Balance 1,349,600 1,709,600 3,059,200

Source: Iceni 2025
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The Study has a base date of 1 April 2023. After updating the monitoring to 1 April
2025 (see Appendix 2) the Authorities agree that this updated position leaves a
balance of 1,349,600 sgm at rail-served sites and 1,692,174 sgm at road-served
sites to be planned for to 2046. Appendix 2 will be updated annually.

To 2046 the Study identifies a (theoretical) maximum floorspace capacity across L&L
as a whole of 5,905,500sgm compared to the additional floorspace required to 2046
of 3,969,400sgm.

The Authorities intend that the additional floorspace required of 3,969,400sgm of
strategic warehousing floorspace (2023 — 2046) will be met in L&L. The Authorities
are not aware of any unmet need from neighbouring areas for strategic warehousing
floorspace that should be accommodated in L&L.

Apportionment of Additional Floorspace Required to 2046

The Authorities agree that the Study gives strategic guidance on the distribution of
future growth and provides a basis and methodology for the apportionment of need
which is robust and effective. The study sets out the apportionment by District /
Borough as per Table 2 below:

Table 2: Apportionment by District / Borough (Sqm)

District / Completions + Residual Need Total Apportionment

Borough * Commitments Apportioned incl.
completions +
commitments

Rail Road Rail Road

North West

t clcosterahive 221,100 240,000 1,093,600 1,554,700 39%
Harborough - 257,000 - 566,400 823,400 21%
Hinckley &

Boawerth 327,000 - 428,800 755,800 19%
Blaby - 105,100 650,000 0 755,100 19%
Charnwood - 0 80,500 80,500 2%
Total - 910,200 890,000 2,169,200 3,969,400

Source: Iceni analysis

* District / Borough figures are made up of figures for more than one distinct Area of Opportunity (AO), in some
cases.

The Authorities agree the figures in the total column of Table 2 are the agreed
apportionment of strategic warehousing floorspace need for each authority for the
period 2023-2046. These figures will be tested through each Local Planning
Authority’s plan making process. The rail served need for Blaby would need to be
tested through the DCO process (see para 4.14-4.18 below).

The authorities are preparing plans with different plan periods and agree that the
figures in Table 2 will be pro-rated based on the plan period of the relevant authority.
Authorities not listed in Table 2 have been apportioned zero floorspace.

NWLDC Apportionment

NWLDC is preparing a new Local Plan for the period 2023-2042. Strategic
warehousing sites have been identified for allocation in the Regulation 19 version of
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the Local Plan'. There are sufficient, suitable sites to deliver c756,775sqm of
floorspace, meeting the pro-rata apportionment figure for the A/M42 location but not
meeting the pro-rata apportionment figures for the M1 J23a & J24/A50 J1 location
and for the Bardon area (M1 J22) due to planning constraints and an insufficient
supply of available, suitable sites at those locations.

NWLDC’s intended approach is to:

¢ Allocate suitable sites for strategic warehousing, as described above

¢ Include a criteria-based policy for proposals on unallocated sites

¢ Re-evaluate the position when the new Plan is reviewed?. This would include an
assessment of a) any newly available land in the locations where there is a
shortfall; and b) any updated assessment of needs.

The authorities support and agree NWLDC’s approach, which equates to a supply of
12 years (2024 to 2036) based on the pro-rata apportionment figures in Table 2
above. The Authorities agree this is an appropriate way forward in the context of the
challenges of planning long-term for this sector, as outlined in para 5.1 below.

Hinckley National Rail Freight Interchange (HNRFI)

The Development Consent Order (DCO) for the HNRFI proposal, mostly located in
Blaby District, was refused in March 2025. The DCO application was refused on the
basis of most notably insufficient transport modelling evidence assessing the impacts
at M1 J21/M69 J3: non-compliance with the road safety requirements; and the
highways safety impacts on the village of Sapcote. However, the decision letter
agrees that there is a need for the rail-served Proposed Development.

Whilst not undermining the scale of the issues for refusal, the Study does not dismiss
this location and considers that a further application for the Strategic Rail Freight
Interchange (SRFI) in the location could be submitted through the DCO process. The
proposal could therefore still come forward within the Study period to 2046.

The Authorities agree that apart from this location and land around East Midlands
Airport there are no further rail-served opportunities within the Study area. Given this
and the continuing national policy support for SRFI’s and the role they play in
transferring freight from road to rail, the ability of this site to be rail-served needs to
be retained and safeguarded for the future. Proposals for solely road-based strategic
B8 floorspace through the Local Plan or speculative planning applications in this
location would undermine the identified need for rail-based strategic B8 floorspace
and will not be supported.

However, the Authorities agree that any fresh DCO application must overcome
technical challenges, for a strategic rail-served facility meeting the definition of a
SREFI, to be an appropriate approach in this location.

This Statement does not infer support from the relevant Local Authorities for a future
rail-served strategic B8 proposal in this location. Each authority will respond to any
proposal, through the NSIP/DCO process as appropriate.

" North West Leicestershire DC’s Local Plan Committee 19 November 2025
2 In accordance with NPPF (Dec 2024) Para 34 reviews should be completed no later than 5years from the
adoption date of the plan.
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Transport

Leicestershire County Council, as the Local Highway Authority, has raised concerns
about the ability of the County’s road network, and in particular the Strategic Road
Network (for which National Highways is the Highway Authority), to accommodate
the quantum of strategic warehousing identified. However, it does not wish to
frustrate the completion of this SOCG and instead reserves it's right to pursue those
concerns as appropriate if and when specific sites are brought forward through plan-
making and/or as planning applications (including as Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects - NSIP). The other authorities note and accept the County
Council’s position.

The authorities agree the ability of the county’s road network, and particularly the
Strategic Road Network, to accommodate the quantum of need will be challenging.
The figures in Table 2 will therefore need to be tested through each Authority’s local
plan making process (and DCO process, as appropriate) with the involvement of the
relevant transport authorities.

Maintaining and Updating this Statement

Planning for Future Needs to 2046

Planning for the future needs of this sector is particularly difficult because it is
dynamic and operates on a much wider scale than L&L. Opportunities for
development are linked to investment in the Strategic Road Network (SRN), with
often limited long-term visibility of sites and it also involves sites that come forward
through the separate NSIP/DCO process. All this means it can be challenging to
make extended forecasts about long-term need.

The Authorities remain committed to cooperating on a plan-led approach to meet
need (as set out in para 4.4). The Authorities agree:

e To test their respective apportionment figures (pro-rated) through their Local Plan
preparation,

e To continue to jointly monitor progress in site allocation, consents and delivery at
the L&L level, annually,

e That they, or successor authorities, will review and update the L&L strategic
warehousing wide need and apportionment evidence as appropriate.

A new local planning system will be introduced early in 2026 together with the
introduction of Spatial Development Strategies (SDS) through which growth related
to strategic matters, such as strategic warehouses, will be distributed across a
geography that is yet to be determined. The formal duty to produce a SDS is
expected in Spring 2026 through secondary legislation, following royal assent of the
Planning and Infrastructure Act.

Government is seeking full coverage of up-to-date local plans, and the local plans
scheduled for submission by 31 December 2026 are at an advanced stage of
preparation. The Authorities agree that the figures set out in Table 2 (pro-rated) will
be tested through each Local Authority’s local plan process.

The Authorities agree the Duty to Cooperate and joint working is an ongoing process.
The process for updating and maintaining this Statement is outlined in Paragraph 5.2
and will be managed through ongoing joint work between the Authorities.

Page 49



0G abed

Appendix 1 — Location and Administrative Areas

Key to Map Two

1. Blaby District Council

2. Chamwood Borough Council

3. Harborough District Council

4. Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council

5. Leicester City Council

6. Melton Borough Council

7. North West Leicestershire District Council
8. Oadby and Wigston Borough Council
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Appendix 2 — Updated Monitoring Data

Table A: Supply-Demand Balance (2023-2046) at 1 April 2025

Rail-Served | Road-Served | Total
Gross Need 5,256,000
Land Recycling -1,286,000
Additional Floorspace | 1,349,600 2,619,800 3,969,400
Required
Completions 2023/24 | 0 112,536 112,536
Completions 2024/25 | 0 18,580 18,580
Commitments April 0 796,510 796,510
2025
Balance 1,349,600 1,692,174 3,041,774

Source: Iceni, updated by LPA Monitoring 2024/25.

Table B: Supply by District / Borough (2023-2046) (sgm) at 1 April 2025

District / A B Cc D E F G
Borough* | Total Completions Completions Commitments at 1 Allocations in an | Emerging Balance

(from 23/24 24/25 April 2025 project adopted Plan # allocations in a

Table 2) for delivery to 2046 Reg19 plan #

Rail | Road Rail Road Rail Road Rail Road | Rail Road Rail Road

NWLDC 1,554,700 | O 0 0 18,580 | O 203,047 | O 0 0 0 240,000 | 1,093,073
HDC 823,400 0 59,342 0 0 0 197,696 | 0 0 0 340,000 | O 226,362
H&BBC 755,800 0 53,194 0 0 0 273,767 | 0 0 0 0 0 428,839
BDC 755,100 0 0 0 0 0 122,000 | O 0 0 0 650,000 | -16,900
CBC 80,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 80,500
Leicester | O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MBC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O&WBC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 3,969,400 | 0 112,536 | 0 18,580 | O 796,510 | O 0 0 340,000 | 890,000 | 1,811,874

* District / Borough figures are made up of figures for more than one distinct Area of Opportunity (AO), in some cases.

# Without planning consent
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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Iceni Projects has been commissioned by the Leicester and Leicestershire (L&L) local
authorities, contracting to North West Leicestershire District Council, to update the need for
strategic distribution floorspace (defined as units of 9,000 sq.m+) looking ahead to 2046; and

consider how this need may be apportioned.

The L&L authorities have historically worked together to plan for strategic B8 development.
The most recent evidence at a L&L level is set out within the 2021 Warehousing and Logistics
in Leicester and Leicestershire: Managing Growth and Change’ report (‘the 2021 Study’). The
2021 Study provided an assessment and recommendation on the future quantum of
warehouse floorspace and area of land required to accommodate it that should be planned for
between 2020 and 2041 across Leicester & Leicestershire (L&L), as well as a number of wider

matters.
This report provides an update to the strategic B8 need set out in the 2021 report and then
moves on to consider apportionment of need. Many other components of the 2021 report

remain relevant.

Property Market Review Spring 2025: Strategic Distribution

Strategic Distribution vacancy rates in Leicestershire fell notably between 2016 and 2022,
reaching a low of 2.2%, but have since risen to a historical high of 8.2% (spring 2025). A similar
trend has been seen across the East Midlands and the UK which have a vacancy rate of 9.0%
and 6.4% respectively. During the COVID-19 pandemic there was a spike in demand for
distribution premises, increasing completions and occupation, exacerbated by trade
disruptions. From 2024 the market has eased, with a weaker macro economic backdrop,
together with higher interest rates. However the long term outlook for strategic premises is
considered strong, driven by demand for high quality space; and population and economic
growth. This is underlined by net absorption (space occupied) increasingly annually since

2014, with a significant rise from 2019 onwards, reflective of market drivers.
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Updated Strategic B8 Requirements

This report considers needs for strategic B8 development across Leicester and Leicestershire
over the period to 2046 to inform plan-making. This is in line with paragraph 31 of the PPG
(Housing and Economic Needs Assessment) which requires local authorities to work together
to assess the future need for logistics across the relevant market geography. Within this study
arange of forecasting approaches are considered and then triangulated. The needs forecasted

by all of the models considered in this report are set out below:

Traffic growth and replacement space models produce the lowest need and are outstripped
by market facing models. In part this may be due to an exclusion of ancillary space in the
model, reducing outputs by 10-20%. Overall Iceni considers that other market based models
are more likely to represent future needs, taking into account dynamic changes in business
operations and premises needs and the strengthening of demand in this nationally important

location.

The gross completions model has historically aligned more closely with the traffic growth
and replacement demand model, however now completions are increasing above this model,

reflecting activity over time.

Net absorption models have been considered herein with varying rates of sensitivity to
consider historic suppressed demand. Suppressed demand considers how absorption (space
occupied) may have performed differently with greater levels of historic space availability.
When considered at 5% this falls below completion rates (or in line with completions after
accounting for some on site recycling). Suppressed demand adjustment at 8% is the highest
level of need is generated, although this may be higher than natural market optimum for the

strategic market considering costs of entry and costs of vacancy.

Incorporated within the completions and traffic growth and replacement models is a land
recycling component. Taking a practical approach to best use of land, reflecting the NPPF
(chapter 11) the recycling of optimally placed sites is expected to become an opportunity over
the next twenty years, particularly with demand focused on highest quality buildings and

government EPC rating requirement increases.
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Overall it is recommended that the gross completions model including recycling is used

for strategic planning. This because:

o The lower range of the replacement demand models do not align well to market signals,
whilst there is uncertainty regarding the market equilibrium inputs from the highest

suppressed demand models

e The preferred model broadly aligns with the suppressed demand at 5% model and is a

model outcome that is broadly in the centre of all ranges provides a balanced position.

e The preferred model also allows for acknowledgement that COVID-19 period deliveries

have been much heightened, but that the market has cooled subsequently.

¢ ltincludes a land recycling component, taking a practical approach to best use of land,
reflecting the NPPF (chapter 11).

Overall this preferred model indicates that there is a gross need for 3,969,400 sq.m of
additional floorspace for strategic B8 development over the 23 year forecast period. For
reference the 2021 study forecasted a (lower) need of 2,571,000 sq.m for a 21 year period
(2020-41). The higher need now shown, reflects the structural shift in the logistics market (as

discussed in section 3) that has occurred since the 2021 study was completed.

The table below splits the additional floorspace requirement between rail-served and road-
served sites, assuming a 34% split. The residual need is then derived by netting off 2023/24

completions and outstanding commitments as of April 2024.

Table 0.1 Supply-Demand Balance (2023-46) (sq.m)

. Road-Served
Rail-Served (34%) Total
(66%)

Gross Need 5,256,000

Land Recycling -1,286,600
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Additional Floorspace

Required 1,349,600 2,619,800 3,969,400
Completions 2023/24 0 112,500
Commitments April 2024 0 797,700
Balance 1,349,600 1,709,600 3,059,200

Source: Iceni analysis of local authority monitoring

The total need after accounting for brownfield land recycling has been phased equally over the

forecast period. The per annum need for net additional floorspace is 172,600 sq.m.
In reality, 2023/24 completions and existing commitments total 910,200 sq.m and will meet the
need up to 2028. New identified locations will need to come forward to meet the need from

2028 onwards.

Table 0.2 Phasing of Need

2023-28 2028-33 2033-38 2038-43 2043-46
F"zgasﬁf;ce 862.900 862,900 862.900 862.900 517.800

Source: Iceni analysis

Approach to Apportionment

The PPG (Para 31) advises that once the need for strategic facilities is assessed, policy-
making authorities will then need to consider the most appropriate locations for meeting these

identified needs (whether through the expansion of existing sites or development of new ones).

In response, this apportionment methodology has been designed specifically to:

o Reflect the level of detail available at the time of the report and the scale and scope of the
brief;
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e Enable a hierarchy of outcomes, so that the most suitable locations can be identified for

the purpose required; and

o Use a sequential approach, meaning that should new information come to light about any
location assessed or capacity available, or indeed location rejected, the approach and

outcomes can be adjusted.

The methodology is made up of three overall steps : 1) identify broad locations and capacity;
2) apportion the need to areas of opportunity (AOs); 3) check outcomes against notional

capacity of AOs.

Step 1: Location Identification and Assessment

The approach to step 1 of identifying and assessing potential locations is summarised below.
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Figure 0.1: Location Identification and Assessment

*Focus on road network junctions as primary locations in AOs
*Defined as a buffer zone around transport corridors / SRFI (optimal 5-10

minute travel time from SRN junctions, 1km buffer from a B-road (i.e.
directly at the junction).

en

L S
. *Remove land categorised as 'absolute constraint' as well as existing
allocations and permissions
J
N
enti +ldentify unconstrained land parcels within the search parameters, including
proposed or draft allocations and promoted sites (CfS)
J
\
sS *Complete assessment for each broad location - assessing proximity to SRN,
junction capacity, proxmimty to RFI, labour accessibility, public transport
access, spatial strategy and infrastructure requirements
J

Review access arrangements and junction capacity constraints through Highways )
Authority engagement and identify corridor implications on deliverability and
phasing.

J/

N

*Overall assessment of broad location and RAG rating

€< 4

The assessment should not be construed as providing an employment land availability

assessment.

The overall results for broad locations assessed can be seen on the diagram below. This
assumes that the various locations considered will, in the fullness of time, be achievable and
deliverable, although at present many do not have the infrastructure in place, as highlighted
by the transport authorities through this work. Whilst this may be considered prohibitive to
growth, it is evident that there is a significant scale of economic opportunity associated with
investment if suitable schemes can be designed and funded. Effectively, this report should
assist in making the case for investment.
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Figure 0.2 Map of Broad Locations and RAG Rating
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Step 2 Apportioning Need

0.21 The approach follows the principles of:

o Identification of potential broad locations for future strategic distribution floorspace using
specific search parameters, including minimum site size, constraints and proximity to the

SRN;

10
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Further cross check and inclusion of sites included in emerging Local Plans and call for

sites or promoted submissions to identify maximum capacity at each broad location;
Assessment and scoring of broad locations;

Derive a target apportionment: prioritising the expansion of rail-served sites / delivery of a

new SRFI and reflecting corridor ranking;

Apportion the additional floorspace requirement using the target apportionment, net off
completions/commitments and consider rail-based locations first, meeting the residual

requirement at road-based locations;

Test to target apportionment against assessed land capacity, re-apportioning the shortfall

to areas with capacity using the target split (reweighted);

Checking distribution and phasing of apportionment outcomes.
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Overview

Figure 0.3 Approach to Apportionment

*Derive a target split by Area of Opportunity, prioritising rail opportunities and
market ranking of AOs.

*Net off commitments in each AO from target split, providing the requirement to be
met through additional supply.

*Road / Rail Split: Identify rail-based opportunities. Meet residual requirement on
road-based sites.

*Check AO capacity (Green and Amber Broad Locations) against target split

*Where insufficient capacity, reapportion residual requirement by using target split -
reweighted as broad locations to reach maximum capacity.

<
*Check phasing of apportionment - ensuring more than one broad location can come
forward at a time

J

€€ L

Rail-based Opportunities

0.22 Whilst the Hinckley NRFI DCO decision was refused, the potential for a new rail freight
interchange to be delivered at this location within the study period, should not be dismissed.
The decision letter! agrees that there is a compelling need for the Proposed Development. The
DCO application was refused on the basis of most notably insufficient transport modelling
evidence assessing the impacts at M1 J21/M69 J3; non-compliance with the road safety
requirements; and the highways safety impacts on the village of Sapcote as a result of the

HGYV re-routing allowing the slip roads to be constructed.

'https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR050007/TR050007-002725-

Refusal%20L etter%20-%20Hinckley%20NRFI.pdf

12
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0.26

Whilst not undermining the scale of the issues for refusal, it is Iceni’s view that it is likely that
a further application for the SRFI at Hinckley could be submitted and be consented through
the DCO process, rather than the Local Plan or Local Planning Authority development
management route. The development could therefore still come forward within the study period
to 2046. This aligns with National planning policy, principally the NPPF and the National
Planning Statement for National Networks, which clearly expects large scale freight

developments to be built at locations which have access to the railway network.

In order to meet the rail-served need it is therefore assumed that 650,000 sq.m of growth can
be delivered at Hinckley NRFI within the study period, taking the rail-served residual need
down to 700,000 sg.m. A further 240,000 sq.m of rail-served capacity is identified south of East
Midlands Airport, providing an extension to the existing EMG rail-served site. There are no

further rail-served opportunities within the study area.

Target Apportionment

The table below derives a target apportionment of the additional floorspace requirement. Stage
1 starts with an equal split across the five Areas of Opportunity that have broad locations
identified and capacity. No broad locations or land parcels were identified in AO2 and it is

therefore discounted from the apportionment approach from here onwards.

Stage 2 adjusts the target split upwards or downwards based on market ranking and the
opportunities to meet a rail-based need. The apportionment is uplifted to 25% within AO1 (M69)
and AO3, recognising the rail-based opportunities as noted above and the prime market
locations of both areas. No further adjustment are made to AO4 (M1 North) and AO6 (M1
South), reflecting that they prime market locations but with no rail-based opportunities. AO5
(A42) sees a downwards adjustment to 10%, recognising that it is a secondary location,

particularly given its lower labour market availability and non-motorway status.
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Table 0.3

Target Apportionment by AO

Broad

. Stage 1: Stage 2: Target
HOEETE Equal Split LTS RS Adjusted Split Apportionment
M69 Adjusted
AO1 — upwards: rail o
M69/A5 A5 (North) 20% prioritisation 25%
+5%
N/A
AO2 — A6 0% - Unadjusted 0%
South of Adjusted
AO3 — EMA o upwards: rail 0
EMG A50 J1 20% prioritisation 25%
Kegworth +5%
M1 J23
AO4-MT g oo 20% Unadjusted 20%
North Bardon
A42 J11 Adjusted
AOS5 - A42 J12 o downwards: low o
A42 20% 2 market ranking - 10%
A42 J13 10%
Magna
_ Park (A5
A%%uﬂ':’” South) 20% Unadjusted 20%
M1 J20

Source: Iceni analysis

0.27 The table below apportions the additional floorspace required (3,969,400 sq.m) based on the
target apportionment and nets off the existing completions and commitments to derive a
residual floorspace required.

0.28

The residual floorspace requirement is met through the rail-based locations in AO1 and AO3,
as discussed above, yielding 890,000 sqm of floorspace at rail-served sites. There are no
further direct rail head connected locations identified within Leicestershire. As a result, the

remaining requirement of 2,169,200 sq.m is assumed to all be met on road-based sites.

14
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Table 0.4 Target Apportionment (2023-46) (sq.m)

AOs

AO1 —
MG69/A5

AO3 -
EMG

AO4 — M1
North

AOS5 —
A42

AO6 — M1
South

Other

Total

Broad
Locations

M69

A5 (North)
South of
EMA
A50 J1
Kegworth
M1 J23
M1 J22
Bardon
A42 J11
A42 J12

A42 J13
Magna Park
(A5 South)

M1 J20

Source: Iceni analysis

Target Apportionment

Existing / Residual Requirement

Road/Rail Split of
Residual Requirement

Target
Apportionment

25%

25%

20%

10%

20%

Total Target
Floorspace

940,800

940,800

752,700

376,300

752,700

3,969,400

Completions &
Commitments

31,700

138,600

194,300

82,500

257,000

206,100

910,200

Total Residual
Floorspace
Required

909,100

802,200

558,400

293,800

495,700

3,059,200

Road Based
Sites
(Residual —
Rail)

Rail Sites

650,000 259,100

240,000 562,200

558,400

293,800

495,700

890,000 2,169,200
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Step 3: Capacity Testing the Target Apportionment

The table below indicates that there is insufficient capacity within AO1 and AO4 to meeting the
road-based target apportionment. All other Areas of Opportunity have sufficient capacity. In

total, there is a shortfall of 195,500 sq.m - this is redistributed in the next step.

Table 0.5 Capacity Testing of Target Apportionment (2023-46) (sq.m)

AOs Target Split (excl. Maximum Capacity Shortfall
Completions &
Commitments)

Rail Road Rail Road Rail Road
AO1 —
MBO/AS 650,000 259,100 650,000 210,000 -49.100
AO3 —
EMG 240,000 562,200 240,000 717,500
AO4 — M1 558,400 413,000 -145,400
North
AOS5 —
AdD 293,800 1,645,000
AO6 — M1 495,700 1,190,000
South
Other
Total 890,000 2,169,200 -194,500

Source: Iceni analysis

The shortfall is reapportioned amongst the AOs with remaining capacity based on the ratio of
the original target split, once removing the AOs that have reached capacity. Under this
methodology, AO3 receives 45% of the shortfall, AO6 meets 36% and AO5 meets 18%. The
methodology has been designed in a way that if the maximum floorspace capacity at a broad

location / area of opportunity changes, the final apportionment can be adjusted.

The table below shows the reapportionment of the shortfall and the subsequent final floorspace

apportionment.
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Table 0.6 Reapportionment of Shortfall and Final Apportionment (sq.m)
Reapportioning Road

Shortfall Final Apportionment (2023-46)
Shortfall :
sharitell Split Reappor- Complgtlons & Road Rail Total
(Road) ti Commitments
ioned
AOT~ 49200 0% 31,700 210,000 650,000 891,700

M69/A5 ’ ’ ’ ’ ’

AO3 — o
EMG 45% 88,400 138,600 650,000 240,000 1,029,200
AO4 —

M1 North -138,400 0% 194,300 413,000 607,300
v 18% 35,400 82,500 329,200 411,700
AOG6 —

M1 36% 70,700 257,000 566,400 823,400
South
Other 0% 206,100 - 206,100
Total 187,600 194,500 910,200 2,169,200 890,000 3,969,400
Source: Iceni analysis
Outcomes
Table 0.7 Apportionment by AO (sq.m)
District Completions + Residual Need Total App
Commitments Apportioned Apportioned Need ortio
nme
nt
(%)

Rail Road Rail Road

17
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AO1 31,700 650,000 210,000 891,700 22%

AO2 - - - 0%
- 138,60

AO3 0 240,000 650,600 1,029,200 26%
- 194,30

AO4 0 413,000 607,300 15%

AO5 i 82,500 329,200 411,700 10%
- 257,00

AOG6 0 566,400 823,400 21%
- 206,10

Other 0 - 206,100 5%
- 910,20

Total 0 2,169,200 3,969,400

Source: Iceni analysis

Table 0.8 Apportionment by District/Borough

District / Completions + Residual Need Total Apportionment

Borough Commitments Apportioned incl.
completions +
commitments

Rail Road Rail Road
North West 221100 240,000 4 oo coo 1,554,700 39%
Harborough 257,000 566,400 523,400 21%
Dinckley & 327,000 so8800 755800 19%
Blaby 105,100 650,000 . 755,100 19%
Charnwood 0 80,500 80,500 2%
Total 910,200 890,000 2,169,200 3,969,400

Source: Iceni analysis
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Longevity and reflexivity of outcomes

The approach in this study is designed to have longevity in its application, which is not to say

that the outcomes of the methodology are fixed.

The methodology is applied using currently available information. It is liable to change as Local
Plans progress and more information is available about each broad location and specific sites
within, both those assessed and rejected, including (but not exclusively) regarding site capacity

/ land availability and transport capacity.

As a result, the outcomes in the concluding tables in this report are not absolute - they provide
a guide for further feasibility and testing of proposed sites for potential allocation or applications
as seen fit by the authorities. In particular, detailed work will need to be undertaken through
the Local Plan making process, or in the case of Hinckley NRFI, through the DCO process,
across issues such as land availability, landscape, biodiversity, and importantly transport
assessment and modelling. Strategic Transport Assessment and/or Local Plan Transport
Assessment will be required to take the broad locations considered and overall apportionment
forward to allocation stage and support the selection of appropriate sites to meet identified
needs. This report does not usurp Local Plan making or DCO process but is intended as a
reasonable approach at a scale reflective of the market area for this strategic sector to

apportioning the need of strategic distribution.

The methodology is designed as such that it can be readily updated as required when

circumstances change to reflect new information, constraints or developments.
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1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

INTRODUCTION

Iceni Projects has been commissioned by the Leicester and Leicestershire (L&L) local
authorities, contracting to North West Leicestershire District Council, to update the previous
assessment of the need for strategic distribution floorspace (defined as B8 units of 9,000

sg.m+) looking ahead to 2046; and consider how this need may be apportioned.

The L&L authorities have historically worked together to plan for strategic B8 development.
The most recent evidence on at a L&L level is set out within the 2021 Warehousing and
Logistics in Leicester and Leicestershire: Managing Growth and Change’ report (‘the 2021
Study’). The 2021 Study provided an assessment and recommendation on the future volume
of warehouse floorspace and area of land required to accommodate it that should be planned
for between 2020 and 2041 across Leicester & Leicestershire (L&L), as well as a number of

wider matters.

This report provides an update to the strategic B8 need set out in the 2021 report and moves
on to consider apportionment of need. Many other components of that 2021 report remain

relevant.

The evidence indicates that demand has been bolstered in recent years by continued growth
in e-commerce, with both a long-term growth trend together with a particular demand spike
during Covid-19; alongside the effects of Brexit increasing stockholding requirements and a
shift to a ‘just in case’ model which requires higher stock volumes; as well as occupier
requirements for new modern space including those with sufficient height and power to support
automation. These factors together supported very strong take-up between 2019-23, but more
recently take up has slowed and vacancies in industrial and distribution property have risen, in
part reflecting higher construction costs and interest rates. This report takes into account a
balanced approach to the assessment of long-term demand which is expected to affect

development needs to 2046.

The evolution of market demand in recent years points to a higher overall requirement for

strategic B8 development, based on triangulating different models; and therefore a higher total

20
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to plan for in the future compared with the 2021 assessment. This report identifies the updated
needs position and then looks at a supply side apportionment of need as required by the PPG,
based on an assessment of potential broad locations across Leicester and Leicestershire to

inform the preparation of individual Local Plans.

The report is structured as follows:

e Section 2: Context — Policy and Previous Evidence

e Section 3: Property Market Review

e Section 4: Updated Strategic B8 Requirements

e Section 5: Supply-Demand Balance

e Section 6: Broad Location Identification and Assessment
e Section 7: Approach to Apportionment

e Section 8: Conclusions and Recommendations

21
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2.1

2.2

2.3

24

2.5

2.6

CONTEXT: POLICY AND PREVIOUS EVIDENCE

This section considers national, regional and local policy evidence base documents as they

relate to planning for warehousing and logistics.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (December 2024)

The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies and how these should be applied. It
provides a framework within which locally prepared plans can provide for development in a

sustainable manner and how planning applications should be considered (Para 1).

The purpose of the planning system is to support sustainable development — balancing
economic, social and environmental objectives. It identifies that these are interdependent and
need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways (so that opportunities can be taken to secure

net gains across each of the different objectives).

The economic objective is to help build a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by
ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the right places and at the right
time to support growth, innovation and improved productivity; and by identifying and

coordinating the provision of infrastructure (Para 8).

The planning system is intended to be Plan-led (Para 15).

Plans should be prepared with the objective of addressing sustainable development and

prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable (Para 16).

22
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2.7

2.8

29

Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which businesses can

invest, expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic

growth and productivity, taking into account both local business needs and wider opportunities

for development (Para 85).

Para 86 sets out that planning policies should:

a)

set out a clear economic vision and strategy which positively and proactively encourages
sustainable economic growth, having regard to the national industrial strategy and any
relevant Local Industrial Strategies and other local policies for economic development and

regeneration;

set criteria, and identify strategic sites, for local and inward investment to match the

strategy and to meet anticipated needs over the plan period;

pay particular regard to facilitating development to meet the needs of a modern
economy, including by identifying suitable locations for uses such as laboratories,

gigafactories, data centres, digital infrastructure, freight and logistics;

seek to address potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate infrastructure,

services or housing, or a poor environment; and

be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan, and allow for new
and flexible working practices and spaces to enable a rapid response to changes in

economic circumstances’

Para 87 states that planning policies and decisions should recognise and address the specific

locational requirements of different sectors. This includes making provision for:

a)

clusters or networks of knowledge and data-driven, creative or high technology industries;
and for new, expanded or upgraded facilities and infrastructure that are needed to support

the growth of these industries (including data centres and grid connections);

23
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2.14

b) storage and distribution operations at a variety of scales and in suitably accessible
locations that allow for the efficient and reliable handling of goods, especially where this

is needed to support the supply chain, transport innovation and decarbonisation; and

c) the expansion or modernisation of other industries of local, regional or national importance

to support economic growth and resilience’.

The emphasis on the recent changes in the NPPF clearly shows a movement towards ensuring
a suitable range of commercial premises to meet the requirements of industry including freight

and logistics.

Invest 2035: the UK’s Modern Industrial Strategy (October 2024)

The Industrial Strategy was published in June 2025, following the consultation that ran from
14 October to 25 November 2024.

The final Strategy confirms eight priority growth sectors across services and manufacturing,
building on existing and emerging strengths: Advanced Manufacturing; Clean Energy
Industries; Creative Industries; Defence; Digital and Technologies; Financial Services; Life

Sciences; and Professional and Business Services.

Although logistics is not listed as a stand-alone sector, the Strategy recognises its essential
enabling role—particularly for advanced manufacturing and defence—by underpinning

resilient supply chains and supporting national competitiveness.

The strategy commits to creating a “pro-business environment” through cross-cutting policies
on skills, innovation, infrastructure and investment. It places strong emphasis on place-based
growth, targeting city regions, high-potential clusters and strategic industrial locations for

focused investment.
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2.16

217

These policy objectives are expected to support and lower barriers to industrial and logistics
development, aligning with planning strategies that safeguard and expand strategic

employment land.

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) — Housing and Economic Needs Assessment, 2020

Whilst the PPG sets out guidance on how future employment land needs should be assessed
there is no standard method. Paragraphs 26 to 30 set out a methodology that implies a
triangulation of a range of forecasting approaches (including labour demand and supply,
employment land / property take-up. The guidance emphasises the importance of having

regard to economic cycles, market signals and business / agent engagement.

Paragraph 31 more specifically provides guidance on planning for future logistics needs,
setting out the requirement for local authorities across the relevant market area to assess the

need for logistics and apportion requirements to most appropriate locations.

engagement with logistics developers and occupiers to understand the changing
nature of requirements in terms of the type, size and location of facilities, including

the impact of new and emerging technologies;

analysis of market signals, including trends in take up and the availability of logistics

land and floorspace across the relevant market geographies;

analysis of economic forecasts to identify potential changes in demand and
anticipated growth in sectors likely to occupy logistics facilities, or which require

support from the sector; and

engagement with Local Enterprise Partnerships and review of their plans and

strategies, including economic priorities within Local Industrial Strategies.

Strategic policy-making authorities will then need to consider the most appropriate

locations for meeting these identified needs (whether through the expansion of existing

sites or development of new ones).
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2.18

2.19

Warehousing and Logistics in Leicester & Leicestershire 2021

In 2021, Leicester and Leicestershire authorities commissioned GL Hearn with Iceni Projects
and MDS Transmodal to undertake the ‘Warehousing and Logistics in Leicester and
Leicestershire: Managing growth and change’ study. The study brought together a wide range
of topics related to the current and future needs of the sector, with an emphasis in particular
on future floorspace and land needs to 2041. This study provides selective updates to that

report.

In the 2021 Study it was recommended that the authorities plan for around 2,570,000 sq.m of
additional floorspace to 2041. This included a flexible margin of 643,000 sq.m (equivalent to a
5 years of average completions) with the need based on the high replacement, sensitivity test

traffic growth model.

Table 2.1 Range of modelled strategic warehousing needs 2020-41

Model 2041 Neods Comments
000s sgm
Reflects accepted traffic growth and new
High replacement, central traffic 2,466 technology needs in-stock replacement,
growth with margin.
Reflects accepted traffic growth and
Low replacement, central traffic 2,061 assumes longevity in stock, with margin,
growth with margin.
High replacement, sensitivity Increases traffic growth and assumes
- ’ 2,571 new technology requires stock
test traffic growth . .
replacement, with margin.
Low replacement, sensitivity test 5166 Increases traffic growth and assumes
traffic growth ’ longevity in stock, with margin.
Reflects large warehouse floorspace
Completions trend 2,702 delivery over the 2012-19 period, projected
forwards.
Models growth only districts 2011-18
VOA trend 1.941 projected forwards, all warehouse and
industrial stock including losses
Labour demand -50 Assumes the baseline model for all sectors
S Assumes baseline model for warehouse
Labour demand sensitivity 161 and related sectors for growth only districts

Source: GL Hearn 2021
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2.22

2.23

In broad terms, the preferred needs modelling took account of freight traffic growth based on
the MDS Transmodal GB Freight Model, together with replacement of older stock which is over
30 years old. In the preferred scenario the freight traffic growth was uplifted by 15% to
notionally consider how growth in e-commerce might impact on development needs. This uplift

was however estimated before any actual data was available on the demand effects.

Based on 43% of future need provided at rail served sites, which reflects an expected increase
in rail-orientated freight in the future, the Study identified a shortfall of 768,000 sq.m (307 ha)
at rail served sites which should be planned for (including margin) after taking into account
existing supply and supply pipeline. This was expected to be met by the proposed Hinckley
NRFI.

Based on 57% of future need at non-rail (i.e. road) served sites, the Study identified a shortfall
of 392,000 sgq.m (112 ha) at non-rail served sites across L&L which should be planned for
(including margin) after taking into account existing supply pipeline. For scale, this is less than

the extension of Magna Park North of over 400,000 sq.m.

The 2021 report identified that the Leicestershire and East Midlands warehousing stock is
largely road based currently and that increasing the volume of goods moved by rail is essential
for the decarbonisation agenda. The study outlined that an optimum position at 2041 would be
that 60% of new warehouses are provided at rail served sites however the 2021 study planned
for an average of 43% as a graduated rate of achieving this. The proportion of need met at rail-

served sites has been reviewed within this study in Section 4.
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Table 2.2 Strategic Distribution Floorspace Needs 2020-41

Rail - Forecast Demand and Site Supply 2020-2041 - Leicestershire

Rail-served Sites — for Planning 2026 2031 2036 2041
Rail-served (43% of all new build req.) (sq.m 000’s) 237 434 632 829
- T 5 - -
Margin for flexibility (43% of 5-year completions) 79 145 211 277
(sg.m 000°s)
Total requirement (sq.m 000’s) 316 579 842 1,106
Rail-served supply (at 2020) (sq.m 000’s) 338 338 338 338
Balance (sq.m 000's) 22 241 -504 -768
— — - S
Lr;:ligz;atlve Additional Land required (Ha @ 25% plot N/A 9 202 207

Non Rail (Road) - Forecast Demand and Site Supply 2020-2041 - Leicestershire

Non rail-served Sites for Planning 2026 2031 2036 2041
Non rail-served (57% of all new build req.) (sq.m. ‘000s) 314 576 837 1,099
- —— 5 - -
!\ggggsl)n for flexibility (57% of 5-year completion) (sq.m. 105 192 279 367
Total requirement (sq.m. ‘000s) 419 768 1,117 1,466
Non rail-served supply (at 2020) (sq.m. ‘000s) 1,073 1,073 1,073 1,073
Balance (sgq.m. ‘000s) 655 306 -43 -392
Indicative additional Land required (Ha @ 35% plot ratio) N/A N/A 12 112

e Source: Warehousing and Logistics in Leicester and Leicestershire: Managing growth and
change(April 2021)

2.24 The Study identified six broad ‘areas of opportunity’ (AO) where new strategic logistics sites
should be located. The broad areas (as shown in in figure 2.1) were deemed suitable to
accommodate sites of the size, scale, location and transport connectivity required by the

market. The areas identified met the following criteria:

e Good connections with the strategic highway network — sites served by motorways and
long-distance dual carriageways or within reasonable distance of such routes by non-

strategic highways suitable for conveying HGVs;

Good connections with the railway network — for rail sites, those capable of
accommodating a generous loading gauge (minimum W8 gauge); on electrified railways
line or short distance from one; served by line providing connections to major ports of entry

(such as Felixstowe, Southampton) and key domestic destinations;

e Appropriately located relative to the markets to be served; and
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e Is accessible to labour and located close to areas of employment need.

Figure 2.1: Areas of Opportunity in Leicestershire

N
Key Areas of Opportunity
(KAO) —road linked

(KAO) —both rail-linked and
road only connected sites

O Key Areas of Opportunity

Meiton M.
Rutland (not
icestershire)

Al4

NB: Boundaries of key areas are not definitive and are shown for indicative purposes only
Source: Warehousing and Logistics in Leicester and Leicestershire: Managing growth and

change (April 2021)

2.25 The six areas of opportunity are located as such:

e Area 1 — between Leicester and Hinckley, broadly following the M69 and Leicester-

Nuneaton trainline transport corridors and part of M1;

o Area 2 —between Syston and Ratcliffe-on-Soar, broadly following the A6, M1 and Midland

Main Line transport corridors, incorporating Loughborough;
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2.26

2.27

2.28

2.29

o Area 3 - between Ratcliffe-on-Soar and Castle Donington / border with Derbyshire, broadly
following the A50, M1, the Midland Main Line and the freight only line connecting the

Midland Main Line (at Trent Junctions) to the Derby-Birmingham train line;
o Area 4 - to the northwest of Leicester, broadly following the M1 (north) transport corridor;
e Area 5 - the A42 transport corridor, incorporating Ashby-de-la-Zouch; and
e Area 6 - M1 corridor south of Leicester.

It is of note that the AO1 (M69), AO2 (A6) and AO3 (East Midlands Gateway) are all identified
as road and rail-based opportunities in the 2021 study. However, at present only AO3 has a
railhead. The ability of other AOs to realise rail opportunity will rely on a new rail access being
built.

Leicester and Leicestershire Economic Growth Strategy 2021-30 (November 2021)

Launched in late 2021, the strategy aims to drive recovery post-COVID and post-EU transition,

positioning Leicestershire as a productive, innovative, inclusive and sustainable economy.

The strategy recognises the importance of Leicestershire’s role as the UK’s central hub for
logistics, supported by assets like East Midlands Airport, East Midlands Gateway SRFI and

proximity to major motorway links.

Logistics is identified as a key driver of employment and productivity, with opportunities tied to

the Freeport and increasing demand for sustainable freight solutions.

30

Page 81



3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

PROPERTY MARKET REVIEW: STRATEGIC DISTRIBUTION

The 2021 Study was produced at a moment in time at the start of the pandemic and within the
Brexit transition period. The strategic logistics market has continued to evolve since the
production of the previous study and further information on strategic logistics demand drivers
are available, including e-commerce growth; ‘just-in-case’ stock holding requirement and

modern premises requirements. These factors are discussed individually below.

Growth in E-Commerce

As reported by the ONS and can be seen in Figure 3.1, in 2010 online retailing was around
7% of total sales, by 2019 this had reached around 20% before the shock effect of Covid-19
drove this to a high of 36% in Q1 2021. DHL reported that the pandemic had condensed the
growth in e-commerce from 6 years to 6 weeks; and Royal Mail had shipped 117 million more
parcels by the end of three months to June 2020, compared with the same period in 2019, as

people and businesses shifted to online sales during lockdown.

As of Q1 2025, the proportion of online retail sales sits at 27%, falling since the pandemic and
showing some softening of demand, but still sits significantly above pre-covid trends and with
a long-term upward projection. A portion of the population’s retailing patterns have permanently
changed as a result of the pandemic and the sector continues to transform to meet these
needs. There has been a shift in the retail sector away from bricks & mortar stores to an online

presence.

The trend above supports a particular spike in demand for space in 2021 and 2022, driven by
Covid-related effects. However the graph indicates a long-term upward trend in retail sales.
Although the last 3 years (2023-25) have seen a broadly stable share of online spend, it is
important to recognise that retail sales are a function of population growth, so whilst the
proportion of internet sales has begun to stabilise, ongoing population growth will continue to

be a driver of internet sales growth and thus logistics space.
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3.5

Figure 3.1: Internet Sales as a percentage of total retail sales (%)
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The chart below reports on the types of occupiers in warehousing in terms of change over
time. This highlights the dominance of ‘third party logistics’ or 3PLs in occupying warehousing
space, such as DPD, DHL etc, who facilitate business to business and business to consumer
deliveries. Online retail has also grown hugely to 2021, but matured in demand onwards
towards 2024.
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3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

Figure 3.2: Occupiers of warehouse by type, time series
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‘Just-in-Case’ Stock Requirements
Ongoing trade disruptions and supply chain uncertainty caused by Brexit has resulted in a
surge of demand for ‘just-in-case’ warehousing allowing companies to hold large inventories

to minimise supply chain disruptions.

This demand is particularly driven by manufacturing businesses which increasingly require
additional warehouse capacity to store stock to prevent delays in the production of goods and

therefore losses in revenue.

The ‘just-in-case’ business model was adopted by many businesses following the end of the
Brexit transition period at the start of 2021. Due to the timing of the 2021 study, the impact of
Brexit on supply chain stability was not fully reflected in the modelled floorspace needs. Again,

this contributed to particularly strong demand in 2021-22.

Recent and ongoing geo-political uncertainty — including the Suez Canal blockage, Trump-era
tariffs and conflicts in the Middle East — are expected to continue driving ‘just-in-case’ supply-

chain strategies and associated demand.
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3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

Modern Occupier Requirements
The volume of goods and scale of parcels being processed, combined with the cost of labour
and restrictions on labour accessibility, are driving a focus on mechanising the distribution

process.

Robotics drives the need for increased levels of power, as does the increasing switch of vans
(light goods vehicles, LGVs) to electric vehicles. It is also resulting in a need for taller
warehousing units, of at least 20-30m in height, which can accommodate automation including
robotic pick and packing systems. Many Third-Party Logistics (3PLs) companies are focusing

on electrification, particularly for customer distribution - with DPD leading the ‘charge’.

There has also been a recent shift in occupier environmental and sustainability requirements.
EPC legislation currently requires a minimum EPC rating of ‘E’ in order to be let, with a target
of EPC ‘C’ by 2030. There has also been a desire for more complex measurements such as
BREEAM, which has driven demand for Grade A+ units. Grade A+ units meet occupiers’ ESG2

aspirations in addition to reducing operational costs.

These modern requirements drive the ‘replacement build’ component (see para 4.13). Older
warehousing stock becomes obsolete and requires replacement either in-situ or in more

suitable locations.

2 Environmental, social and governance

34

Page 85



3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

3.19

Construction Market Conditions
Despite the logistics demand boom (or spike) as a result of e-commerce growth through Covid-
19, Brexit supply chain issues and occupier requirements, the market has seen some cooling

over recent quarters.

Since the beginning of the pandemic, construction costs have soared due to supply chain

disruptions and tight labour market conditions.

Higher interest rates since 2022 have though impacted on construction funding and viability.
This has led to decreased investment volumes into the industrial and logistics markets and a
slowdown of construction. As a result of these factors, the market has cooled down with a

slowdown in speculative construction starts compared to the 2020-21 market boom.

East Midlands Strategic Market

Savills® report (January 2025) that the East Midlands remains the largest UK regional market

take-up in 2024, despite continued rise in supply.

Nearly 5 million sq.ft (465,00 sq.m) of second-hand space has been returned to the market in
the past 12 months, most of which was built before 2000, due to two key factors — occupier
consolidation into new speculatively developed units and company failures. Vacancy rates
analysis suggests a ‘higher for longer scenario as these older units are redeveloped or
refurbished to meet modern standard. Ongoing speculative development, along with the return

of second-hand space has pushed vacancy rates to a record high of 10.3% in the region.

There was 13.6 million sqg.ft (1.3 million sgq.m) of vacant strategic units in January 2025,
marking a 56% rise over the previous year. However, based on five-year annual take-up rates
this represents 2.2 years of supply. Units within the large size bands (+400,000 sq.ft / +37,000

sg.m) are however relatively undersupplied across the region.

3 https://www.savills.co.uk/research_articles/229130/371307-0
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3.20

3.21

In terms of the grade, of available space on the market, 29% is considered new speculative

development, 38% is second-hand grade A, 23% second-hand grade B and remaining 10% is

grade C (which may be considered obsolete due to its inability to meet modern occupier

requirements).

Figure 3.3 East Midlands Available Supply of Strategic Units by Grade
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Despite the rise in supply, transactional activity in 2024 exceedrf the long-term average,
reaching 8.0 million sq.ft (743,000 sq.m) across 22 transactions in the region, this represents
a 65% rise above pre-Covid annual average. Take-up over the last 7 years, from 2018

onwards, has been notably higher than the longer-term trend since 2007.
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3.22

3.23

Occupier activity in 2024 aligned with trends seen across the UK, with third-party logistics (3PL)
firms acquiring the most space, accounting for 35% of total activity. High street retailers
accounted for 21%, online retailers 12%, and food producers 10%.

Figure 3.4 East Midlands Strategic Unit Take-Up
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Leicestershire Strategic Distribution Market

The figure below shows the vacancy rates for strategic B8 floorspace in Leicestershire, the
East Midlands and the UK. Vacancy rates in Leicestershire fell between 2016 and 2022,
reaching a low of 2.2% and have since risen to a historical high of 8.2%. A similar trend has

been seen across the East Midlands and the UK which currently have a vacancy rate of 9.0%
and 6.4%.
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3.24

3.25

Vacancy and / or availability rates of 5-10% are considered optimal in the industrial market to
allow for occupier choice and market churn — within the strategic unit market a lower rate of 5-
8% may be appropriate, partly as build to suit (which will not show as vacant) is more common
for very large units, and as the market tends to operate more tightly than the broader market
due to costs associated with bringing forward land and sites. At times through the past decade
strategic B8 vacancy rates were at a sub-optimal level, although Leicestershire less so than
elsewhere, and the lack of supply likely restricted market activity. Whilst vacancy rates have
recently been rising and currently sit at an optimal level, a notable amount of vacant stock is
aged and of poor quality and artificially inflating vacancy rates — this is explored in more detail

within this chapter.

Figure 3.5 Vacancy Rates — Strategic B8 Floorspace
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The figure below shows the net absorption and net delivery of strategic B8 floorspace across

Leicestershire. Net absorption represents the increase in occupied floorspace (move ins minus
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3.26

move outs). Net absorption increased year on year 2014 to 2022, with a lull in growth in 2020

and 2021 likely due to lack of supply and Covid-19 restrictions on construction, supported by

vacancy rates of 3%. Net absorption has on average matched net deliveries and in the 2019-

22 period, data indicates that everything constructed was leased within the same year.

For the years 2023 and 2024, the level of take-up significantly reduced, alongside the level of

deliveries, however deliveries exceeded take-up, causing vacancy rates to rise. Net absorption

does not however pick up occupiers moving from an older unit to a newly constructed unit

within the same year. The rise in vacancy is caused in particular by the older stock being

vacated. When excluding vacant pre-2000s stock i.e. obsolete stock, the effective vacancy

rate is much lower at 5.5%.

Figure 3.6 Leicestershire Strategic B8 Net Absorption, Net Deliveries and Vacancy
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3.27

3.28

Leasing Activity
For the purposes of assessing leasing activity herein, only “Strategic” units over 9,000 sq.m
(100,000 sq.ft) have been included*. There were no transactions recorded in Melton or Oadby

and Wigston between 2017 and 2022. Take-up includes both new and existing floorspace.

Figure 4.6 below profiles the spatial distribution of strategic industrial transactions since 2019.
The deals generally follow the major road corridors of the M1 and A42 and take place for the
most part at large distribution parks including Magna Park, East Midlands Gateway, Bardon

Hill and Optimus Point.

4 Note: some units included are leased by tenants whose industry is defined as ‘Manufacturing’ however the primary

use of the floorspace is for storage and logistics purposes.
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Figure 3.7 Deals by size (+100,000 sq. ft) in Leicestershire (2019-2024)
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Source: CoStar 2025

3.29 The chart below presents the floorspace take-up by local authority and over the past 6 years.
A majority of strategic unit take-up has been in North West Leicestershire at 48.2%. This is
closely followed by Harborough at 41.4%. Hinckley and Bosworth only saw 6.6% of floorspace

leased. Floorspace leasing activity spiked in 2021 and 2022 and has been more modest in the
latter years.
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3.30

3.31

Figure 3.8 Strategic B8 Deals by Year and Local Authority, 2019-2024
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Rental values

The figure below shows that over the past 10 years rental values for industrial spaces over
100,000 sq ft have been steadily increasing at an average rate of 5.8% per annum. Average
rents in Harborough are considerably higher at £9.54 per sq.ft, compared to the Leicestershire
average of £8.34 per sq.ft, reflecting its role as a key market. This is followed by North West
Leicestershire at £8.13 per sq.ft.

Rental value growth tailed off in 2024, contracting on average by -0.6%, reflecting the injection

of supply the market combined with weaker demand.
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Figure 3.9 Average Strategic B8 Inflation-Adjusted Market Rent (£ per sq. ft)
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Stock Location and Age

3.32 The table below shows the existing stock in each Leicestershire district / borough by age. Given
the increasing focus on sustainability and ESG requirements from occupiers and the upcoming
EPC requirements, requiring a minimum EPC rating of C by 2030, older stock will soon become
obsolete. Industrial units have a lifespan of 30-40 years, meaning that by 2040, pre-2000s units

will need replacement.

3.33 North West Leicestershire has the greatest quantum of new post-2010 stock, nearly three
times that of Harborough. Leicester and Hinckley & Bosworth have a considerable quantum of
pre-1990s stock which will need replacement (149,000 sq.m and 172,000 sg.m respectively),
relative to their overall stock levels.
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3.34

3.35

3.36

The role of on site replacement of aged and obsolete units on well-located sites in meeting

future demand is considered later in the report.

Table 3.1 District / Borough: Stock by Age
Pre 1990 1990-2000 2000-10 Post-2010
No Floorspace Floorspace No Floorspace No Floorspace
(sg.m) (sq.m) (sgq.m) (sq.m)
North West 8 190,500 6 136,600 12 275,500 35 1,407,000
Leicester
Harborough 4 65,800 12 369,200 18 447,000 17 532,000
Hinckley & 5 171,600 3 171,000 4 102,200 10 372,300
Bosworth
Blaby 4 58,600 3 46,900 4 51,300 4 101,800
Leicester 9 148,700 2 32,000 0 0 4 57,200
Melton 7 107,500 1 12,100 0 0 1 12,200
Charnwood 4 53,700 1 19,600 0 0 0 0
Oadby & 1 9,300 1 28,100 0 0 0 0
Wigston
Total 42 805,700 29 815,000 38 876,000 71 2,482,500

e Source: CoStar and Iceni Analysis (March 2025)

Availability

As of March 2025, there are 28 strategic units available across Leicestershire, totalling 895,600

sg.m (18% availability rate), of which only 19 are immediately available totalling 455,000 sq.m

(9.1% availability rate) with the remainder advertised to the market as available but are

currently under construction, refurbishment or not yet commenced.

However not all of these units are optimally located to serve the modern occupier market:

¢ 3 units (totalling 61,800 sq.m) are located at Melton Mowbray on the A607, which is not a

strategic location;
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3.37

7 units (totalling 183,200 sq.m) are aged 2000 or older and likely do not meet desirable

ESG® and other market requirements;

with an availability rate of 4.3% for those units immediately available.

Table 3.2 Available Units Strategic B8 (Q1 2025)

Excluding these units from the availability schedule reduces overall availability rate to 15.6%,

Property Name Floorspace Broad Year Built/ Grade
available Location / Status
(sq.m) Junction
MPS 187 (Magna Park South) 17,326 Magna Park 2022 A
MPS 10 (Magna Park South) 12,707 Magna Park 2024 A
Units 1200-1300 (Magna Park 10,769 Magna Park 1993 B
Central)
MPS 11 (Magna Park South) 11,081 Magna Park 2024 A
5120 (Magna Park Central) 20,423 Magna Park 1995 B
4300 (Magna Park Central) 20,320 Magna Park 2000 B
104 (Magna Park Central) 9,697 Magna Park 1990 B
4200 (Magna Park Central) 9,290 Magna Park 2010 B
Unit 3220 (Magna Park 14,850  Magna Park 1995 B
Central)
Magna Park 214 (Magna Park Built 2000 -
Central) 19,814 Magna Park Under B
Renovation
MPN761 (Magna Park North) 70732 Magna Park Under. A
Construction
MPN 6 (Magna Park North) Proposed
80,211 Magna Park (planning A
granted)
MPN 7 (Magna Park North) Proposed
38,238 Magna Park (planning B
granted)
Unit 2, Mountpark Bardon 29,243 Bardon 2016 A
Bardon Il - Mountpark Bardon Proposed
89,186 Bardon (planning A
granted)
G.Park Proposed
68,421 A42 J13 (planning B
granted)

5 Environmental Social Governance

Page 96

45



Hinckley 340, Hinckley Park
Optimus 277, Optimus Point
Nexus 21, Grove Park

80 Scudamore Rd

EMDC 343

Unit 2, Griffen Park
Building C and C1
Unit 3 Griffen Park

Unit 4 Griffen Park

East Midlands Distribution Hub

Unit 3 East Midlands
Distribution Hub

Unit 1 East Midlands
Distribution Hub

Total

Source: CoStar March 2025

31,666
25,758
14,610

10,896

31,917

9,632
123,843

15,793

47,380

28,688

20,945

12,196

895,634

M69 J1
M1 J21A/ A46
M1 J21/M69

Leicester
(west)

East Midlands
Distribution
Centre
Desford

Desford

Desford

Desford

Melton
Mowbray
(A607)
Melton
Mowbray
(A607)
Melton
Mowbray
(A607)

2023
2016
2006

Built 1960 -
Under
Renovation

2023

2023
1990

Proposed
(planning
granted)
Proposed
(planning
granted)

1982

1980

2015
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4. UPDATED ASSESSMENT OF STRATEGIC B8 NEEDS

4.1 This section seeks to provide an updated position on the need for strategic B8 units of >9,000
sq.m across Leicester and Leicestershire, taking account of more recent trends and data than

was available when the 2021 Study was prepared.

4.2 The following models are explored:

Traffic Growth and Replacement Demand (MDS Transmodal);

Gross Completions;

Net Absorption (Past Take-up); and

Net Absorption with a Supressed Demand Adjustment at 5% and 8% rate.

4.3 The need for strategic B8 floorspace has been forecasted for the 23-year period from 2023-
46.

Traffic Growth and Replacement Demand

4.4 This land-use forecast methodology is derived from the following key factors relating to new

logistics facilities:

e The continual process over time whereby existing large-scale warehousing becomes
physically or functionally obsolete, and consequently needs to be replaced by a new

building (replacement build); and

e Long-term growth in the demand for goods in the wider economy and the subsequent

need for additional floorspace in order to handle that growth (growth build).

4.5 New warehouse units can, of course, incorporate both the replacement and growth build

elements under the same roof.
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4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

Existing warehouse capacity can be quantified from available data sources, with a view then
reached as to the likely replacement rate based on our experience of the logistics sector and
market trends. Freight traffic growth (a proxy for growth in the demand for goods) can be
forecast using econometric models; in this case the MDST GB Freight Model (used to produce
forecasts for Network Rail, the DfT and National Highways among other bodies). The traffic
growth is then related to floorspace using cargo storage density and throughput rates expected

at a modern distribution centre.

This forecasting methodology was relied upon in the 2021 Study and further details on the

methodology can be found in Section 8 of the 2021 report.

The baseline forecast year adopted for this forecast exercise is 2023 (floorspace and traffic
volumes). The key primary output is total new-build rates over a future time period (i.e. future
demand for new-build units), measured as sq.m of warehouse floorspace. In this case, new-
build rates up to 2051 have been forecast, with intervening years 2036, 2041 and 2046 also

estimated. The forecasts are for the East Midlands region and for the county of Leicestershire®.

Existing Warehouse Capacity

Given the above, the starting point of the land-use forecasting process is therefore to quantify
the existing supply of large-scale logistics and distribution floorspace capacity within the East
Midlands region and Leicestershire. The data has been derived from MDST’s warehouse
database, which has been compiled from the Valuation Office Agency (VOA) non-domestic
Rating List records (a record of all commercial property in England and Wales by floorspace
function and location, collated for Business Rates purposes). We have interrogated the raw
database and extracted floorspace data within commercial buildings with a designation

‘warehouse’ or a similar classification. For clarification, this includes:

6 Defined as the ceremonial county of Leicestershire, which in local government terms incorporates the seven district / borough

councils and the unitary City of Leicester council area.
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4.10

4.11

o Floorspace designated as ‘warehouse’ or similar within a building whose primary
classification is ‘Warehouse and Premises’ i.e. a building purposely built to receive, store

and distribute cargo (the classic distribution centre); and

o Floorspace designated as ‘warehouse’ or similar within a building that has some other
primary classification e.g. a ‘Factory and Premises’ which contains floorspace used to

store and distribute goods manufactured at that site.

Property where the warehouse floorspace (as defined) is greater than 9,000 sg.m in total has
been included, this broadly equating to buildings around 100,000 sq.ft or larger, the logistics
industry’s recognised definition of a large-scale distribution centre (‘big box’). Other ancillary
floorspace designations (e.g. offices) have been excluded, meaning that the total ‘headline’
size of the warehouse (e.g. that which a property agent or developer may quote in their publicity
material) will be greater once these other floorspace functions are included. This may mean
that completions and market data reports higher outcomes than this model. Further, while the
total quantum of ‘warehouse’ or similar floorspace within an individual property is greater than
9,000 sq.m, the actual floorspace may be distributed over two or more different areas (zones)

within the individual commercial property.
Across England and Wales a total of 2,594 buildings covering 55 million sq.m of floorspace
can be identified from the VOA Rating List data (as at Q4 2023). A breakdown of these figures

by standard regions are presented in the table below.

Table 4.1 Warehouse Floorspace by Region 2023

Total Floorspace Total Number Average
Floorspace
(000s sq.m) Units per unit (sq.m)
East Midlands 11,640 446 26,098
North West 8,475 431 19,662
West Midlands 8,172 415 19,691
Yorkshire/Humber 7,524 348 21,621
East 6,076 299 20,322
South East 4,414 215 20,532
South West 3,220 143 22,520
North East 2,110 91 23,183
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London 1,902 127 14,976
Wales 1,540 79 19,489

Total 55,072 2,594 21,231
Source: MDST Warehouse database, derived from VOA Rating List data

The table shows that the East Midlands region hosts just over 11.6 million sq.m of floorspace
across 446 commercial properties. It is the largest region in terms of total floorspace (21%
market share). The average floorspace per commercial property in the East Midlands is around
26,100 sq.m, compared with the national average of 21,200 sq.m per unit. The table below
shows a breakdown of large-scale warehouse floorspace in the eight local authority areas of
Leicestershire. Warehousing activity is clearly focused on NW Leicestershire, Harborough and

Hinckley & Bosworth. Leicestershire also accounts for 30% of the regional total.

Table 4.2 Warehouse Floorspace by Leicestershire Local Authority 2023

Local Authority Total Floorspace Total Number
(000s sq.m) Units

North West Leicestershire 1,333 41

Harborough 1,156 41

Hinckley & Bosworth 440 11

Blaby 219 13

City of Leicester 192 10

Charnwood 92 6

Melton 82 4

Oadby & Wigston 19 1

Total 3,533 127

East Midlands Total Floorspace Total Number
(000s sq.m) Units

East Midlands Total 11,640 446

of which 3,533 127

Leicestershire 30% 28%

Source: MDST Warehouse database, derived from VOA Rating List data
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413 The table below shows the quantum of large-scale logistics floorspace that has been

4.14

4.15

developed at rail-served sites in the East Midlands.

Table 4.3 Rail-served Floorspace Leicestershire and East Midlands

Total Floorspace Total Number

(000s sq.m) Units

Leicestershire total 3,533 127
of which 593 13
Rail-served’ 17% 10%
East Midlands total 11,640 446
of which 1,349 34
Rail-served? 12% 8%

1. East Midlands Gateway and East Midlands Distribution Centre
2. As 1 plus DIRFT

Source: MDST Warehouse database, derived from VOA Rating List data

Nationally, the stock of large-scale warehouse floorspace grew by 16% (net growth of 7.5

million sgq.m) between Q4 2018 and Q4 2023. There has been some significant growth

recorded in the East Midlands, West Midlands, East and Yorkshire/Humbe

r. Growth nationally

has been driven by a number of factors, including Brexit and Covid (a need to hold higher

levels of inventory to maintain supply chain resilience) and the growth of on-line (e-commerce)

retailing. These issues were considered in Section 3.

Table 4.4 Warehouse Floorspace by Region 2023 and 2018

000s sq.m
Region 2023 2018 +/-vs 2018
East Midlands 11,640 9,022 2,618
North West 8,475 8,150 325
West Midlands 8,172 7,279 893
Yorkshire/Humber 7,524 6,629 895
East 6,076 4,744 1,332
South East 4,414 3,736 679
South West 3,220 2,724 496
North East 2,110 1,703 407
London 1,902 1,992 -90
Wales 1,540 1,545 -5
Total 55,072 47,524 7,549

Source: MDST Warehouse database, derived from VOA Rating List data
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Replacement Build

Most newly built floorspace is a replacement for existing warehouse stock which is 'life expired'.
In many cases, this will be due to functional obsolescence rather than warehouse units being
physically obsolete (i.e. many older buildings will be structurally sound). This is particularly the
case concerning the growth of e-commerce, where many older buildings cannot accommodate
the automated picking/packaging equipment required for on-line sales, or the ability to handle
distribution to retail outlets alongside direct to home e-commerce deliveries under the same
roof. Many existing retailers have therefore commissioned more modern facilities (to service
their e-commerce platforms) which have directly replaced older distribution buildings (e.g.
Marks & Spencer at East Midlands Distribution Centre). Also, new floorspace has been built
for emerging e-commerce only retailers, such as Amazon or ASOS, much of which has
effectively replaced floorspace previously operated by ‘bricks and mortar’ retailers which have

gone out of business.

A second factor is the ability, when compared with 20-30 years ago, to operate much larger
distribution buildings. This has been facilitated by advances in modern ICT inventory
management systems which have permitted much larger warehouses to be operated more
efficiently than was previously the case. As a result, many operators have sought economies

of scale through merging operations based at multiple sites to one new location.

Finally, changing market conditions, both within specific companies/sectors and in the wider
economy, means that warehouse operations might need to relocate in order to remain
competitive. Occupiers who previously sourced goods from domestic suppliers but now
predominantly import from overseas markers via deep-sea ports may seek a new location at a

rail-linked site in order to remain competitive.

Essentially, buildings reach the end of their useful economic life and are no longer suitable for
their original designed use; a more modern replacement facility is therefore required. A
consequence of this process is that new sites need to be brought forward (or new plots at
existing sites) in order to allow occupiers to re-locate to new buildings, thereby releasing the

existing facility for refurbishment or demolition.
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In order to estimate the ‘replacement build’ element to 2051 (i.e. floorspace which will become
functionally obsolete or in some cases physically obsolete), the existing stock of large-scale
warehousing in the East Midlands and Leicestershire study needs to be considered. This has

been undertaken and is detailed in the table below.

On the basis that the average useful economic life of a modern warehouse building is 30 years,
up to 2051 we could expect around 93% of the existing warehouse stock in the areas being
considered to require replacement (i.e. 28 years/30 years = 93%). Likewise, up to 2041 and
2046 we could therefore expect around 60% and 77% respectively of the existing warehouse
stock to require replacement. This can be considered the ‘high replacement build’ scenario as
we have also considered a position where the rate of replacement begins to slow compared
with historical trends. This may extend the useful life to around 40 years. This suggests that
around 70% of the existing stock will require replacement up 2051. This can be considered

the ‘low replacement build’ scenario.

The table below shows the estimated ‘replacement build’ rates under both scenarios for

Leicestershire and the East Midlands region to 2051.

Table 4.5 Future Demand — Replacement of Existing Stock

Existing Floorspace - 3,533 000s sg.m
Leicestershire
Existing Floorspace - East 11,640 000s sg.m
Midlands
000s sq.m

2036 2041 2046 2051
High Replacement
Replacement build - 1,531 2,120 2,709 3,298
Leicestershire
Replacement build - East 5,044 6,984 8,924 10,864
Midlands
Low Replacement
Replacement build - 1,148 1,590 2,032 2,473
Leicestershire
Replacement build - East 3,783 5,238 6,693 8,148
Midlands
Replacement rate to: 2036 2041 2046 2051
High - 30 years 43% 60% 77% 93%
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Low - 40 years 33% 45% 58% 70%
Source: MDST

Growth Build

Demand for warehouse floorspace is driven by the need to handle, store and re-distribute
cargo. Therefore, future economic growth in the wider economy along with forecast population
increases will lead to a growth in the volume of consumer goods handled. This in turn will lead
to increasing demand for additional warehouse floorspace. Consequently, new warehouses
are constructed partly to accommodate growing traffic volumes over the long term (the ‘growth

build’ element).

In order to estimate the growth build element two factors need to be considered, namely:

e The current (2023) volume of goods which are delivered directly to large-scale distribution
centres in Leicestershire and the East Midlands region (i.e. only including those
commodities which pass through large-scale distribution centres, so excluding bulk and

semi-bulk cargoes such as aggregates and forest products); and

e Likewise, the volumes of goods that can be expected to be delivered directly to large-scale
distribution centres in Leicestershire and the East Midlands region in the forecast years to
2051.

Both the current and forecast volumes (as described) have been produced using the MDS
Transmodal GB Freight Model, with the subsequent growth in traffic calculated. The model is
an analytical tool which can estimate existing freight flows (by origin-destination, mode,
commodity and port of entry/departure for international traffics) and generate forecasts for
future years (on the same basis) under different policy and economic scenarios. It has recently
been used to generate forecasts for the Network Rail, National Highways and Midlands

Connect.

In 2023, MDS Transmodal produced an updated set of rail freight demand forecasts for
Network Rail for the years 2040/41 and 2050/51 (to inform their long-term planning process).
We have therefore extracted the relevant rail and road forecast traffic volumes from Scenario

2. These were the TAG-compliant forecasts which broadly correspond to the Government’s
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long-term rail freight growth target of 75% by 2050. Values for 2036 and 2046 were
interpolated from the 2040/41 and 2050/51 outputs.

The table below shows the total growth in cargo destined for Leicestershire and the East
Midlands (for commodities which pass through large-scale warehouses) alongside the
proportion estimated to be delivered directly to large scale distribution centres. Based on
previous projects, we estimate this to be 45% of total tonnage delivered for road freight, while
all inbound containerised rail traffic is assumed to be destined for a large-scale warehouse.
The growth in annual traffic (compared with 2023 levels) have subsequently been converted
into the need for additional floorspace i.e. the growth build element, using generally accepted
‘conversion factors' which relates annual tonnage throughput and floorspace at large scale
'high bay' type warehouses. The table below therefore also shows the additional floorspace

required by the forecast traffic growth.

Table 4.6 Traffic Growth to 2041 and 2051 compared with 2023 and Additional
Floorspace Required
Tonnes-lifted (000s)

2036 2041 2046 2051
Destination Leicestershire
Road - to warehouse 1,276 1,767 2,721 3,676
Rail - to warehouse 71 985 1,136 1,286
Total traffic growth v 2023 1,987 2,751 3,857 4,962
Additional floorspace (000s sq.m) 78 108 1562 195
Destination East Midlands
Road - to warehouse 6,287 8,704 12,255 15,806
Rail - to warehouse 1,186 1,642 2,079 2,516
Total traffic growth v 2023 7,473 10,347 14,335 18,322
Additional floorspace (000s sq.m) 294 407 564 721

Source: GB Freight Model

Total New-Build and Land Requirements
By combining the ‘replacement build’ and ‘growth build’ elements, the total warehouse new-
build which can be expected by 2051 can be calculated. This is shown in the tables below for

the various scenarios.
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Table 4.7 Forecast Future Demand — Replacement Demand plus Traffic Growth

Total New Build - High Replacement (000s sqg.m)

Leicestershire

Replacement
build
Growth build

Total
East Midlands

Replacement
build
Growth build

Total

Leicestershire

Replacement
build
Growth build

Total
East Midlands

Replacement
build
Growth build

Total

Source: MDST

2036 2041 2046
1,531 2,120 2,709
78 108 152
1,609 2,228 2,861
5,044 6,984 8,924
294 407 564
5,338 7,391 9,488
Total New Build - Low Replacement (000s sq.m)
2036 2041 2046
1,148 1,590 2,032
78 108 152
1,227 1,698 2,183
3,783 5,238 6,693
294 407 564
4,077 5,645 7,257

2051

3,298

195
3,493

10,864

721
11,585

2051

2,473

195
2,669

8,148

721
8,869

Noting that the MDST model excludes ancillary floorspace such as office (as per para 4.10), a

10% uplift has been applied to the total forecasted needs. Ancillary office space is key modern

occupier requirement and an increasing number of logistics occupiers are co-locating their HQ

offices with their warehouse operations. This will bring modelled needs in line with the gross

completions and net absorption models which rely on the total unit floorspace. The 10% uplift
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has been sense checked against recent developments’. The table below applies the 10%

floorspace uplift.

Table 4.8 Total Forecast Future Demand — 10% uplift

(000s sq.m)
2036 2041 2046 2051

Leicestershire

High replacement 1,770 2,451 3,147 3,842
Low replacement 1,350 1,868 2,401 2,936
East Midlands

High replacement 5,872 8,130 10,437 12,744
Low replacement 4,485 6,210 7,983 9,756

Source: MDST

Based on this forecast methodology, for Leicestershire under the ‘High Replacement’ scenario
we can expect a gross new-build of over 3.1 million sq.m to 2046 and up to 3.8 million sq.m
up to 2051. Likewise, under the ‘Low Replacement’ scenario, just over 2.4 million sq.m of
gross new-build is forecast up to 2046, rising to 2.9 million sq.m up to 2051. Note that the
outputs represent the total quantum of new floorspace which is forecast to be built up to 2051.

It is not the ‘net change’ in floorspace, which planners often consider.

Gross Completions

Gross completions data provides evidence of new-build development levels — both on new
sites as well as the redevelopment of existing employment land. Data for strategic B8 units

(over 9,000 sq.m) across L&L has been used and projected forwards.

" MPS10 and MPS11 — 9% office floorspace; Hinckley 340 - 10% office floorspace; MPS6 — 10% office floorspace.
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Gross completions data for strategic B8 units for the 12 year period from 2012/13 to 2023/24
has been provided by the Leicestershire local authorities®. The previous 2021 study used data
for the 2012/13 to 2019/20 period (8 years).

As the chart below shows, the quantum of B8 floorspace delivered over the 2019-24 period is
2.9 times greater than that over the preceding 5 years. This reflects the effects of the factors

described in Section 3.

The 2012/13-23/24 trend effectively contains two differing growth periods of demand. Low to
medium growth from 2012/13 to 2018/19 and high growth from 2019/20 to 2023/24 driven by

the e-commerce pandemic boom and Brexit supply chain securitisation.

There has been some weakening of demand since the end of the pandemic due to economic
conditions and construction costs, however it is appropriate to assume that demand levels will
stabilise, and over the longer-term population growth, changing business functions and
shopping habits will continue to support e-commerce and therefore demand for warehouse

space.

It is however unrealistic to expect the exceptional short-term demand spike seen between
2019/20-2022/23 to be replicated given the one-off impacts and associated adjustments to
Brexit and Covid-19.

Using a long-term trend (2012/13-2023/24), in place of the recent higher 5-year trend, smooths
the forecasted demand for warehousing. It reflects that there will be steady warehousing
growth in the short-term which levels off in later years and reflects the economic cycle that will

occur during the study period.

8 2023/24 data was supplemented by CoStar data given monitoring data availability and reviewed by local authorities
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Figure 4.1 Leicestershire Strategic B8 Completions (sq.m)
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Source: Iceni Analysis of Council Monitoring Data and CoStar

4.39 The annualised gross completions trend for the 2012/13 - 2023/24 period has been rolled
forward over the 2023-46 forecasting period and a 5-year margin has been applied. Under this

gross completions model there is a need of ¢.5.5 million sq.m.

Table 4.9 Gross Completions Trend Need (2023-46) (sq.m)
Average annual
) Rolled Forward .
gross  completions 5 year margin  Total

(2023-46)
(2012/13-23/24)

Gross completions
(2012-23)
NB: Rounded to nearest 100

187,700 4,317,500 938,600 5,526,000

Source: Iceni Analys of Council Monitoring Data
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As a sensitivity, an additional gross completions trend has been run, which replaces the
completions of 2022/23 with the average of the 2012/12-2023/24 period (187,700 sq.m). This
is to ‘smooth’ the effect of the particularly large results in that year. It should be noted that
planning permission for the majority of the deliveries in 2022/23 (Mercia Park and EMDC) were
submitted and granted before the start of the pandemic, indicating that strategic unit demand

was anticipated, however delivery was probably accelerated by market conditions.

The drop off in completions in 2023/24 (and also anticipated to be slower in 2024/25) is likely
a reflection of the frontloading of scheme delivery in 2022/23 as well as a potential flattening
of demand. In this sense, the sensitivity (which is equivalent to a discount of around 1,353,000

sq.m) is not carried forward as a preferred model.

Table 4.10 Adjusted Gross Completions Trend Need 2023-46 (sq.m)

Adjusted average

annual gross Rolled Forward 5 year .
completions (2023-46) margin
(2012/13-23/24)
Gross completions
(2012-23) 149,000 3,427,000 745,200 4,173,000

NB: Rounded to nearest 100

Source: Iceni Analysis of Council Monitoring Data

Net Absorption (Past Take-up)

The third model considers net absorption. Net absorption reflects changes in the volume of
occupied floorspace (move in — move outs), in this case in big box logistics units (> 9,000

sg.m).

The table below shows the net absorption rates for 2012-24. Between 2012 and 2024 there
was an annual average net absorption of 161,000 sg.m. Rolled forward over the forecasting
period and including a margin equivalent to 5 years of gross completions, this results in a total

floorspace need of 4.6 million sq.m.
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Table 4.11 Net Absorption Trend Need (2023-46)

Average annual 5 year margin
Rolled Forward
net absorption (gross Total
(2023-46) _
2012-24 completions)
Net absorption
(2012-24) 161,000 3,703,300 938,600 4,641,900

Source: Iceni analysis of CoStar data (2024)

Considering Supressed Demand Issues

When there is insufficient supply in the market, demand cannot necessarily be accommodated
and there therefore can be potential issues with ‘supressed demand’ where prospective
occupiers are unable to find suitable space. Ongoing supply shortages can deter inward

investment and growth or divert it to other locations.

Using forecast trends for metrics such as completions and net absorption in markets where
there has been long term supply shortage can therefore potentially under-estimate future

demand, as the ‘true’ market demand is not reflected in historical trends.

Issues of suppressed demand are being advanced as an important consideration in forecasting
industrial and logistics needs by Savills and the British Property Federation. This is not

however identified specifically in current Planning Practice Guidance.

It is considered that typically a 5-10% availability level is needed for a healthy property market,
to allow for occupiers to move into the market and existing occupiers to find new space or
expand. However for strategic units, an optimum availability may run lower than the 7.5% mid-
point, reflecting the scale of cost of development and risk associated with oversupply in the big

box segment.

The figure below shows the historic availability rate (space advertised rather than vacant) and
net absorption. The graph indicates that for periods of lower availability there were lower rates
of net absorption, signalling that demand may have been supressed. It shows that since 2012
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the availability rate was below 8% until 2022 and for some periods (2013-15, 2018) availability
has been below 5%. We would note that since 2019, availability has exceeded 5%. It is also
notable that in 2023 and 2024, whilst availability was strong, take-up was low, reflecting the

influence of macro-economic factors on demand.

Figure 4.2 Leicestershire Strategic B8 Floorspace Net Absorption and Availability
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Source: CoStar 2025

The ‘suppressed demand’ model developed by Savills ‘tops up’ historic take up to where it
would have been with 8% availability in the past. Whilst the model is not established in Planning
Practice Guidance, and has not been used in the preparation of Plan evidence, it is considered
useful as a sensitivity scenario where the market appears to have been consistently
suppressed over a number of years. It does assume that the market would have behaved
differently with more availability, which may not necessarily be the case. In the context of
strategic B8, the supressed demand should be considered at a scale which reflects the market
area that occupiers consider.

62

Page 113



4.50

4.51

4.52

For the purpose of this report, the suppressed demand sensitivity has been run at a
Leicestershire-wide level, however in reality occupiers unable to find an available unit in
Leicestershire may consider the wider Golden Triangle market into the West Midlands,
particularly given the physical relationship for example of south Leicestershire — Magna Park
— and the M6 corridor through Rugby and Coventry. Caution should therefore be exercised
with this sensitivity as the smaller the geographical area considered, the higher the risk that

the results are skewed.

Savills’ preference for the availability ‘target’ is 8%. This is generally reasonable however for
strategic B8 units only (rather than the whole industrial market) this 8% may be optimistic,
partly as build to suit rather than speculative build is more common for very large units. This
leads to typically lower vacancy and potentially lower availability depending on marketing and
pre-let strategies. The costs to developers of over supplying the market for new build is more
acute than for smaller / mid box units due to scale. As a result, both a 5% and 8% suppressed

demand scenario have been run as a sensitivity in this model.

The table below shows the results. The details of the suppressed demand calculation are set
out in Appendix A2. The supressed demand adjustment is applied to the net absorption model,
however no 5-year margin is applied as the supressed demand adjustment captures future
flexibility in the market through additional supply. These models indicate a need of 5.1 million

sq.m under the 8% adjustment and 4.0 million sq.m under the 5% adjustment.

Table 4.12 Suppressed demand adjustment

Need (2023-46): Net
Average Suppressed Supressed Demand

Absorption +
Demand (2023-46)
Suppressed Demand
Supressed Demand
@ 8% 59,400 1,366,300 5,069,600
Supressed Demand
14,300 328,400 4,031,700

@ 5%

Source: Iceni analysis of CoStar data, Savills methodology
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Replacement on Existing Sites

The above models consider gross demand for new-build development, where replacement of
obsolete stock is a key demand driver. However, inevitably some future development to 2046
is likely to take place on existing brownfield sites; and in particular there is potential for recycling
of large plots on well-located sites — which may have an older warehouse now, but where in

situ redevelopment could occur to deliver modern B8 floorspace.

Indeed an important component of demand for strategic units is driven by the need to replace
older stock. The MDST traffic growth and replacement models have a high replacement (30

years) and low replacement (40 years) scenario.

Taking a mid-point of these replacement scenarios (35 years), it is therefore assumed that
units built pre-2010 in Leicester and Leicestershire will become obsolete and need replacing
during the forecasting period. The 2021 Study relied on a high replacement scenario, which
requires replacement of pre-2006 stock and so this assumption remains broadly in line but
recognises that as a greater proportion of stock is increasingly newer, it will be built to more

sustainable standards that should last for longer.

Where strategic units are in optimum locations (on existing logistics sites with strong strategic
road network access), this demand can potentially be satisfied in part through the

redevelopment of sites to provide for new-build development.

In this light, it is not appropriate to assume that all need forecasted under the gross completions
model will need to be accommodated on new greenfield sites, nor would that be consistent
with the NPPF. It is quite reasonable to expect that some plots may support redevelopment to
deliver modern big box space to 2046. The NPPF in Para 126 emphasises that as much use
as possible should be made of brownfield or previously developed land in accommodating
development needs. Whilst examples of this in Leicestershire are limited at present, there are

many examples of (and opportunities for®) extensive refurbishment of older stock in optimum

9 https://www.cbre.com/insights/briefs/availability-of-older-bulk-warehouses-presents-renovation-opportunities
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locations, however this is not monitored by planning authorities. Over the next decade and

notably beyond 2030, more certainty regarding in situ redevelopment is anticipated.

The map below shows the location of strategic stock across L&L at a postcode level. Pre-2010

units that are assumed will need replacing within the forecasting period are highlighted red.

Figure 4.3 Pre-2010 and Post-2010 Strategic Stock

35 Year Replacement
@ Pre-2010
@ Post-2010

Source: Iceni analysis of CoStar data 2025
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Not all older units will be replaced in-situ, not least due to some being in sub-optimal locations.
For instance, Leicester has a significant proportion of aging stock within the urban area. In

reality, these units are unlikely to be replaced on site by further strategic B8 development.

Iceni has identified indicatively the units that could be replaced on site as the site is optimally
located on a strategic logistics site or has good access to the strategic road network — this
primarily includes East Midlands Gateway, Magna Park in Lutterworth, Bardon Hill or units

within a 5-minute catchment of the M1, A42 and A5. These locations are shown in blue below.
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Figure 4.4 Pre-2010 Strategic Units — On-site Replacement
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4.61

The table below shows that 2.6 million sq.m of strategic unit stock is dated pre-2010 and will
become obsolete by the end of the forecasting period and therefore need replacing. This is

equivalent to 52% of total stock across Leicestershire. Of the pre-2010 stock, 1.7 million sq.m
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is located in an optimum location and can be replaced on site — this is equivalent to 33.1% of
total stock and 64.2% of pre-2010 stock.

Table 4.13 Forecasted Replacement Rate of Strategic Units

Replaced on site

Total Stock Prset-ggl;l 0 Floorspace % pre-2010 stock
Floorspace 4,995,500 2,574,400 1,652,000 64.2%
% Total Stock 51.5% 33.1%

Source: Iceni Analysis of CoStar data (2025)

However some stock on good quality / optimum sites may be redeveloped for manufacturing
/other uses; or split down into smaller units rather than being replaced for strategic logistics
units in situ; whilst some redevelopment may take at lower plot ratios than existing. We have
therefore adjusted downwards the contribution to supply from recycling of existing
sites on this basis as a reasonable but cautious allowance and assume that the
floorspace yield is equivalent to 50% of pre-2010 stock. This is equivalent to 1,286,600

sq.m. This can be netted off from the overall need figure as a brownfield supply component.

The process of this adjustment is shown in the figure below. It is necessary to take this into
account in particular in considering the gross completions projection and the traffic growth and
replacement model. The adjustment is not applied to the net absorption models as these
intrinsically capture the replacement of older stock due to being a net trend (move ins — moves

outs).
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Figure 4.5 Site Recycling Methodology
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Bringing the Strategic Unit Needs Evidence Together

Table 4.14 summarises the needs forecasted by all of the models. The floorspace
requirements are inclusively of ancillary uses within strategic B8 units such as office
floorspace. A margin equivalent to 5 years average gross completions has been applied to all
models except the suppressed demand models, where the suppressed demand component
plays the role of a margin. The brownfield land recycling adjustment has also been applied to

the gross completions and traffic growth and replacement model.

Table 4.14 Overall Need Scenarios (2023-46)

Gross Land Additional
Need . .
Need incl. Recycling Floorspace
(2023-46) . L
sa.m margin Required
Q- sq.m (2023-46)
Traffic Growth and Replacement 5 147 100 4,085,700 -1,286,600 2,799,100
(high 30 year)
Traffic Growth and Replacement 2,401,300 3,339,900 -1,286,600 2,053,300
(low 40 year)
Gross Completions 4,317,500 5,256,000 -1,286,600 3,969,400
Gross Completions Adij. 3,427,800 4,173,000 -1,286,600 2,886,400
Net Absorption with margin 3,703,300 4,642,000 4,642,000
Net Absorption +8% Supressed
Demand 5,070,000 5,070,000 0 5,070,000
H 0,
Net Absorption + 5% Supressed 4.032,000 4,032,000 4,032,000

Demand

Source: Iceni Analysis of council monitoring data, CoStar, MDST
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4.66 The figure below shows the additional floorspace requirement by each model, illustrating the

gross need that is met through recycling of brownfield sites.

Figure 4.6 Additional Land Requirement Summary (sqg.m)
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5,000,000 N
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3,000,000
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1,000,000 I
0
Net Net Net Gross Gross Traffic Traffic
Absorption  Absorption Absorption + Completions Completions Growth and Growth and
+8% with margin 5% Adj. Replacement Replacement
Supressed Supressed (high 30  (low 40 year)
Demand Demand year)
m Additional Land Requirement  i:Land Recycling

Source: Iceni Analysis of council monitoring data, CoStar, MDST
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Traffic growth and replacement space models produce the lowest need and are outstripped
by market facing models. In part this may be due to an exclusion of ancillary space in the model
(despite adjustment), reducing outputs by 10-20%. Overall, Iceni considers that market-based
models are more likely to represent future needs, taking into account dynamic changes in
business operations, premises needs and the strength of demand in this nationally important

location.

The gross completions model has historically aligned more closely with the traffic growth
and replacement demand model, however completions are now increasing above this model

regardless of recycling assumptions.

Net absorption models have been considered with varying rates of suppressed demand. The
suppressed demand considers how absorption (space occupied) may have performed
differently with greater levels of historic space availability. Absorption adjusted for 5%
suppressed demand falls below completion rates, or in line with completions after accounting

for recycling. At 8% the highest level of need is generated.

Incorporated in the completions and traffic growth and replacement models is a land recycling
component. Taking a practical approach to best use of land, reflecting the NPPF (chapter 11),
the recycling of optimally placed sites is expected to become an opportunity over the next

twenty years.

Overall, it is recommended that the gross completions model including recycling is used

for strategic planning. This is because:

o The lower range of the replacement demand models do not align well to market signals,
whilst there is uncertainty regarding the market equilibrium inputs from the highest

suppressed demand models

e The preferred model broadly aligns with the suppressed demand at 5% model and is a

model outcome that is broadly in the centre of all ranges provides a balanced position.

e The preferred model also allows for acknowledgement that COVID-19 period deliveries

have been much heightened, but that the market has cooled subsequently.
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e It includes a land recycling component, taking a practical approach to best use of land,
reflecting the NPPF (chapter 11).

Overall, this preferred model indicates that there is a need for 3,969,400 sq.m of net additional
floorspace for strategic B8 development over the 23-year forecast period. For reference the
2021 study forecasted a need of 2,571,000 sq.m for a 21-year period (2020-41). The higher
need reflects the structural shift in the logistics market (as discussed in section 3) that has

occurred since the 2021 study was completed.

Rail-Served Requirement

As presented in table 4.3, around 17% of Leicestershire’s floorspace capacity is currently
located at a rail-served site (East Midlands Gateway and EMDC). This is ahead of both the
national and regional position. The national rail freight demand forecasts undertaken for
Network Rail (as described) assumed that a much higher percentage would locate at a rail-
served site (Strategic Rail Freight Interchanges or SRFIs). This was understood to be broadly
in-line with recent planning consents in England and Wales for large scale warehousing at the
time the forecasts were produced. Further, the planning system should now be making
provision for a much greater proportion of future large scale new-build to locate at rail-served

sites across the region over the medium-long term. This is due to the following reasons:

National planning policy, principally the NPPF and the National Planning Statement for
National Networks, clearly expects large scale freight developments to be built at locations
which have access to the railway network. The NPS also concludes that there is a ‘a

compelling need for an expanded network of SRFIs’

The large growth rates that are forecast for intermodal rail freight, particularly on flows from
the deep-sea ports to the English Midlands and north of England, and the Government’s long-

term target for at least 75% growth (all rail freight) up to 2050.

The ability to access cost competitive rail freight services is becoming a key commercial
requirement of the logistics industry, particularly for medium-longer distance trunk hauls
between ports, NDCs and RDCs.
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4. The de-carbonising agenda and the long-term need to de-carbonise road and rail freight is

becoming a key issue for the sector. While the increasing use of rail freight has to date been
driven by cost, this will become the key driving factor going forward. The development of
competitive rail-linked strategic distribution sites is likely to be a crucial component in meeting

this requirement.

The 2021 Study recommended that 43% of strategic unit need should be rail-served, with the
remaining 57% being met on road-served sites. This was derived as a mid-point between 26%
(the National Rail 2018 forecasts'™ of rail-served new-build warehousing) and 60% (the
proportion of East Midlands stock over 250,000 sq.ft / 23,200 sg.m).

MDS Transmodal have recommended three scenarios for consideration for rail served-

demand in Leicestershire:

e 17% - existing rail-served floorspace capacity in Leicestershire
o 34% - double the existing rail-served floorspace capacity in Leicestershire
o 64% - floorspace in units over 25,000 sq.m in East Midlands

Applying a rail-served target to the future strategic B8 requirement is a policy-on approach and

therefore the optimal scenario applied is a policy judgement.

For this study it is recommended that 34% rail-served scenario should be met, a reduction
from the 2021 Study target of 43%. This proportion is still significantly above the National Rail
26% forecast but reflects that the higher scenario should not be pursued given that a significant
amount of rail-served capacity has been recently delivered at East Midlands Gateway and East
Midlands Distribution Centre. The table below splits the recommended strategic unit need

derived by the completions model.

10 https://www.networkrail.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Rail-freight-forecasts-scenarios-for-2033-and-2043.pdf
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Table 4.15 Road-Rail Split of Future Strategic Unit Requirements (2023-46)
Rail — 34% Road — 66% Total

Floorspace (sq.m) 1,349,600 2,619,800 3,969,400

Source: MDST, Iceni analysis, local authority monitoring

SRFls and Satellite Sites

The transfer of intermodal units (e.g. maritime containers) to and from distribution centres is a
key operational feature of an intermodal terminal. The precise method and the associated
costs will vary depending on whether the warehouse is within the same estate as the
intermodal terminal (i.e. within the SRFI) or is located ‘off-site’ and accessed using the public
highway network. This ultimately has an impact on the commercial attractiveness of rail freight,
particularly in the context of the promotion of so-called satellite sites in local planning. These
satellite sites are new B8 schemes located outside of an existing SRFI estate (where all plots
are occupied and which will have reached its maximum expansion potential) but are in close
proximity and able to take advantage of intermodal train services operating to/from the rail

terminal.

Where warehouses are located within close proximity to an intermodal terminal and are
connected by ‘internal’ estate roads which tend to be privately owned (e.g. at a port or SRFI
such as East Midlands Gateway), containers are often transferred via short distance shunting
movements using yard tractors (aka ‘tugs’) and skeletal semi-trailer equipment. Yard tractors
are designed to haul semi-trailers away from the public road network, they are highly

manoeuvrable and can lift/drop trailers quickly and efficiently.

Internal shunting operations within SRFIs would most likely adopt the ‘drop trailer’ method of
operation. A loaded container on a skeletal semi-trailer would be shunted from the rail terminal
to its destination warehouse, and positioned at the appropriate loading dock. The yard tractor
would then ‘drop’ the container/semi-trailer combination at the loading dock for discharge, and
subsequently collect an empty container/semi-trailer combination, ideally from another loading

dock or nearby warehouse, before returning to the rail terminal. The yard tractor therefore
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‘keeps moving’ and a round-trip out from and back to the rail terminal is able to shunt two

containers.

However, where the warehouse is located ‘off-site’ and accessed using the public highway
network, in normal circumstances road-legal tractor units (driven by qualified drivers) hauling
skeletal semi-trailers have to be utilised. Such an operation would normally see a road haulier
collect a container unit from the rail terminal and transport it to the destination warehouse. The
vehicle and driver will then wait with the container at the loading dock while it is discharged
before returning it to the terminal (or repositioning for reloading with export traffic). When
compared with yard tractors within a SRFI, the terminal to off-site warehouse transfer process

(say East Midlands Gateway to the Leicester area) has the following disadvantages:

e Drivers need to possess a full (Class C+E) HGV drivers’ licence (yard tractors on private
land can be driven by un-licenced operatives). Due to shortages and recruitment issues

for fully qualified drivers, wage rates are significantly higher;

o Road-legal HGV equipment is more expensive to purchase or lease when compared with

yard tractors;

o The process of waiting for the container to be discharged means the equipment is utilised

less intensively when compared with yard tractors; and

o Buffer time has to be built into schedules to ensure ‘just-in-time’ delivery time-windows

(which again reduces productivity)

Taken together, these attract additional costs when compared with an internal ‘drop trailer’
operation. While yard tractors (as described) have been designed to haul semi-trailers on
private land, under limited circumstances they can also be operated on the public highway
(defined as roads maintained at public expense). In these situations, they are classed as
‘works trucks’. When operated on the public highway, a works truck needs to be licenced with
the DVLA and pay Vehicle Excise Duty (VED).

To benefit fully from being rail-served new warehouse schemes should ideally be located

within SRFls (either new SRFIs or the expansion of existing facilities), or at satellite sites which
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can be within the ‘immediate neighbourhood’ and have the ability to utilise works trucks.
However, satellite sites slightly further afield could also benefit (say up to 15km round-trip) on
the basis that the more efficient ‘drop-trailer’ operating method could be adopted. This is likely
to be ideal for battery-electric HGVs given their need for ‘top-up’ charging. The key caveat is
that the existing SRFI (which the satellite site feeds from) has a rail terminal already handling
daily trains from a number of origins (including the deep-sea container ports) and spare

capacity for growth.

The 2021 Study split the strategic B8 floorspace requirement between road-served and rail-
served requirements. Previously rail-served floorspace referred explicitly to units located on a
site with a railhead, however within this report rail-served includes units on sites with a
railhead, sites with internal link roads and sites within a 5-mile drive distance from an
existing railhead. This captures the ability for a battery-electric HGV to complete a round-trip
of 15km (9.3 miles).

Meeting the Rail-Served Need

In order to the meet the rail-served need, the below options should be prioritised as such:

e Extension of existing rail-served sites (EMG);
o Delivery of a new SRFI location;
e Satellite sites within a 5-mile drive distance.

When considering the delivery of a new SRFI location, the 2021 warehousing study AOs

include two corridors with rail potential outside of East Midlands Gateway, broadly being:

e AO1 between Leicester and Hinckley, essentially following the M69 and Leicester-

Nuneaton train line (F2N Felixstowe to Nuneaton) transport corridors and part of M1; and

e AO2 - between Syston and Ratcliffe-on-Soar, broadly following the A6 and Midland Main
Line (MML) as well as part of F2N route.
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Neither of these AOs have railhead access at present and there are no alternative sites other
than Hinckley NRFI. Whilst the DCO application at Hinckley NRFI was refused, it should not

be dismissed as a potential SRFI location within this study.

It is outside of the scope of this study to provide a detailed assessment of potential alternative
SRFI locations in Leicester and Leicestershire. However, the following high-level issues are
identified and broadly considered here regarding the two identified AO corridors and their ability

to provide rail head access:

1. That the rail network should have capacity for freight trains;
2. That environmental constraints should not restrict the development potential;

3. The road / rail routes are in close proximity, recognising that any rail head needs to be

accessible by suitable roadway;
4. That a potential railhead is reasonably accessible to the strategic road network (SRN);

5. That the business case for the RFl is likely to be achievable, in terms of being at least ¢.20

miles drive from an existing RFI.

Regarding (1) the 2021 warehousing report indicates that AO2 (A6), as previously identified in
the 2016 report, was effectively predicated on the MML loading gauge being upgraded as it is
currently not suitable to carry freight. The report notes that “Most of the works planned have
effectively been delayed indefinitely with no timescale for development or delivery” (Table 2)
and that “the Key Area of Opportunity B (Midland Main Line North corridor) identified in the
SDS was effectively predicated on the MML loading gauge upgrade”. This Key Area of
Opportunity B was later renamed as AO2 being the A6 route. Overall, this indicates that for the
foreseeable future, only the rail spur running north east at Syston is achievable for freight rather
than that running north west along the A6. Effectively, a SRFI at AO2 is not viable at this

time.
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Separately, it is also recognised that as part of the HNRFI DCO application an alternative site

assessment was undertaken''. That is not relied upon here, but it is of note that sites assessed

only follow the F2N route i.e. the rail spur running northeast at Syston. Notwithstanding the

outcomes of that assessment, which concludes that the HNRFI location is preferred, it does

suggest that opportunities could be explored east of Syston (not currently an AO).

Table 4.16 Considerations for RFl opportunities

Rail network suitability

Landscape constraint
influences

Road / rail proximity

SRN accessibility

Other RFI proximity

4.92

AO1 M69 / Leicester-
Nuneaton train line

Suitable.

Relatively unconstrainted.

Other than M69 north of J2,
rail line has reasonable
proximity to M69 at Potters
Marston but no M69
junction, then crosses
B4114 west of Narborough;
and M1 at Narborough /
Littlethorpe although no M1
motorway junction access.
M1 has national
connectivity as does M69
via M1/ M6.

Located between EMG and
DIRFT, suggests viable
business location.

AO2 A6 / Midland Main Line

Suitable only in relation to F2N
not MML i.e. not along A6 parallel
route but potentially A46/A607
spur.

Flood risk along much of the
River Soar, less constrained
south / east of Sileby. Flood risk
around Syston following River
Wreake running towards Melton.
MML rail line has reasonable
proximity to A6 (MRN) albeit
separated by River Soar. Also
nears A46 / A607 around Sileby.
F2N crosses A607 nr Syston and
parallels A607 towards Melton.

A46 is SRN, A6 / A607 MRN. A46
provides a north / south link
although south connection to M1
is relatively constrained via Hobby
Horse roundabout.

Within EMG catchment, less
certainty on business case.

Taking into account the above, based on an initial assessment, it is unlikely that alternative

SRFI locations are readily achievable as alternate locations to Hinckley NRFI. Other

locations are not wholly ruled out but may be suboptimal or require significant infrastructure

1 HINCKLEY NATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE: Environmental Statement, Volume 1: Main Statement,

Chapter 4: Site selection and evolution, Document reference: 6.1.4
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works. Further examination of alternative sites and market engagement / call for sites is outside
of this study’s scope.

4.93 The potential to extend existing rail-served sites and the provision of satellite sites is explored

in more detail within the apportionment approach in Section 7.
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5.2

5.3

SUPPLY-DEMAND BALANCE

In this section, we turn to consider the supply of strategic B8 floorspace which includes
completions since April 2023, given the start of the forecast period and extant employment
commitments as of April 2024.

The identified supply is netted from the identified floorspace requirement identified in the

previous section to provide a residual need position.

Strategic B8 Supply

Completions 2023/24

The table below summarises the strategic unit completions in Leicestershire in the 2023/24
monitoring year by district / borough and area of opportunity. There was a total of 112,500
sq.m of floorspace completed across Leicestershire, concentrated in Harborough / AO6 at
Magna Park South and within Hinckley & Bosworth at Griffen Park (Desford - Other) and
Burbage (AO1).

Table 5.1 Strategic Unit Completions 2023/24

Local Authority Area of Opportunity
. Floorspace Area of PCIEREEE
District / Borough c . Completed
ompleted (sq.m) Opportunity (sq.m)
Hinckley & Bosworth 53,194 AO1 31,666
North West 0 AO2
Leicestershire
Harborough 59,342 AO3
Blaby 0 AO4
Charnwood 0 AO5
Leicester 0 AO6 59,342
Melton 0 Other 21,528
Oadby & Wigston 0
Total 112,536 Total 112,536
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Extant Commitments

The table below summarises the strategic unit commitments in Leicestershire, as of April 2024,
by district / borough and area of opportunity. The full list of commitments can be found in
Appendix 3.

There is a total of 797,654 sq.m of strategic unit floorspace committed in Leicestershire, with
the maijority concentrated in Hinckley & Bosworth, North West Leicestershire and Harborough
and to a lesser extent Blaby. There are no commitments in Charnwood, Leicester, Melton or
Oadby & Wigston.

In terms of the areas of opportunity, AO4 and AO6 contain the most committed floorspace,

reflecting commitments at Magna Park and around East Midlands Airport.

There is 184,600 sg.m of floorspace committed outside of the areas of opportunity at Desford
and Nailstone Colliery. This reflects that during the peak levels of demand post-2021 sites
were emerging in sub-optimal locations (+5 minute drive time from SRN) outside of the areas

of opportunity in order to keep up with market demand.

Table 5.2 Strategic Unit Commitments by District / Borough and Area of Opportunity

Local Authority Area of Opportunity
Floorspace Area of Alreree:
District / Borough c . . Committed
ommitted (sq.m) Opportunity (sq.m)
Hinckley & Bosworth 273,767 AO1 0
North West
Leicestershire 221,102 AO2 0
Harborough 197,696 AO3 138,600
Blaby 105,089 AO4 194,289
Charnwood 0 AO5 82,502
Leicester 0 AO6 197,696
Melton 0 Other 184,567
Oadby & Wigston 0
Total 797,654 Total 797,654

Source: Iceni analysis of Local Authority Monitoring 2023/24
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Supply-Demand Balance

The table below summarises the rail and road-served future strategic unit requirements derived
by the recommended gross completions model and nets off the identified supply. There is a
residual balance of 3,059,200 sg.m of which 1,249,600 sq.m is rail-served need and 1,709,600
sq.m is road-served.

Table 5.3 Supply-Demand Balance (2023-46) (sq.m)

Rail-Served Road-Served Total
Gross Need 5,256,000
Land Recycling -1,286,600
Additional Floorspace
Required 1,349,600 2,619,800 3,969,400
Completions 2023/24 0 112,500 112,500
Commitments April 2024 0 797,700 797,700
Balance 1,349,600 1,709,600 3,059,200

Source: Iceni analysis of local authority monitoring

Phasing of Need

The total need after accounting for brownfield land recycling (3,969,400 sq.m) has been
phased equally over the forecast period. The per annum need for net additional floorspace is
172,600 sg.m.
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In reality, 2023/24 completions and existing commitments total 910,200 sq.m and will meet the

need up to 2028. New identified locations will need to come forward to meet the need from

2028 onwards.

Table 5.4 Phasing of Need
2023-28 2028-33

2033-38

2038-43

2043-46

Floorspace  g45 900 862,900
(sq.m)
Source: Iceni analysis

862,900

862,900

517,800
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

BROAD LOCATION IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT

This section sets out the approach taken to identifying and assessing potential broad locations,

summarised below.

Areas of Opportunity (AOs) (as defined in the 2021 study) are considered too large to be
used in any meaningful assessment or comparison. As a result, there is a need to consider
locational opportunities within the AOs and then draw conclusions back to the Area of

Opportunity and District / Borough level.

For road-based opportunities, broad locations have been identified with good transport links,
characterised by junctions at motorway / A road locations. These are preferable broad
locations which could accommodate 25 ha+ allowing for viable development and infrastructure

delivery.

The indicative scope of potential growth is informed by Iceni identified land parcels at suitable
broad locations and are supplemented by inclusion of LPA draft allocations and sites promoted
through the call for sites, or other means. Some of these individual sites fall below the site size
threshold.

All broad locations have then been tested for their relative suitability on a range of criteria.
For rail based opportunities, the approach considers broad locations where there are

opportunities for expansion at / within close proximity of existing rail terminals and then high

level broad locations for alternative SRFls in the study area.
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Figure 6.1: Broad Location Identification and Assessment

*Focus on road network junctions as primary locations in AOs
*Defined as a buffer zone around transport corridors / SRFI (optimal 5-10

minute travel time from SRN junctions, 1km buffer from a B-road (i.e.
directly at the junction).

en

L S
. *Remove land categorised as 'absolute constraint' as well as existing
allocations and permissions
J
N
enti +ldentify unconstrained land parcels within the search parameters, including
proposed or draft allocations and promoted sites (CfS)
J
\
sS *Complete assessment for each broad location - assessing proximity to SRN,
junction capacity, proxmimty to RFI, labour accessibility, public transport
access, spatial strategy and infrastructure requirements
J

Review access arrangements and junction capacity constraints through Highways )
Authority engagement and identify corridor implications on deliverability and
phasing.

J/

N

*Overall assessment of broad location and scoring

€< 4

This assessment should not be construed as providing an employment land availability
assessment. It is strategic in nature and used to identify potential broad locations that could
accommodate strategic warehousing / distribution development and prioritise broad locations
through the assessment of broad planning and market factors. Further work will be necessary

to inform the Local Plan process, including detailed transport assessments.

Stage 1 — Define Areas of Search

The previous 2021 Warehousing Study identified 6 areas of opportunity’, as seen in the figure
below.
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Figure 6.2 Areas of Opportunity in Leicestershire

K (

Key Areas of Opportunity
(KAO) —road linked

Rutland (not

icestershirgy

Key Areas of Opportunity
(KAO) —both rail-linked and
road only connected sites

NB: Boundaries of key areas are not definitive and are shown for indicative purposes only

Source: Warehousing and Logistics in Leicester and Leicestershire: Managing growth and

change (April 2021)

6.9 These areas broadly cover the Strategic Road Network (SRN) in Leicestershire, with the

exception of the A6 which is not SRN, as below.

Table 6.1 Area of Opportunity: Strategic Road Network

Area of Opportunity Roads / Rail links SRFI

AO1 M69 (and A5 part, north)

AO2 A6 and A46 (part)

AO3 M1/A50 interchange / East Midlands Gateway
AO4 M1 (north)
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6.12

AO5 A42
AO6 M1 (south) and A5 (part, south)

Engagement with market stakeholders (see Appendix A4) reported that road access is one of
the most important factors for strategic occupiers and it is typically a priority that they are
located no more than a 5-minute drive from a motorway/major A-road junction, for the purpose

of labour market access as well as speed of distribution.

Taking the above into account, the broad locations are defined as a buffer zone around the
relevant junctions listed in Table 6.2. The buffer zone is a 10-minute drive travel time from the
junctions where the SRN junction connects to an A-road; and a 1km buffer where the junction
connects to a B-road, so that the location is effectively on the A Road junction access point
rather than B Road.

Some sites identified within this search area may have closer proximity to junctions not within
the list below but still fall within the buffer zone i.e. sites around Bardon will be attributed to M1

J22 but accessed off the A511.

Table 6.2 All Junctions within Areas of Opportunity

Area of Opportunity Junctions
AO1 M69 J1, M69 J2, A5/Logix Road, A5/Hammonds Way, A5/A47,
AO2 A6/William Railton Road, A6/A6004/Loughborough Road,

A6/Barrow Road, A6/Granite Way, A6/Sileby Road, A6/Leicester
Road, A6/Cossington Lane/Loughborough Road, A6/A46,
A6/Whatton Road/Zouch Road, A6/Bishop Meadow Road,

A6/Lodge End, A6/A563

AQO3 A50 J1, M1J24, A6/A453, M1J23A, A6/London Road

AO4 M1 J23, M1 J22, M1J21A, M1 J21, A50/A46

AOS A42 J11, A42 J12, A42 J13, A42 J14

AO6 M1 J20, M1 J19, A5/A426/Gibbet Lane, A5/A4303, AS/Mere Lane
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Stage 2 — Junction Sift

Iceni considered junction characteristics and ruled out a number of junctions ruled out in a first

sift as follows:

A. Junctions that provide access to links in one direction only and further investment is not
considered achievable (i.e. A46 / M1,) thus offer limited strategic accessibility; M69 J2 has
been left in at this stage given that the Hinckley NRFI proposals included provision of additional

junction arms

B. Motorway / A-road interchanges without means to enter / exit the network (i.e. M1 J19 / M6

/ A14 interchange) as these do not provide access to potential development sites; and
C. Junctions in built up / residential areas which would not be suited to routing large volumes
of HGV traffic (i.e. A6 / Leicester Road; A6 / William Railton Rd near Loughborough; A6 /

Whatton Rd near Kegworth; A6 / A563 Leicester)

The diagram below sets out the junctions included and the drive time areas.
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Figure 6.3 Map of all Junctions and 5 Minute Drive Time Isochrones

Juncitions
() Ruled Out

| Drive Time
= | 5 min
110 min

Stage 3 - ‘Absolute Constraints’ Filtered Out

The third stage was to ‘filter out’ any land within the areas of search that has an ‘absolute
planning constraint’. These are constraints which are considered to preclude land from B8

development. Using GIS software, land covered by these types of constraints was removed.

The ‘absolute constraints’ are:

1) Environmental designations — SSSI, Special Area of Conservation, National and Local

Nature Reserve, Country Park, Ancient Woodland, National Forest Woodland;
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6.16

6.17

6.18

6.19

2) Flood zone 3b — functional floodplain;

3) Heritage designations — Scheduled Monument (including archaeological sites),

Registered parks and gardens, Registered battle fields, Conservation Areas;
4) Utilities — Overhead power lines, High pressure gas pipelines;
5) Existing development (unless known to be poor quality or easily relocated); and

6) Permissions, adopted housing / non-strategic employment allocations and Regulation 19

or later draft allocations for other land uses.

No Green Belt designations are applicable in the study area. Green Wedge does apply in some
locations in Leicester and Leicestershire however a ‘policy off approach to this assessment

has been agreed.

HS2 Safeguarding has not been treated as an absolute constraint given the cancellation of
Phase 2b in October 2023.

Stage 4 — Potential Capacity

Land was manually identified once the ‘absolute constraints’ were accounted for, to identify
additional opportunity sites that have not been promoted for B8 development to the
Leicestershire local authorities in addition to identifying the maximum land capacity in the

location of promoted / draft allocated sites.

When identifying land, physical boundaries such as roads and rivers were taken into account,
but land ownership was not. For the purpose of this exercise, it is assumed that land assembly

would be possible. This is appropriate given the high-level nature of the assessment.

Based on stakeholder discussions, particularly with developers, it was assumed that a
minimum of 25ha would be needed for new sites and 10ha when the site is an extension of an
existing distribution park. For the purpose of the land parcels identified by Iceni, a 25ha
threshold was considered the typical minimum to generate sufficient value to support the

delivery of enabling infrastructure.
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6.20

6.21

6.22

6.23

6.24

6.25

Following this, additional sites not identified in this process were provided by local authorities

including:

o Draft allocations (Regulation 18)
¢ Draft allocations (Regulation 19)
o Any further Call for Sites or other promoted proposals (for strategic B8)

These authority evidence based sites were not subject to the same parcel size threshold as
the Iceni land capacity search. It is assumed that where sites have fallen below the threshold,
as these are promoted, that they are viable and deliverable with sufficient infrastructure already

in place.

The Hinckley NRFI site has also been included for assessment to provide an assessment of
the broad location.

The table below lists the broad locations identified and associated land capacity that will
progress to assessment. A maximum floorspace capacity has also been derived using an
indicative 0.35 plot ratio, or where known, more specific floorspace capacity — such as proposal
at Hinckley NRFI and south of East Midlands Airport'2.

Iceni view an indicative plot ratio of 0.35 as appropriate and in line with other evidence base
documents such as the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study 2024 and recent
developments. A plot ratio of 0.35 refers to the gross developable area and does not include
elements such as country parks and external roads but includes internal roads and on-site

landscaping.

Plot ratios can be influenced by a number of factors, including landscape and visual mitigation,
BNG requirements and SuDS - these are all site specific and therefore plot ratios will differ
site by site. For the purpose of this study, which is high-level in nature and emphasises the

2 Pending application

91

Page 142



importance of further testing of capacity and site specifics, an indicative plot ratio of 0.35 is
deemed appropriate and in line with efficient land use as required by the NPPF. The
apportionment methodology in Section 7 is designed to flexibly respond to changing

assumptions around capacity within broad locations.
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Table 6.3 Broad Locations Identified for Assessment

Maximum Land

Maximum Floorspace

Broad Location / Junction C . . Local Authority AO
apacity (Ha) Capacity (sq.m)

South of EMA 85" 240,000 NWL AO3

A50 J1 65 227,500 NWL AO3

South of Kegworth 140 490,000 NWL AO3

M1 J23 23 80,500 Charnwood AO4

M1 J22 30 105,000 H&B AO4

Bardon 65 227,500 NWL/H&B AO4

M69 J2 290 650,000 Blaby AO1

A5 (North) 60 210,000 H&B AO1

Magna Park (A5 South) 150 525,000 Harborough AO6

M1 J20 190 665,000 Harborough AO6

A42 J11 260 910,000 NWL AO5

A42 J12 100 350,000 NWL AO5

A42 J13 110 385,000 NWL AO5

A42 J14 240 840,000 NWL AO5

A46/A50 110 385,000 Blaby / H&B AO4

A46/A607 45 157,500 Charnwood AO2

'3 Total site of 105ha, proposals for 20% of floorspace attributed to B2

4Total floorspace 300,000 sq.m; 80% B8 https://www.segro.com/countries-repository/united-kingdom/segro-logistics-park-east-midlands-gateway-2/emerging-proposal

5 As per Hinckley NRFI DCO application excl. mezzanine



https://www.segro.com/countries-repository/united-kingdom/segro-logistics-park-east-midlands-gateway-2/emerging-proposal

6.26 The locations are pictured on the map below. The majority of broad locations are centred
around a single junction with the exception of A5 North and Magna Park (A5 South) which both
encompass more than one junction given the proximity of the land parcels identified and the

junctions they are accessed via.

Figure 6.5 Broad Locations
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Stage 5 — Broad Location Assessment

6.28 The identified broad locations are then assessed on their accessibility, suitability and
deliverability in order to come to an overall assessment and provide a final scoring. The broad

location assessment is broadly similar to that of a sustainability appraisal with a number of
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additional factors considered to assess the broad locations potential role as a strategic B8

location. Each factor is scored red, amber or green. An overview of the assessment criteria is

detailed below:

Table 6.4 Broad Location Assessment Criteria

Proximity to
Strategic Road
Network

Junction Capacity

Public transport
access

SRFI Access

Labour access

Corridor Market
Rank

Spatial Strategy —

proximity to existing

and proposed
settlements and
employment

Infrastructure
Requirements

Access point more
than 1 mile from
SRN/ MRN and/or
beyond 5 miles of
SRN Junction
Junction capacity
issues cannot be
alleviated by
improvements

None or infrequent
public transport
access to site

Over 10 miles from
SRFI
Labour accessibility
score - judgement
based, bottom
scoring sites
A6 — low market
attractiveness

Isolated location
with poor
relationship to
settlements and
employment sites

! o

Access to SRN is
within 5 miles of
SRN but access

point to site is within
1 mile of MRN
Known capacity
issues but can be
mitigated by
improvements

Infrequent public
transport within
500m of site which
could be improved
through
development
5-10 miles from
SRFI
Labour accessibility
score - judgement
based, adequate
accessibility
A42— secondary
location

Nearby settlements
and employment
sites but some
separation

Direct access to
SRN or within 1 mile
of MRN/SRN

No capacity issues

Frequent bus or rail
service within 500m
of site

Within 5 miles of
SRFI
Labour accessibility
score - judgement
based, top scoring
sites
M1, A46, M69, A5,
A50 — highly sought
after locations
Strong relationship

with settlements and

employment sites

Identification of infrastructure requirements or upgrades and how
this will impact deliverability and phasing

The factors assessed in the site assessment and their RAG criteria are detailed in Appendix

AG.
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6.34

6.35

6.36

Junction Capacity / Infrastructure Requirements

Iceni engaged with both Leicestershire and Warwickshire County Highways in Spring 2025 to

gain an understanding on junction and network capacity issues. National Highways were

originally engaged with in Spring 2023, however it should be noted that a comprehensive

update has been declined by National Highways in 2025.

This section provides a high-level overview of the transport authorities’ views on transport

capacity and infrastructure requirements for each of the broad locations to feed into the overall

assessment. Further transport modelling and testing will form part of the Local Plan process to

test sites in more detail.

County and National Highways feedback can be found in Appendix 5. The below highlights the

headline issues:

A5 — see below in more detail;

M1 J23A/ J24 — Junction has been upgraded however there are still congestion issues
and challenges in delivering further mitigation. Significant highways works required to

facilitate further growth at this location;

A50 J1 — known capacity constraints;

M1 J20 - issues of connections with local road network, A4303 and route to Magna Park.
Further growth at this location should be considered in conjunction with Lutterworth East
SDA;

M1 J21 interchange: significant congestion at Leicester access point;

M1 J22 - constraints feeding into Bardon Hill area despite National Highway

improvements;

M1 J23 - Loughborough - further housing growth planned, study currently underway to

review mitigation required;
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6.37

6.38

A50/A46 — A46 operates at or close to capacity in this area, further impacted by capacity
and safety issues on M1 J21a to J21. Further growth at this location reported to result in
further unacceptable diversions of traffic away from A46 and M1 and on to lower order

roads running through local communities;

A6 - inclusion in the study is considered an anomaly as it is not a strategic road and serves

the local population, part is single carriageway;

A42 — no major capacity issues however corridor is limited to two lanes. A42 J14 only has
westbound slip roads — it is unlikely that additional junction arms would be delivered at this

location;

M69 J2 — strategic B8 growth cannot be accommodated at this location that utilises the
motorway junction without the delivery of south facing slip roads, as proposed under
previous HNRFI DCO; and

A46/A607 (Hobby Horse Roundabout) - Hobby Horse roundabout is the most congested
and delayed junction in the corridor. National Highways reported that the roundabout could
only be resolved via a major projects intervention and not through developer contributions

or mitigation scheme inputs. There is currently no planned improvements to this junction.

The above comments highlight the scale of challenge, and level of infrastructure investment
required in Leicestershire. Whilst this may be considered prohibitive to growth, in relation to
this work, it also sets out the scale of the economic opportunity associated with investment, if

suitable schemes can be designed and funded.

These network issues are pre-existing and as such, the scale of investment requirement to
resolve these issues is well beyond what would be required to mitigate the impact of new
growth alone. Although, it is accepted that the investment requirement to mitigate the impacts
of growth may provide some betterment, especially if investment can be coordinated with future

National Highways improvements.
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6.39

6.40

6.41

6.42

6.43

A5

The A5 corridor is largely at capacity for much of the section within Warwickshire and
Leicestershire. Issues are particularly exacerbated at single carriageway sections which are
predominantly west of the M69 interchange (A5 North). There is currently no strategy in place
from National Highways to provide the necessary infrastructure improvements. Significant
S106 contributions have been made to National Highways for the previous phases of Magna
Park expansion (A5 South) but no improvements have been implemented given a strategy /

scheme is not in place for development.

Without a strategy in place, there is a risk that growth along the corridor is not being managed
— individual schemes are coming through the planning system providing ‘patchwork’
improvements. This may sterilise land and limit improvements that can be made in the longer

term.

Uncertainty around infrastructure investment has been a long-term historical issue with
schemes announced by the government and then cancelled — notably commitment for dualling

inclusion in RIS 3.

Recent WCC Highways comments confirmed that further growth in the Magna Park area is
dependent on the need for strategy scale interventions on the A5 corridor, at least at the Cross
in Hand and Gibbet Hill Roundabouts'®.

Investment along the A5 (and the SRN in general) is likely required in the long-term to deal
with existing issues, regardless of the scale of growth required. It is therefore reasonable to
assume a that a degree of investment in the SRN will come forward to address some of the
existing capacity issues in the long-term, within the 20-year study horizon, unlocking further

capacity for growth.

6 Harborough District Council Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation, Warwickshire County Council Transport Planning Team

Comments, 30th April 2025
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6.44

6.45

6.46

6.47

Transport Summary

This study is limited in scope and therefore not able to undertake any modelling, and Iceni thus
relying on officer / stakeholder feedback. Judgements are required in terms of dealing with

junction inclusion for suitability and infrastructure investment.

It is recognised that with sufficient investment scale, some of the congestion issues could be
overcome. This is evident for example with regard to the previous HNRFI DCO at M69 J2 as
the significant scale of development provides for investment (and funding) to add junction
arms; or major National Highways investment on the A5. However, it is beyond the scope of
this study to examine detailed issues of junction and network capacity, including cumulative
impacts, infrastructure requirements and associated costs and viability testing of proposals.
There are also potential implications of major infrastructure works to junctions on the timing of

delivery of associated development.

Overall Assessment

All of the above variables are brought together in an overall assessment of each broad location.
The overall assessment involves a level of Iceni’s professional judgement. Each broad location

has then been given a RAG rating on the final assessment.

The table below provides the overall broad location assessment and score.
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Table 6.5 Broad Location Assessment Summary
Max Est.
Broad Land Floorspace

. ) ) AO  Local Authority Summary of Assessment
Location Capacity Capacity

(Ha) (sq.m)
South of 85 240,000 AO3

EMA ’ NWL
o
Q
«Q
[0}
|_\
CHJ'I A50 J1 45 227,500 AO3 NWL

M1 J23 23 80,500 AO4 Charnwood

100



M1 J22 30 105,000 AO4 H&B

Bardon 65 227,500 AO4 H&B / NWL

M69 J2" 290 650,000 AO1 Blaby

ZGT obed

7 Assessed as a rail-served location
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A5 (North)

Magna
Park (A5
South)

M1 J20

A42 J11

60

150

190

260

210,000

525,000

665,000

910,000

Location has direct access to A5 (SRN), however there are
significant corridor capacity constraints which require strategic
AO1 HaB intervention to unlock capacity. There is currently no National
Highways improvement scheme identified. Labour accessibility
is adequate and public transport provision is good. The A5 is a
secondary market corridor.

Location has direct access to A5 (SRN), however there are
significant corridor capacity constraints which require strategic
intervention to unlock capacity. There is currently no National

AO6 Harborough Highways improvement scheme identified. Labour accessibility
is adequate and public transport provision is good. Growth
adjoining Magna Park would expand existing strategic B8

provision. The A5 is a secondary market corridor.
Direct access to M1 J20 (SRN) where there are no major known
capacity constraints. Labour accessibility and public transport

AO6 Harborough

access is poor. Development would create new strategic B8

location. M1 is a desirable market corridor.

Direct access to A42 (SRN) and no known junction capacity

issues. Labour accessibility and public transport access is

AO5 NWL adequate. Growth at this location would expand existing

employment development at Mercia Park. A42 is considered a

secondary market location.
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A42 J12

A42 J13

A42 J14

South of
Kegworth

100

110

240

140

350,000

385,000

840,000

490,000

AOS

AO5

AO5

AO3

NWL

NWL

NWL

NWL

Direct access to A42 (SRN) and no known junction capacity
issues. Labour accessibility is adequate and public transport
access is poor. Growth at this location would create a new
strategic B8 location. A42 is considered a secondary market
location.

Direct access to A42 (SRN) and minor junction capacity issues
that may require infrastructure investment. Labour accessibility
and public transport access is adequate. Growth at this location
would create a new strategic B8 location. A42 is considered a
secondary market location.

Direct access to A42 (SRN) however junction only has single
directional west facing slip roads. Given the sites location on a
secondary corridor and absence of promotion for strategic B8 it
is unlikely infrastructure unlocking access in both directions will
be provided. Broad location is not suitable for strategic B8
development.

Direct junction access to M1 (SRN) however known capacity
constraints at M1 J23A to J24 which require significant
infrastructure improvements and there is currently no National
Highways improvement scheme identified. Close proximity to
existing rail terminal at EMG. Development at location would
create new strategic B8 location.
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A46/A50

A46/A607

110

45

385,000

157,500

AO4

AO2

Blaby / H&B

Charnwood
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6.48

6.49

Figure 6.6 RAG Rating of Broad Locations
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Only broad locations with a green or amber rating have been taken forward to the next stage
apportionment. Broad locations rated ‘red’ are not suitable for strategic B8 development and

are discounted.

The table below summarises the maximum land capacity by broad location and AO, in addition
to the associated floorspace capacity as derived in table 6.6.
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Table 6.6 Maximum Capacity by Broad Location and AO

. AO .
Maximum Maximum Maximum
AcO District Market Broqd RAG Lanq Land FIoorspgce
Rank Location Rating  Capacity C . Capacity
(Ha) apacity (sq.m)
(Ha)
Blaby M69 260
AO1 H&B 1 A5 (North) 60 320 860,000
South of EMA 85
AO3 NWL 1 A50 J1 45 270 957,500
Kegworth 140
Charnwood M1J23 B 23
AO4 H&B 1 M1J22 B 30 118 413,000
H&B/NWL Bardon [ 65
A42 J11 260
AO5 NWL 2 A42 J12 100 470 1,645,000
A42 J13 110
Magna Park 150
AO6 Harborough 1 (A5 South) 340 1,190,000
M1 J20 190
Total 1,518 1,518 5,905,500
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7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

APPROACH TO APPORTIONMENT

This section sets out the methodology used to consider the apportionment of the residual

strategic distribution floorspace need.

There is no precedent methodology for this process. The most recent comparable example is
that for the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study 2024 which:

Identifies capacity at motorway junctions;
¢ Identifies and scores junctions on a series of criteria, removing red flagged junctions;
o Areas of opportunity are identified around the remaining scored junctions; and

e The residual need is apportioned to areas of opportunity based on (i) market factors, (ii)
years of committed supply, (iii) relative size of the area, (iv) proximity to SRFls and (v)

Green Belt constraints.

A methodology has been developed for this report. Whilst it is acknowledged that there are
simplistic ways in which this apportionment could be done, i.e. sharing out ‘need’ following the
proportion of past completions or stock holdings — this would fail to recognise potential land
supply constraints; and assumes past trends are the most sustainable approach in land use

planning terms, which may not be the case.

The methodology has been designed specifically to:

o Reflect the level of detail available at the time of the report and the scale and scope of the
brief;

18 https://www.hwa.uk.com/site/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/WMSESS-Final-Report-Phase-3-Aug-2024.pdf
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e Enable a hierarchy of outcomes, so that the most suitable locations can be identified for

the purpose required; and

o Use a sequential approach, meaning that should new information come to light about any

location assessed, or indeed location rejected, the outcomes can be adjusted.

7.5 The assessment considers the apportionment to areas of opportunity (corridors). It is for

individual local plan processes to assess and identify specific site allocations.

Overview

Figure 7.1 Approach to Apportionment

*Derive a target split by Area of Opportunity, prioritising rail opportunities and
market ranking of AOs

* Apportion floorspace required across the AOs based on the target split to derive a
total floorspace requirement by AO. Net off commitments in each AO, providing the
requirement to be met through additional supply. )

N

*Road / Rail Split: Identify rail-based opportunities. Meet residual requirement on
road-based sites.

*Check AO capacity (Green and Amber Broad Locations) against target split

*Where insufficient capacity, reapportionment residual requirement by using target
split - reweighted as broad locations reach maximum capacity.

N
*Check phasing of apportionment - ensuring more than one broad location can come
forward at a time

J

€L LLL

Justifying the approach

7.6 The approach seeks to provide a practical and transparent way of dealing with apportionment
sequentially and a method that has longevity as it can be adapted to reflect new information

available in the future. This includes focusing on AOs and broad locations rather than individual
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7.7

7.8

7.9

7.10

7.11

sites. Due to the scale and scope of the work some issues are dealt with on limited information,

but this is not considered to prejudice the overall approach.

The approach apportions the need to Areas of Opportunity. It is the role of Local Plan
preparation processes within LPAs to consider specific allocations and test infrastructure
capacity which may influence the scale and particularly the phasing of growth. This could lead

to future iterations of the distribution of floorspace across AOs and districts.

The study recognises the potential for investment in junctions and infrastructure to support

development over the period to 2046 and the potential implications on phasing.

Rail-Served Opportunities

Whilst the road-rail split of the identified strategic warehousing need is a policy choice, growth
at rail-served locations should be prioritised. As detailed in section 4, the planning system
should be making provision for a greater provision of rail-served sites due to national planning
policy identifying need for an expanded network of SRFls; the Government’s rail freight growth
target; growing demand for cost competitive rail freight services between ports and NDCs and

the decarbonising agenda within the logistics sector.

Section 5 identifies a rail-based shortfall of 1,349,600 sq.m. This need can be met at a new
strategic rail freight interchange, through expansion of existing railhead sites, or following this,

on satellite sites within a 5 mile drive distance (as per Section 5).

Whilst the Hinckley NRFI DCO decision was refused, the potential for a new rail freight
interchange to be delivered at this location within the study period, should not be dismissed.
The decision letter'® agrees that there is a compelling need for the Proposed Development.
The DCO application was refused on the basis most notably of insufficient transport modelling

evidence assessing the impacts at M1 J21/M69 J3; non-compliance with the road safety

Shttps://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR050007/TR050007-002725-

Refusal%20L etter%20-%20Hinckley%20NRFI.pdf
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7.12

7.13

7.14

7.15

7.16

requirements; and the highways safety impacts on the village of Sapcote as a result of the

HGV re-routing allowing the slip roads to be constructed.

Whilst not undermining the scale of the issues for refusal, it is Iceni’s view that it is likely a
further application for the SRFI at Hinckley could be submitted and be consented through the
DCO process, rather than the Local Plan or Local Planning Authority development
management route. The development could therefore still come forward within the study period
to 2046. This aligns with National planning policy, principally the NPPF and the National
Planning Statement for National Networks, which clearly expects large scale freight

developments to be built at locations which have access to the railway network.

Based on the previous plans, there is capacity for 650,000 sq.m of floorspace to be delivered
at the Hinckley NRFI site.

EMG is the only operating railhead in Leicestershire. At the time of this study, Maritime are
only operating 4 out of a capacity of 16 trains a day from East Midlands Gateway (and East
Midlands Distribution Centre does not currently operate its railhead, which is leased only to
M&S). In rail side terms, there is therefore significant capacity for increased train frequency. In
terms of delivering additional land side capacity, which is effectively the function of the ‘need’

requirement, it is logical that locations closest to this railhead are prioritised for development.

Not all occupiers use the rail facility, but this could change over time. At current rail capacity, it
is assumed that considerable further development could occur around EMG without saturating
rail side capacity, notwithstanding issues on the road network or potentially other impacts

including increased labour market demand.

There are emerging proposals for East Midlands Gateway 2 within the South of EMA broad
location which includes multi-unit logistics/industrial development alongside improvements to

the efficiency and freight handling functionality of the existing SRFI at EMG1%°. Proposals

20 gStatement of Community Consultation - https://www.segro.com/countries-repository/united-kingdom/segro-logistics-park-east-

midlands-gateway-2
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717

7.18

7.19

7.20

7.21

7.22

7.23

include rail head site access from the A433 and potential improvements to the wider highway
network. These proposals support the principle that strategic B8 development at this location

will be rail-served.

The capacity assessment identifies 240,000 sg.m (85ha) of capacity within the South of EMA
broad location, recognising that of the total 300,000 sq.m proposed on the 105ha site, 20% of
this will provide for B2 uses. This should be relied upon in full to contribute towards the rail-

served need.

Target Apportionment

One of the recommendations from the 2021 report was that “allocations ensure a supply of
vacant plots at strategic sites in at least two of the Areas of Opportunity simultaneously ideally
across road and rail” (p139). In this light, a preferred apportionment strategy (target split) has
been derived based on the market ranking of areas of opportunity and the locations of the

identified rail-served locations.

The table below derives a target apportionment of the additional floorspace requirement.

Step 1 starts with an equal split across the five Areas of Opportunity that have broad locations
identified and capacity. No broad locations or land parcels were identified in AO2 and it is

therefore discounted from the apportionment approach from here onwards.

A market ranking has been derived for each Area of Opportunity, this market ranking fed into

the assessment of broad locations and is discussed further in appendix A6.

Step 2 adjusts the target split upwards or downwards based on market ranking and the

opportunities to meet a rail-based need.

The apportionment is uplifted to 25% within AO1 (M69) and AO3, recognising the rail-based
opportunities as noted above and the prime market locations of both areas. No further
adjustment are made to AO4 (M1 North) and AO6 (M1 South), reflecting that they are prime

market locations but with no rail-based opportunities.
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7.24 AOS5 (A42) sees a downwards adjustment to 10%, recognising that it is a secondary location,

particularly given its lower labour market availability and non-motorway status.

Table 7.1 Target Apportionment by AO

LoBcrac;?:ns Step 1: Market Rank Step 2: A Ta;gt?;n_
Equal Split  designation  Adjusted Split pf;ent
M69 Adjusted
AO1 - o upwards: rail o
Me9/A5  AS (North) 20% prioritisation 25%
+5%
N/A
AO2 - A6 0% - Unadjusted 0%
South of Adjusted
AO3 - EMA 0 upwards: rail 0
EMG A50 J1 20% prioritisation 25%
Kegworth +5%
M1 J23
A4 -M1 i1 jo2 20% Unadjusted 20%
North Bardon
A42 J11 Adjusted
AOS5 — Ad2 J12 o downwards: low o
A42 20% 2 market ranking 10%
A42 J13 -10%
Magna
_ Park (A5
A%iuﬂ']\’” South) 20% Unadjusted 20%
M1 J20

7.25 The table below apportions the additional floorspace required (3,969,400 sq.m) based on the

target apportionment and nets off the existing completions and commitments to derive a
residual floorspace required.
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7.26

7.27

It is of note that 206,100 sq.m of completions/commitments are located outside of the AOs.
This is taken account of prior to the apportionment of the additional floorspace and does not

distort the target apportionment?'.

The residual floorspace requirement is met through the rail-based locations in AO1 and AO3,
as discussed in detail above, yielding 890,000 sgm of floorspace at rail-served sites. There are
no further direct rail head connected locations identified within Leicestershire. As a result, the

remaining requirement of 2,169,200 sq.m is assumed to all be met on road-based sites.

21 206,100 sq.m is netted off from 3,969,400. Remaining 3,763,300 sq.m is apportioned to AOs using target split.
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Table 7.2 Target Apportionment (2023-46) (sq.m)

GoT abed

Target Apportionment Existing / Residual Requirement Road/RR?ll Spl't of RteS|duaI
Broad _ equiremen
AOs , Total . Total Residual Road Based
Locations Target Completions & s . i
. Target . Floorspace Rail Sites  Sites (Residual —
Apportionment Commitments ) .
Floorspace Required Rail)
AO1 - M&9 259% 940,800 31,700 909,100 650,000 259,200
M69/A5 A5 (North) ° ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
AO3 — South of EMA
A50 J1 25% 940,800 138,600 802,200 240,000 562,200
EMG
Kegworth
M1 J23
AO4 — M1 M1 J22 20% 752,700 194,300 558,400 558,400
North
Bardon
AOS5 — A42 J11
A4D A42 J12 10% 376,300 82,500 293,800 293,800
A42 J13
AO6 — M1 Magna Park
(A5 South) 20% 752,700 257,000 495,700 495,700
South
M1 J20
Other 206,100
Total 3,969,400 910,200 3,059,200 890,000 2,169,200

Source: Iceni analysis




7.28

7.29

7.30

Capacity Testing the Target Apportionment

The table below indicates that there is insufficient capacity within AO1 and AO4 to meeting the
road-based target apportionment. All other Areas of Opportunity have sufficient capacity. In

total, there is a shortfall of 195,500 sq.m - this is redistributed in the next step.

Table 7.3 Capacity Testing of Target Apportionment (2023-46) (sq.m)
AOs Target Split (excl. Maximum Capacity Shortfall
Completions &

Commitments)

Rail Road Rail Road Rail Road
AO1 — 650,000 259,100 650,000 210,000 -49,100
M69/A5
AO3 — 240,000 562,200 240,000 717,500
EMG
AO4 — M1 558,400 413,000 -145,400
North
AO5—-A42 293,800 1,645,000
AO6 — M1 495,600 1,190,000
South
Other
Total 890,000 2,169,200 -194,500

Source: Iceni analysis

The shortfall is reapportioned amongst the AOs with remaining capacity based on the ratio of
the original target split, after removing the AOs that have reached capacity. Under this
methodology, AO3 receives 45% of the shortfall, AO6 meets 36% and AOS meets 18%.

The methodology has been designed in a way that if the maximum floorspace capacity at a
broad location / area of opportunity changes, the apportionment can be adjusted. For example
if the maximum capacity with AO3 lower than estimated and there becomes a shortfall in AO3,
the adjusted split can be recalculated, removing AO3 and splitting the shortfall at a 2:1 ratio i.e
66% and 33%, between AO6 and AO5 as the original target split (20% and 10%) indicates.
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Table 7.4 Target Apportionment Split - Reweighted

Target Split Adj. Split
AO1 — M69/A5 25% 0%
AO3 - EMG 25% 45%
AO4 — M1 North 20% 0%
AO5 — A42 10% 18%
AO6 — M1 South 20% 36%

Source: Iceni analysis

7.31 The table below shows the reapportionment of the shortfall and shows the subsequent final

floorspace apportionment.

Table 7.5 Reapportionment of Shortfall and Final Apportionment (sq.m)

Reapportioning Road

Shortfall Final Apportionment (2023-46)

Shortfall Completions

S(g%r;?)l ! Split Reappor- & Road Rail Total
tioned Commitments

AO1 - 9 1 210,000 650,000 891,700

s 49200 0% 31,700 , 50, ,
AO3 — . 200

s 45% 88,400 138,600 650,600 240,000 1,029,
A?\I4O;tr']\"1 138400 0% 194,300 413,000 607,300
Af\’fz‘ 18%  35.400 82,500 329,200 411,700
A%%Jtr':’” 36% 70,700 257,000 566,400 823,400
Other 0% 206,100 i 206,100
Total 187,600 194,500 910200 2,169,200 890,000 3,969,400
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Source: Iceni analysis

Phasing

7.32 The table below shows the indicative phasing of strategic B8 development for each of the areas
of opportunity and where known, broad locations, categorising locations by short (2023-28),
medium (2028-38) or long-term (2038+). This is based on infrastructure investment
requirements based on engagement feedback from County Highways, proposed and draft

allocations.

7.33 In the short-term the need is met by the 2023/24 completions and extant commitments.

7.34 The phasing of each of the areas of opportunity are considered in turn below:

e AO1(M69 /A5 North):

o Hinckley NRFI: Taking into account the lead in time for a new DCO application
to be submitted and assessed it assumed that development would come

forward in the medium to long term, no earlier than 2033;

o A5 North: There are significant network capacity constraints along the A5
corridor, which cannot be addressed in full through developer improvements
or contributions. Major infrastructure investment is required through a National
Highways scheme, however no scheme has been identified to date. RIS 3
currently covers the period to 2030 and so for the purpose of this study it
assumed that the necessary infrastructure improvements are to be brought
forward beyond 2030 (medium to long-term). Proposed allocations in this
location have been included in Hinckley and Bosworth Regulation 18 indicating

some level of growth will be accommodated within their plan period (to 2045).
e AO3 (EMG)

o South of EMA (EMG2): It is understood that with the necessary highways

works, development of a second phase at East Midlands Gateway can be
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accommodated in the medium term given current junction capacity without

major infrastructure intervention.

o A50 J1/ South of Kegworth: Assuming that rail-served growth is prioritised and
the above comes forward first, feedback from County Highways indicated that
further capacity would need to be provided at M1 J23A/J24, likely requiring
National Highways intervention — given this, growth at this location is phased

as a medium to long term (2033+);

e AO4 (M1 North): It is understood that growth at the identified broad locations can be
brought forward in the medium term with the necessary highways works and do not
require significant National Highways investment. At M1 J22 there is a proposed

allocation (Hinckley and Bosworth Regulation 18)

o AOS5 (A42): Itis understood that growth at the identified broad locations can be brought
forward in the near medium term with the necessary highways works and do not

require significant National Highways investment.

e AOG6 (M1 South / Magna Park): Apportionment requires 1-2 broad locations to come

forward.

o Magna Park: Extension to Magna Park draft allocation (Harborough Regulation

19) — assumed it will come forward in plan period (before 2041) - medium-term

o M1 J20: Further growth to meet apportioned need to come forward potentially

beyond Harborough plan period - long-term.

7.35 The phasing plan below shows that strategic B8 growth would come forward in more than one
location at a time in line with the recommendations of the 2021 Study. No further adjustments

are required to be apportionment.
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0.T abed

Table 7.6 Phasing of Apportionment (sq.m)

Local Short-term
Authority (Completions + Medium-term Long-term
Commitments)
2023-28 ‘ 2028-33 2033-38 2038+
Need (Ha) 862,900 ‘ 862,900 862,900 1,380,700
7O A5 Hinckley H&B 31,700 210,000
Hinckley NRFI Blaby 650,000 (Rail)
South of EMA NWL 240,000 (Rail)
AO3 A50 J1 NWL 138,600
650,600
South of Kegworth NWL
M1 J23 Charwood 80,500
AO4 M1 J22 H&B 105,000
Bardon NWL / H&B 194,300 227,500
M1 J21 Blaby
A42 J11 NWL 18,600
AO5 A42 J12 NWL 329,200
A42 J13 NWL 63,900
M1 J20 Harborough
AOG6 566,400
Magna Park Harborough 257,000
Other 206,100

Source: Iceni analysis
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Dealing with a ‘no Hinckley’ scenario

7.36 The apportionment in this report assumes that Hinckley NRFI is achievable prior to 2046. This
is considered reasonable given that many of the broad locations for apportionment also require
infrastructure investment to be achievable within the period. Certainty around Hinckley NRFI
would be in place by potentially 2035. Should over time it become evident that the RFI cannot
come forward here, then table 6.6 demonstrates that there is a total of 1,518 ha of land at non
red flagged locations that could come forward to meet need, falling to 1,258ha when excluding
Hinckley NRFI. The evaluation of apportionment under a ‘no Hinckley’ scenario has not been

progressed to avoid prejudicing a rail first approach.

Summary of Apportionment

7.37 The table below summarises the apportionment of strategic B8 growth by area of opportunity,

taking into account the testing of capacity.

Table 7.7 Apportionment by AO (sq.m)

District Completions + Residual Need Total Apportio
Commitments Apportioned Apportioned nment
Need (%)
Rail Road Road Rail
AO1 - 31,700 210,000 650,000 891,700 22%
- - - - - o,
AO2 0%
AO3 - 138,600 650,600 240,000 1,029,200 26%
- - o
AO4 194,300 413,000 607,300 15%
- - /)
AO5 82,500 329,200 411,700 10%
- - /)
AOB 257,000 566,400 823,400 21%
- - 0,
Other 206,100 206,100 5%
910,200 2,169,200 890,000 3,969,400
Total

Source: Iceni analysis

7.38 The table below shows the apportionment by district / borough. Leicester, Oadby & Wigston
and Melton have been omitted given there are no completions / committed supply or broad

locations for growth identified within these districts/boroughs.
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7.39 The growth apportioned within the Bardon broad location has been split equally across North
West Leicestershire and Hinckley & Bosworth, given that it sits across the boundaries of both

authorities.

7.40 North West Leicestershire is expected to accommodate the greatest volume of floorspace,
reflecting the broad East Midlands Gateway location connectivity, as well as the relatively
unconstrainted A42 corridor. Harborough and Blaby would accommodate a broadly similar
volume assuming that Hinckley NRFI comes forward. Hinckley & Bosworth would

accommodate 16% of the requirement and Charnwood just 2% reflecting its limited capacity.

Table 7.8 Apportionment by District/Borough

District / Completions + Residual Need Total Apportionment

Borough Commitments Apportioned incl.
completions +
commitments

Rail Road Rail Road

North West - 221,100 240,000 1,093,600 1,554,700 39%
Leicestershire

- ()
Harborough 257,000 566,400 823,400 21%
Hinckley & - 327,000 - 428,800 755,800 19%
Bosworth
Blaby - 105,100 650,000 0 755,100 19%
Charmwood - 0 - 80,500 80,500 2%

- 910,200 890,000 2,169,200 3,969,400

Total

Source: Iceni analysis
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8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section provides a summary of the outcomes of this report and associated

recommendations and further issues.

The intention of this report is to provide an overall assessment of need and broad approach to
meeting that need through apportionment across broad locations. This work does not prejudice
the development of individual Local Plans which will undertake more detailed testing of
locations and sites, including transport assessments as well as housing and employment

spatial interrelationships.

Assessment of need

The assessment of need in this report looks at a range of approaches including completion
trends, market absorption, issues of suppressed demand, traffic growth forecasts with

replacement demand and matters of potential site recycling.

Across the assessments Iceni recommends that the gross completions trend, with some
adjustments for potential future site recycling, is used. This amounts a need of 3,969,400 sq.m
(before taking account of the 2023/24 completions and commitments as of April 2024 totalling
¢.910,200 sq.m).

Method of Apportionment

The approach to apportionment can be summarised as:

¢ Identification of potential broad locations for future strategic distribution floorspace using
specific search parameters, including minimum site size, constraints and proximity to the
SRN;

e Further cross check and inclusion of sites included in emerging Local Plans and call for

sites or promoted submissions;

e Assessment and ranking of broad locations;
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8.6

o Derive a target apportionment: prioritising the expansion of rail-served sites / delivery of a

new SRFI and reflecting market ranking;

o Apportion the additional floorspace requirement using the target apportionment, net off

completions/commitments and consider rail-based locations first, meeting the residual

requirement at road-based locations

o Test to target apportionment against assessed land capacity, re-apportioning the shortfall

to areas with capacity using a re-weighted target split;

e Checking distribution and phasing of apportionment outcomes.

Apportionment outcomes

The table below reports on the overall apportionment results at the AO level. This is the primary

spatial area for the apportionment of needs as it reflects corridors of land where locations are

concentrated and grouped around infrastructure.

Table 8.1 Apportionment by AO (sq.m)

District

AO1

AO2

AO3

AO4

AOS

AOG6

Other

Total

Completions + Residual Need Total Apportio
Commitments Apportioned Apportioned nment
Need (%)
Rail Road Road Rail
31,700 210,000 650,000 891,700 22%
i - - - - 0%
i 138,600 650,600 240,000 1,029,200 26%
i 194,300 413,000 - 607,300 15%
i 82,500 329,200 - 411,700 10%
i 257,000 566,400 - 823,400 21%
206,100 - - 206,100 5%
910,200 2,169,200 890,000 3,969,400

Source: Iceni analysis
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8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

The table below reports on the overall apportionment results at the district / borough level,
drawing on the site assessment and apportionment outcomes. This is weighted towards North

West Leicestershire, Blaby, Harborough and Hinckley & Bosworth.

Table 8.2 Apportionment by District/Borough

District / Completions + Residual Need Total Apportionment

Borough Commitments Apportioned incl.
completions +
commitments

Rail Road Rail Road
North West. - 221100 240,000 1,093,600 1,554,700 39%
Leicestershire
Harborough - 257,000 i 566,400 823,400 21%
Hinckley & o
poKey 327,000 . 428800 755,800 19%
Blaby - 105100 650,000 0 755,100 19%
Charnwood - 0 80,500 80,500 2%
Total - 910,200 890,000 2,169,200 3,969,400

Source: Iceni analysis

The above apportionment assumes that the various locations considered will in the fullness of
time be achievable and deliverable, although at present many do not have the infrastructure in
place, as highlighted by the transport authorities. Whilst this may be considered prohibitive to
growth, in relation to this work it also sets out the scale of the economic opportunity associated

with investment if suitable schemes can be designed and funded.

Longevity and reflexivity of outcomes

The approach in this study is designed to have longevity in its application, which is not to say

that the outcomes of the methodology are fixed.

The methodology is applied using currently available information. It is liable to change as Local
Plans progress and more information is available about individual locations and sites, both
those assessed and rejected, including (but not exclusively) site capacity, land availability and

transport capacity.
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8.1

8.12

8.13

The outcomes and quantitative recommendations in this report are not absolute - they provide
a guide for further feasibility and testing for individual allocations or applications as seen fit by
the authorities. In particular, detailed work will need to be undertaken through the Local Plan
making process, in the case of Hinckley NRFI, the DCO process, across issues such as land
availability, landscape, biodiversity, and transport assessment and modelling. Strategic
Transport Assessment and/or Local Plan Transport Assessment will be required to take the
sites considered and overall apportionment forward to allocation stage and support the
selection of appropriate site/s to meet identified needs. This report does not usurp Local Plan
making or the DCO process but is intended as a reasonable approach to apportioning the need

of strategic distribution prior to further assessment through the Plan making process.

The methodology is designed as such that it can be readily updated as required when

circumstances change to reflect new information, constraints or developments.

Limitations

Limitations of this report include:

o The feasibility of locations has been tested through a high-level consideration of land
suitability based on environmental designations, infrastructure and land use. Designations
provided by the authorities have been relied upon. The availability and deliverability of

sites has not been tested in detail.

e That some professional judgement - subjectivity - is involved in the weighting of factors
and making overall site assessment outcomes, as well as reflections on the capacity of

AOs / corridors.

e The transport and infrastructure capacity has been primarily based on desktop reviews of
current traffic (Google) and engagement with the highways authorities. No modelling has
been undertaken. The potential cost / viability of infrastructure and upgrades has not been
explored. Some potential development locations have therefore been ruled out on the
basis of inadequate infrastructure, and significant development may have the potential to

overcome this. Equally, a number of locations that the highways authorities have raised
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as being effectively ‘at capacity’ have been included and therefore the level of mitigation

required for future development may be significant.

Detailed site allocations are expected to be explored through the preparation of individual
Local Plans, or in the case of Hinckley NRFI, through the DCO process. It will be for LPAs
to consider these recommendations in conjunction with their detailed appraisal of sites
including localised transport modelling and assessments of landscape, biodiversity, land
availability etc, through their Local Plans. This report therefore does not seek to pre-empt
or replace either the Local Plan process or the DCO consenting route but is intended to
provide strategic guidance on the reasonable spatial distribution of future strategic

logistics needs.
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A1. POLICY REVIEW - STRATEGIC SITES / LOGISTICS STUDIES

A1.2

A1.3

A14

A1.5

West Midlands Strategic Sites Study (2024) (WMSESS)

For reference a brief overview of the WMSESS 2024 has been included below, to draw on
the methodology to quantifying and apportioning the need for employment sites of a strategic

scale across a regional area.

The study considered three main models — MDS Transmodal Traffic Growth and
Replacement Demand; Completions; and Net Absorption. Several sensitivities were also
applied to the models which included a supressed demand adjustment, margin for flexibility

and the capacity for recycling brownfield sites.

Land parcels within 5 minute drive time of strategic road junctions were capacity tested and
scored across a number of metrics: junction capacity, labour accessibility by car, labour

accessibility by public transport and distance to a rail freight interchange.

Areas of opportunity were then identified around junctions with land capacity and based on
market signals and intelligence. The residual need was apportioned by area of opportunity

by considering a number of factors to balance the shortfall in supply:

e Market rank;
o Size of area of opportunity; and
o Number of year supply — based on past take-up rates

It was assumed that there was an indicative site capacity for 25ha of B2 sites and 50ha for

B8/mixed sites.
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Figure A1.1 WMSESS Areas of Opportunity and Capacity Tested Junctions

Junction Scores
@ Top 50% Scoring
@ Bottom 50% Scoring

AreEMAE (IAL0WIgM

Source: WMSESS 2024, Iceni Projects

A1.6 Rail based opportunity areas were identified through locating where appropriately freight
gauge cleared railway lines coincide with the strategic highway network. Detailed site

assessments for these broad areas were not undertaken as part of the study.

Nottinghamshire Core & Outer HMA Logistics Study 2022

A1.7 The methodology for quantifying the need for logistics and identifying opportunity areas within
Nottinghamshire has been briefly summarised below.
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A1.8

A1.9

The future requirement estimates for future strategic warehousing need was derived through

a number of models:

MDS Transmodal Traffic Growth and Replacement Demand,;
e Labour Demand; Completions Trend;

e Gross and Net Absorption within Study Area;

o Wider Market — J24-J28 M1 Net Absorption; and

o Wider Market - L&L and Nottinghamshire Net Absorption

A margin equivalent to 5 years completions was applied to the needs models.

A1.10 Areas of Opportunity were identified using a criteria based approach — good connections with

A1.11

the strategic highway, appropriately located to markets to be served, located in an area where
there is known under-provision of sites, accessible to labour and close to areas of

employment need.

The development of SRFIs was not considered due to the close proximity to East Midlands
Gateway and the planned East Midlands Intermodal Park and the small nature of the study

area.
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T8T abed

A2. SUPRESSED DEMAND MODEL

Table A2.1 Leicestershire Strategic Unit Supressed Demand
F: (8%- . F: (5%- .
=l Supﬁrss.sed i Sup?priése
A Inventor B: C: D: Net D/C: Net Required Net Required d Net
Year ' Y Availability Availability absorption absorption/ floorspac , floorspace .
(sg.m) o L o Absorption o Absorption
(%) (sq.m) (sg.m) Availability e for 8% o for 5% o
L @ 8% o @ 5%
availabilit (sq.m) availability (sq.m)
y (sq.m) ' (sq.m) -
2024 5,115,664 9.8% 501,335 30,303 6% - - - -
2023 4,935,507 8.7% 429,389 102,011 24% - - - -
2022 4,703,494 6.8% 319,838 697,612 218% 56,442 43,377 - -
2021 3,988,554 6.3% 251,279 265,212 106% 67,805 52,110 - -
2020 3,719,378 5.1% 189,688 251,358 133% 107,862 82,894 - -
2019 3,571,320 5.8% 207,137 351,450 170% 78,569 60,382 - -
2018 3,169,567 3.5% 110,935 0 0% 142,631 109,614 47,544 36,538
2017 3,087,050 7.6% 234,616 75,421 32% 12,348 9,490 - -
2016 3,051,612 7.7% 234,974 36,568 16% 9,155 7,036 - -
2015 2,824,096 1.9% 53,658 39,983 75% 172,270 132,393 87,547 67,282
2014 2,811,899 2.6% 73,109 33,712 46% 151,843 116,694 67,486 51,864
2013 2,783,015 4.3% 119,670 42,202 35% 102,972 79,136 19,481 14,972
2012 2,783,015 4.3% 119,670 167,337 140% 102,972 79,136 19,481 14,972
14,279
Avg. 77% 59,405

Source: CoStar 2025
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A3. COMMITMENTS

Table A3.1 Large Warehouse Commitments, April 2024

Site Name District / AO Planning Ref. Floorspac
Borough e
(sq.m)
18/01443/FULM,
NWL AO5 19/02017/VCUM, 18,580
Unit 1 Mercia Park 19/02294/REMM
Former Lounge NWL
disposal point (G Park) AGS 19/00652/FULM 63,922
Land At Netherfields NWL
Lane Sawley AO3 20/00316/OUTM 64,600
NWL 19/01496/0OUTM;
Land south of Junction AO3 APP/G2435/\W/22/329240 74,000
1 A50 4
Magna Park North 15/01531/0UT
(Land at Mere Lane,
Bittesby) Harborough AO6 197,696
Land to the west of St 23/1066/0UT
Johns Blaby AO4 105,089
Hinckley &
Wood Farm, Stanton Bosworth AO4
Lane 21/00531/HYB 89,200
Griffen Park, Land Hinckley &
North of Nevia Logistics =~ Bosworth N/A
Services (UK) Ltd,
Peckleton Lane 21/00619/FUL 62,981
. . Hinckley & 20/00224/FUL &
Nailstone Colliery Bosworth N/A 20/01278/CONDIT 121,586
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A4. AGENT AND DEVELOPER ENGAGEMENT

A4.1

A4.2

This section summarises feedback we received from engaging with a number of key agents
and developers (2023). This included Savills, Avison Young, Knight Frank, Tritax Symmetry
and St Modwen.

Key factors driving demand by location:

Road access is the most important factor for occupiers — allows for speedy delivery and

targets to be met

It is important to consider congestion around junctions as well as distance between site

and junction;

5-10 minute non-congested drive from junction is most appropriate;

Lack of road infrastructure east of Leicester means it is not attractive for strategic sites;
Sites using SRFI could be located up to 45-minute drive-time away from the rail head.
Motorway is preferrable to A-roads

A42 is more viable for development than A6

Sites should not be accessed by routes going through residential areas;

Access to power is vital — full on-site generation is not viable due to 24/7 nature of

operations (in terms of solar panels); and

Rail-served sites have become more attractive due to environmental, social, and corporate

governance ESG requirements.

A4.3 Labour supply comments:

Access to labour is becoming more of a focus due to labour shortages as a result of Brexit;
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A4.4

A4.5

A 20-30 minute drive time/public transport journey is appropriate to consider;
Companies will tend to locate where there is a strong labour supply;

Good environment for staff is of growing importance — need high-quality premises and

good accessibility; and

Some occupiers may not want to be located on large parks due to having to compete for

labour supply

Minimum site size comments:

New sites need upwards of 25 ha gross;

Could consider sites smaller than 25ha if shape is regular, typography is appropriate and

infrastructure costs low;
Land is needed for mitigation at sensitive areas i.e. residential,
Demand for larger buildings is growing (+25,000 sq.m, up to 100,000 sq.m); and

Important to have a mix of small and large sites to allow for occupier choice

Location specific comments:

A6 could accommodate some development however it is notably constrained north of

Loughborough

Prime locations are Lutterworth, Enderby and East Midlands Gateway;

Opportunity to extend Mercia Park; and

Castle Donnington has good public transport links to Derby and Nottingham and A42 has

good links to Tamworth and Burton on Trent

A4.6 Other comments:
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Build to suit has seen a rise recently after two strong years of speculative building;

Important to recycle and refurbish older units where possible as they need to meet the

latest criteria e.g. ESG requirements, heights; and

Concerns that 2021 warehousing needs study does not use latest data to forecast need
(i.e. net absorption model used in comparable studies such as SEMLEP) and risks

underestimating need
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A5. COUNTY AND NATIONAL HIGHWAYS NOTES

A5.1

A5.2

A5.3

A5.4

A5.5

Iceni Projects engaged with Leicestershire Highways, Warwickshire Highways (written
feedback) and National Highways who gave the following feedback about the strategic road
network in spring 2023 and further feedback in spring 2025:
Overview
Noted methodology limitation - considering junctions and not road corridors as a whole is
limiting — there may be current capacity at junctions but problems on other parts of the
network i.e. railway bridge on A5 at Hinckley gets struck regularly.
Road Investment Strategy (RIS) 3 (2025-30) pipeline projects in Leicestershire — National
Highways only has a commitment to carry out RIS 3 pipeline work and has no other
commitments for other schemes currently, including:
¢ A5 Hinckley to Tamworth — wholesale upgrade of corridor, trunk road as standard;
o |eicester western access — aimed at solving problems at M1 J21-21A with a smart
motorway; and
e M1 north additional capacity — smart motorway — although smart motorways were
announced as discontinued in April 2023
Advised that RIS 3 is now expected to be postponed to RIS 4 (2030-35) — there is overall
uncertainty on deliverability.
A5
Highway Officers indicate that every junction west of the A5 from the M69 interchange has

substantial capacity issues and would require substantial mitigation beyond the public
highway boundary. There are frequent accidents and substantial network constraints on the
A5, in particular between the M1 and M69, of which RIS3 would not address this section.
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A5.6

A5.7

A5.8

A5.9

A5.10

A5.11

There is a railway bridge between Nuneaton and Hinckley that is struck frequently. National
Highways are considering a full development stopping order due to the significance of

concerns.

Traffic from Magna Park has had a bigger impact on the A5 than the M1. There is substantial
warehousing development coming forward at DIRFT, Rugby Gateway and A426 corridor

which connects to the Magna Park/A5 area which will have additional pipeline impacts.

M1

As a corridor the M1 functions well.

M1 J20 has capacity constraints, housing growth allocations (north east) and issues of
connections with local road network, A4303 and route to Magna Park. Is considered an

opportunity by some stakeholders.

J21 is highly problematic as only access point is Leicester. This may be addressed by J20a,
however there is no definitive proposal as of yet. National Highways said that this junction
could be improved through developer contributions and mitigation schemes and would not

require a major projects intervention to unlock development.

J22 is on a high point and can create an issue with slow moving HGVs due to gradients.
There are constraints around J22 which feed into Bardon Hill area despite National Highway
changes, traffic from quarries and a signalled gyratory however there is potentially
opportunity for development. There are some capacity issues on circulatory and off-slip,

particularly travelling southbound.

J23 at Loughborough has further housing growth and Loughborough Science and Enterprise
Park planned or newly delivered which has created further pressure on the junction. Land

capacity and junction capacity likely to be constrained.
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A5.12

A5.13

A5.14

A5.15

A5.16

A5.17

A5.18

J24 has been upgraded however there are still issues and there are challenges in delivering
more mitigation. If a robust solution is not delivered then strategic traffic is distributed through

Kegworth and into villages in South Nottingham. The A50 section is considered constrained.

The M1 south of Leicester has the least traffic issues compared to other junctions in the study

area and one of the better opportunities on the strategic road network.

M69

Work done alongside Hinckley NRFI found substantial network capacity issues which may
not be possible to mitigate on A5, M69 and M1 J21. Development will potentially impact local

road networks as a result.

Unlocking growth on this corridor will require investment in the strategic road network and co-

ordination.

M69 corridor functions well as a link, however the junctions at either end are heavily

constrained.

A6

The AB’s inclusion in the study is considered an anomaly as it is not a strategic road, serves
the local population and part is single carriageway. There has been no strategic distribution
development on this road due to the road network being poor quality, limited land availability

and prone to flooding.

Section of A6 between A46 and edge of Loughborough is of a reasonable standard. In terms
of link and road safety performance there is not a major issue although accessing the M1
northbound passes through Markfield / Fieldhead which is residential lined for 800m.
Developer funded improvements could unlock some sites in this area however the
Charnwood Local Plan has allocated substantial housing growth in this area therefore further

growth may be difficult to accommodate.
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A5.19

A5.20

A5.21

Ab5.22

A5.23

A5.24

A5.25

A5.26

A5.27

A5.28

Going through Loughborough the strategic road network is not sufficient as it is the
geographic spine of the town, running through heavily populated areas. There are also issues
at Hathern, which is split by the A6 running through it and a traffic signal junction which
causes delays.

East Midlands Gateway

From EMG towards the south along A453 towards the airport / EMDC is not a good route due

to the single, rural lane.

A453 is main access routes to Donnington Park Motor Circuit and Download Festival —

creates significant traffic management on local roads.

There is a lack of public transport to the area — most employees come from Leicester and

Nottingham/ Derby.

A42

Overall, there are no severe junction based issues however capacity is limited due to two

lanes, limited link capacity and lack of resilience in the network when accidents occur.

The corridor is only two lanes, at least one of which is frequently closed due to accidents.

Improvements to A42 occurred as a result of Mercia Park, JLR development.

A5 RIS improvements terminate at M42 junction

J24 M1 improvements have helped capacity but difficult to calculate how much extra capacity

can be accommodated.

J13 A42 is an issue, which creates further problems at A511 Tesco roundabout and local

road network.

138

Page 189



A46

A5.29 Improvement works to the A6/A46 junctions have been developer funded.

A5.30 The Hobby Horse roundabout is the most congested and delayed junction in the corridor.
National Highways reported that the roundabout could only be resolved via a major projects
intervention and not through developer contributions or mitigation scheme inputs. There is

currently no planned improvements to this junction and it has therefore been ‘red flagged'.

A5.31 The A46 / Ratcliffe Road junction layout does not lend itself to high volumes of vehicle
movements turning right onto the slip road. Improvements to provide a right turn lane would
potentially require bridge widening. Ratcliffe Road itself has a 7.5T weight limit.
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A6. BROAD LOCATION ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

Proximity to the Strategic Road Network
A6.1  Proximity to the strategic road network (SRN) is a key consideration for logistics occupiers.
There are considerable cost savings associated with junction proximity for logistics occupiers
given the journey time saved for each trip. Additionally, close proximity to strategic road
network junctions will reduce the impact of HGV movements on the local road network. A
strategic distribution site within 1 mile of the strategic road network is considered optimal,

therefore the RAG rating is as followed:

o Red: Access to SRN is beyond 5 miles or access point is over 1 mile from MRN i.e. ‘A’

road

o Amber: Access to SRN is within 5 miles but access point is within 1 mile of MRN i.e. ‘A’

road
o Green: Direct access to the SRN or within 1 mile of SRN junction

Junction Capacity

¢ Red = Capacity issues cannot be mitigated through junction improvements;
o Amber = Capacity issues can be mitigated through improvements to junction;

o Green = No apparent issues / minor delays. No significant upgrades required to unlock

development at junction.

Public Transport Accessibility
A6.2 Bus and train services in proximity to the junction were assessed and scored by the following

ratings:

e Red = Poor - infrequent bus service (less than 2 per hour); no rail access;

e Amber = Adequate - less frequent bus service (up to 3 per hour) within 500m; access to

rail perhaps through multi-modal journeys (within 3km); and
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o Green = Good — frequent bus service (4 or more per hour) within 500m; proximity to rail

services (within 2km).

SRFI Access
A6.3 Junctions have then been assessed on their proximity to existing rail freight interchange rail
heads. This is to assist with identifying preferred locations to meet the rail specific element of
the need.

A6.4 Discussions with Maritime Transport, operators of East Midlands Gateway rail terminals,
indicate that they assume an approximate 20-mile drive distance for users of terminals.
Broadly speaking this means that north of Leicester is covered by EMG whereas south of
Leicester (including Magna Park Lutterworth) is covered by DIRFT. Birch Coppice also covers

much of west Leicestershire up through the M42/A42.

A6.5 For the purpose of the site assessment it has been assumed that a 10-mile distance from a

rail-freight interchange is considered optimal and so the RAG scoring is as follows:

e Green: Within 5 miles of existing rail freight interchange;
o Amber: Within 5-10 miles of existing rail freight interchange;
e Red: Over 10 miles away from existing rail freight interchange.

A6.6 The map below sets out the approximate 10 and 20 miles coverage for Leicester and
Leicestershire for East Midlands Gateway, Birch Coppice and DIRFT. Only the eastern part

of the county falls outside of the 20 mile radius from one of the rail interchanges.
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Figure A6.1: Current Rail Freight Interchange catchment (10 and 20 mile)
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Labour Access
A6.7 Labour supply was assessed at a 10 minute and 20 minute drive time level. The 10 minute
and 20 minute drive time labour supply are each a separate criteria, equally weighted.

A6.8 The 10/20 minute drive time isochrones are mapped by Iceni using the junction as the central
point, and the population catchment is included if the isochrone intersects with the Lower
Super Output Area (LSOA). Population data at LSOA level is from the 2021 Census.

A6.9 Each junction is ranked by the working age population within a 10/20 drivetime and given a
RAG rating based on:
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e Green: 10 minute drive time catchment of +100,000; 20 minute catchment of over 400,000

working age population

e Amber: 10 minute drive time catchment of 50,000-100,000; 20 minute catchement of
200,000 — 400,000 working age population

e Red: 10 minute drive time catchment of less than 50,000; 20 minute catchment of less

than 200,000 working age population

Corridor Market Ranking

A6.10 For strategic distribution, network accessibility is the optimum factor from a market

A6.11

perspective. In this context, road corridors have been ranked at the ‘corridor’ level of the AOs
reflecting their connectivity and market desirability. The need to consider this has also been
flagged by highways officers. There is a natural hierarchy of the corridors, with the M1 being
a national spine trunk road, M69 a motorway, A42 SRN and A6 as a local route with less
connectivity and market desirability. The A42 also has a lower labour market availability within

a shorter drive time.

In order to reflect this corridor ranking, the approach has been developed through stakeholder
discussions and Iceni judgement. It is acknowledged that this is not a wholly objective

assessment. The assignment of scores is that the best performing corridors rank highest so:

e Green: M1, A50, M69, A46, A5
o Amber: A42
e Red: A6.

Spatial Dynamics

A6.12 This factor considers the proximity of the assessed sites to existing and proposed settlements

or employment sites — sites closer to settlements are more sustainable in terms of labour
access and more likely to benefit from sustainable travel to the site. Additionally this factor
considers the spatial impact of the assessed site in terms of sprawl of development. The RAG

scoring is as below:
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o Green: strong relationship with settlements and employment sites

o Amber: Nearby settlements and employment sites but some separation

o Red: Isolated location with poor relationship to settlements and employment sites

Infrastructure Requirements
Where known it is noted what infrastructure requirements or improvements will be required to
bring the site forward — this includes strategic road network capacity and junction
improvements and local access arrangements. This factor is not scored but is noted within

the overall assessment of the site.
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Agenda Item 11

Blaby District Council
Council

Date of Meeting 30 June 2026

Title of Report Transfer of Public Open Space

This is not a Key Decision and is not on the Forward Plan
Lead Member Clir. Nigel Grundy - Neighbourhood Services & Assets
Report Author Neighbourhood Services & Assets Group Manager

Strategic Themes All Themes: Enabling communities and supporting
vulnerable residents; Enhancing and maintaining our natural
and built environment; Growing and supporting our
economy; Keeping you safe and healthy; Ambitious and well

managed Council, valuing our people

1. What is this report about?

1.1 To seek authority to transfer land assets to Braunstone Town Council.

2. Recommendation(s) to Council

2.1 Approve of the disposal of land at Thorpe Astley Park (the area currently
managed by the Town Council under a Licence to Occupy) Registry title LT
438517

2.2  Approve of the disposal of land at The Osiers, Braunstone. Registry title
LT299654

2.3 That delegated authority is given to the Executive Director (S151) in
consultation with the Neighbourhood Services and Assets Portfolio holder
and Finance, People and Transformation Portfolio holder to agree terms and
finalise the disposals of the land assets detailed in 2.1 and 2.2.

3. Reason for Decisions Recommended

3.1 The Parks & Open Space Strategy 2024-2034 made recommendation to
transfer the land listed at 2.1 and 2.2 to the Town Council given there is no
potential for development of the land and in doing so the maintenance costs
and liability to the District Council would be reduced.

3.2 Delegation to the Executive Director in consultation with the Neighbourhood
Services and Assets Portfolio holder and Finance, People and
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Transformation Portfolio holder allow the detail of the transactions to be
discussed and agreed.

4.1

Matters to consider
Background

The District Councils Parks and Open Strategy 2024- 2034 contains a
strategic vision to ensure that Blaby District Council owned parks and open
spaces are sustainable, high quality, accessible and continue to provide
value to people, place, and nature.

A key objective of the strategy is to review all strategic parks and open
spaces owned by Blaby District Council and recommend the best ownership
and management for their respective communities.

As part of this continuous review the Council have identified two open space
sites recommended for transfer to Braunstone Town Council as listed in 2.1
and 2.2.

The Town Council has access to funding opportunities that could deliver a
wide range of benefits for residents, visitors, and park users. Additionally,
taking control of the site would enable the Council to ensure consistent
maintenance and create opportunities for community events, activities, and
other initiatives that enhance its overall value to the community.

Further to an offer in principle to transfer the land, Braunstone Town Council
have expressed an interest in taking ownership of the following:

Thorpe Astley Park, Thorpe Astley

LT384762 (Plan Appendix A)

Thorpe Astley Park has been managed by the Town Council under a
Licence to Occupy since 2011. Previous attempts to transfer this land were
hindered by an inadequate culvert installed by Persimmon Homes during the
development stage. However, recent negotiations have resulted in a formal
letter of intent from Persimmon Homes to carry out the necessary
rectification works, which are scheduled to take place this year.

In addition to the culvert, there is a surface water issue that falls outside the
scope of the conditions within the existing Licence to Occupy. These works
will need to be addressed by Blaby District Council prior to transfer. The
proposed drainage solution will provide flood prevention benefits for
neighbouring properties and ensure the site remains fully accessible
throughout the year. The project will incorporate the redressing of the
footpaths that have been affected by the flooding.
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4.2

4.3

The rectification of the culvert, flood alleviation and the path resurfacing
works are all conditional for the proposed transfer.

The land has received a valuation from Howkins & Harrison of £2,500 (two
thousand and five hundred pounds) subject to the land disposal being
restricted to a public body and the land being retained as public open space
in perpetuity. It is therefore proposed that the site be transferred to the Town
Council for a nominal value of £1.00.

The Osiers, Braunstone

LT299654 (Plan Appendix B)
The Osiers is currently maintained by Blaby District Council.

The land has received a valuation from Howkins & Harrison of £1,500.00
(one thousand and five hundred pounds) subject to the land disposal being
restricted to a public body and the land being retained as public open space
in perpetuity. It is therefore proposed that the site be transferred to the Town
Council for a nominal value of £1.00.

The Council will be required to advertise both the above open spaces for
disposal by way of a Public Notice in accordance with the Local Government
Act 1972 s123 prior to transfer should Council accept the recommendations.

Proposal(s)

- To proceed with the transfers outlined in 2.1 and 2.2; and for the
terms of the transfer for each site to be agreed and finalised by the
Executive Director (S151 officer) in consultation with the respective
Portfolio Holders.

Relevant Consultations

Consultation was undertaken during the development of the Parks & Open
Strategy that subsequently identified the transfers of Thorpe Astley Park and
the Osiers as a Strategic Objective.

Internal consultants: Working group, Tourism, Planning, Environmental
Services, SLT, Informal Cabinet, Scrutiny, Full Council.

External consultants: Leicestershire County Council, The Environmental
Partnership (TEP) Parish/Town Councils.
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4.4  Significant Issues
There are no significant issues to report.
5. What will it cost and are there opportunities for savings?

5.1 The flood prevention works at Thorpe Astley Park, as referenced in section
4.1, is estimated to cost circa £18,000 and additional budget will be required
to carry out this work prior to transfer.

The transfer will have the potential to reduce operational costs to the Parks
and Open Spaces Team and free up time from the cessation of grounds
maintenance obligations at the Osiers. In monetary terms the table below
provides an illustration of the potential revenue savings.

Current year 2027/28
Revenue Savings £0 £10,000
Revenue Expenditure £18,000 £0
Capital £0 £0

No savings are anticipated within the current financial year, as the transfer is
expected to take place during the following financial year due to the anticipated
timescales involved. Following completion of the transfer, the revenue savings
associated with both sites will be realised on an ongoing basis and in
perpetuity. In addition, BDC will no longer bear the financial liability for any
future capital costs associated with either of the sites.

6. What are the risks and how can they be reduced?

6.1

Current Risk Actions to reduce the risks

Councils’ liability for the sites Transferring the asset to the Town Council
will transfer the liability.

Risk that the Parish is unable to The Council will carry out due diligence to

maintain the assets after transfer. ensure the Town Council have the ability
and funding to maintain the parks into the
future.

Limited funding for improvements to | Transferring the asset will provide further

the open spaces. funding opportunities for future

improvements to the sites.

The legal transfer process can take | Officers of the Council will manage and
significant time and the Council may | respond to the legal queries on a timely

have the liability for maintenance basis and encourage Parish Council’s to
costs for a longer period. liaise with their legal representatives as
appropriate.

Page 200




7.1

7.2

8.1

9.1

10.

10.1

10.2

11.

12.

Other options considered

Thorpe Astley Park: The option of continuing to allow the Town Council to
manage the site under a licence remains. However, the current arrangement
is a short-term licence, which has led to uncertainty over the years regarding
the level of responsibility between both parties.

The termination of the Licence and reversion of the site to in-house
management would be inconsistent with the Parks & Open Spaces Strategy
and is not the preferred option of either party, both of whom support a transfer
of ownership.

The Osiers: Continue to maintain the site by the Council’s in house team was
discounted based on the ongoing revenue costs of maintaining the site and
limited availability of capital funding for any future investment into the site.
The option of undertaking reduced maintenance across the site was
considered but ultimately discounted due to concerns regarding customer
perception and potential reputational damage. Instead, the preferred option is
to transfer the site to the Town Council; and is consistent with the Parks and
Open Spaces Strategy.

Environmental impact

No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated given there is to be no
change to the current utilisation of the land.

Other significant issues

In preparing this report, the author has considered issues related to Human
Rights, Legal Matters, Human Resources, Equalities, Public Health
Inequalities, and Climate Local and there are no areas of concern.
Appendix

Appendix A — Thorpe Astley Park, Thorpe Astley

Appendix B — The Osiers, Braunstone

Background paper(s)
None.
Report author’s contact details

Paul Coates Neighbourhood Services Group Manager
Paul.coates@blaby.gov.uk 0116 2727615
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Agenda Item 12

Blaby District Council
Council

Date of Meeting 30 June 2026

Title of Report Recommendations of the Cabinet Executive- Treasury
Management Outturn 2025/26
This is not a Key Decision and is on the Forward Plan

Lead Member Clir. Cheryl Cashmore - Finance, People &
Transformation (Deputy Leader)

Report Author Assistant Director — Financial Services

Strategic Themes Ambitious and well managed Council, valuing our people

1. What is this report about?

1.1 The report reviews the Council’s treasury management activities undertaken
during the 2025/26 financial year and gives details of the prudential and

treasury indicators for the same period.

1.2 It also provides an update regarding the property fund investment.

2. Recommendation(s) to Council
2.1 That the treasury management activities for 2025/26 are approved.

2.2 That the prudential and treasury indicators for 2025/26 are approved.

3. Reason for Decisions Recommended

3.1 The regulatory framework governing treasury management activities
includes a requirement that the Council should produce an annual review of
treasury activities undertaken in the preceding financial year. It must also
report the performance against the approved prudential indicators for the
year.

3.2  This report fulfils the requirement above and incorporates the needs of the
Prudential Code to ensure adequate monitoring of capital expenditure plans
and the Council’s prudential indicators. The treasury strategy and prudential
indicators for 2025/26 were contained in the report approved by Council on
25th February 2025.
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4.1

4.2

Matters to consider
Background

The Council is required to produce an annual treasury management review
of activities and the actual prudential and treasury indicators for 2025/26 by
regulations issued under the Local Government Act 2003. This report meets
the requirements of both the Chartered Institute of Public Finance
Accountants’ (CIPFA) Code of Practice on Treasury Management (the
Code) and the CIPFA Prudential Code for Capital Finance in Local
Authorities (the Prudential Code).

During 2025/26 the minimum reporting requirements were that the full
Council should receive the following reports:

* an annual treasury strategy in advance of the year (Cabinet Executive
24th February 2025, Council 25th February 2025)

« a mid-year treasury update report (Council 18" November 2025)

* an annual review following the end of the year describing the activity
compared to the strategy (this report)

The regulations place responsibility on Members for the review and scrutiny
of treasury management policy and activities. This report is important, in that
respect, as it provides details of the outturn position for treasury activities
and highlights compliance with the Council’s policies previously approved by
Members.

The Council has complied with the requirement under the Code to give prior
scrutiny to all the above treasury management reports by the Cabinet
Executive and/or Scrutiny Commission before they were reported to the full
Council. Member training on treasury management issues is undertaken on
an ad hoc basis as required. A training session delivered by MUFG was
undertaken with members of the Senior Leadership Team and Cabinet
Executive on 4" December 2025.

Capital Expenditure and Financing

The Council undertakes capital expenditure on long-term assets which may
either be:

¢ Financed immediately through the application of capital or revenue
resources (e.g., capital receipts, grants, revenue contributions), which
has no resultant impact on the Council’s borrowing need; or

e Financed through borrowing if insufficient resources are available, or a
decision is taken not to apply resources.

The actual capital expenditure forms one of the main prudential indicators.

The following table summarises the capital expenditure and financing for the
year. A more detailed analysis is provided at Appendix A.
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4.3

2024/25 2025/26 2025/26
Actual Budget Actual
£ £ £
Capital Expenditure 6,995,683 8,493,351 4,956,561
Financed in year (3,370,859) (4,561,241) (2,431,043)
Unfinanced Capital Expenditure 3,624,824 3,932,110 2,525,517

The Council’s Overall Borrowing Need

The Council’s underlying need to borrow for capital expenditure is termed
the Capital Financing Requirement (CFR). This figure is a gauge of the
Council’s indebtedness. The CFR results from the capital activity of the
Council and resources used to pay for the capital spend. It represents the
2025/26 unfinanced capital expenditure (see above table), and prior years’
net or unfinanced capital expenditure which has not yet been paid for by
revenue or other resources.

Part of the Council’s treasury activities is to address the funding
requirements for this borrowing need. Depending on the capital expenditure
programme, the treasury service organises the Council’s cash position to
ensure that sufficient cash is available to meet the capital plans and cash
flow requirements. This may be sourced through borrowing from external
bodies, (such as the Government, through the Public Works Loan Board
[PWLB], or the money markets), or utilising temporary cash resources within
the Council.

The Council’s underlying borrowing need (CFR) is not allowed to rise
indefinitely. Statutory controls are in place to ensure that capital assets are
broadly charged to revenue over the life of the asset. The Council is
required to make an annual revenue charge, called the Minimum Revenue
Provision (MRP) to reduce the CFR. This is effectively a repayment of the
borrowing need. This differs from the treasury management arrangements
which ensure that cash is available to meet capital commitments. External
debt can also be borrowed or repaid at any time, but this does not change
the CFR.

The total CFR can also be reduced by:

o the application of additional capital financing resources, (such as
unapplied capital receipts); or

o charging more than the statutory revenue charge (MRP) each year
through a Voluntary Revenue Provision (VRP).

The Council’'s 2025/26 MRP Policy, (as required by MHCLG Guidance), was
approved as part of the Treasury Management Strategy Report for 2025/26
on 25th February 2025.

Once again, the Council undertook no new borrowing during 2025/26.
Although there was a borrowing need to fund the capital programme, there

Page 207



are still sufficient reserves and balances available to enable the Council to

effectively borrow internally.

The table below highlights the gross borrowing position against the CFR.
The CFR represents a key prudential indicator. It includes finance leases
that appear on the balance sheet, and which increase the Council’s
borrowing need. However, no borrowing is required to cover finance leases
as there is a borrowing facility included in the contract.

31st March 31st March 31st March
2025 2025 2025
Actual Budget Actual
£ £ £

Opening Balance 17,365,910 17,689,594 20,075,202
Add Unfinanced Capital Expenditure 3,624,824 3,932,110 2,525,517
Less IFRS 16 Adjustment (3,916) 0 0
Less MRP & VRP (911,616) (1,039,016) (1,042,843)
Closing Balance 20,075,202 20,582,688 21,557,876

Borrowing activity is constrained by prudential indicators for gross borrowing
and the CFR, and by the authorised limit.

It is important to ensure that borrowing is prudent over the medium term and
that it is only undertaken for capital purposes. Therefore, the Council needs
to make sure that, except in the short term, its gross external borrowing
does not exceed the total of the CFR in the preceding year (2024/25) plus
the estimates of any additional CFR for the current year (2025/26) and next
two financial years. Effectively this means that the Council is not borrowing
to support revenue expenditure. This indicator also allows the Council some
flexibility to borrow in advance of its immediate need where it is appropriate
to do so. The table below highlights the Council’s gross borrowing position
against the CFR. The Council has complied with this prudential indicator.

31t March 31t March 31t March
2025 2025 2025
Actual Budget Actual
£ £ £
CFR 20,075,202 20,588,688 21,557,875
Gross Borrowing 8,104,346 5,522,088 7,901,260
(Under)/Over Funding of CFR (11,970,856) | (15,060,600) | (13,656,615)

The Authorised Limit — this is the affordable borrowing limit required by
Section 3 of the Local Government Act 2003. Once it has been set, the
Council does not have the power to borrow above this level. The table below
demonstrates that the Council has maintained gross borrowing within the

authorised limit during 2025/26.

The Operational Boundary — this is the expected borrowing position for the
year. Periods where the actual position is either above or below the
boundary are acceptable subject to the authorised limit not being breached.
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Actual financing costs as a proportion of net revenue stream — this
indicator identifies the trend in the cost of capital (i.e., borrowing, and other
long term obligation costs net of investment income), against the net
revenue stream.

2025/26
Authorised limit £22,000,000
Maximum gross borrowing position during the year £7,901,260
Operational boundary £19,800,000
Financing costs as a proportion of net revenue stream 8.90%

The Council’s treasury management debt and investment position is
organised by the treasury management service to ensure adequate liquidity
for revenue and capital activities, security for investments and to manage
risks within all treasury management activities. Procedures and controls to
achieve these objectives are well established both through Member
reporting detailed in the summary, and through officer activity detailed in the
Council’'s Treasury Management Practices. At the end of 2025/26 the
Council’s treasury position was as follows:

Principal at Rate/ | Average | Principal at Rate/ | Average
31stMarch | Return Life 31t March | Return Life
2025 2026
17.8 16.8
PWLB Debt £4,857,602 | 2.25% years £4,000,000 | 2.08% years
Market Debt 0 n/a n/a 0 n/a n/a
17.8 16.8
Total debt £4,857,602 | 2.25% years £4,000,000 | 2.08% years
Capital
Financing
Requirement £20,075,202 £21,557,875
Over/(under)
borrowing (£15,217,600) (£17,557,875)
Short Term
investments (£22,575,200) | 4.34% (£19,631,200) | 4.10%
Long Term
Investments (£754,697) | 2.40% (£747,370) | 2.85%
Net debt (38,547,497) (37,936,445)

Other long-term liabilities, such as finance leases, are excluded from the
table above.

The interest rates in the table above are based on the loans and

investments outstanding at the year end and are not necessarily the same
as the average rate payable during the financial year.
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4.5

The maturity structure of the debt portfolio was as follows:

31st March 2025 31st March 2026
£ £
Less than one year 857,602 0
Between one and two years 0 0
Between two and five years 0 0
Between five and ten years 0 0
Over ten years 4,000,000 4,000,000
4,857,602 4,000,000
Investment Portfolio | 31stMarch | 315t March | 31stMarch | 31 March
2025 2025 2026 2026
£ % £ %
Banks 19,391,200 4.31% 17,079,200 4.11%
Local Authorities 0 0 0 0
Money Market Funds 3,184,000 4.49% 2,552,000 3.80%
Property Fund 754,697 2.40% 747,369 2.85%

The return on the Property Fund comprises both rental income and interest
income gross of fees.

The Strategy for 2025/26
Investments

Investment returns remained robust throughout 2025/26 despite Bank Rate
reducing steadily through the course of the financial year (three 0.25% rate
cuts in total), and at the end of March the yield curve had turned positive,
reflecting inflation concerns emanating from the on-going conflict in the
Middle East.

Bank Rate reductions of 0.25% occurred in May, August and December,
bringing the headline rate down from 4.50% to 3.75%. Two of the Bank
Rate cuts occurred in the same month as the Bank of England publishes its
Quarterly Monetary Policy Report, therein providing a clarity over the timing
of potential future rate cuts.

As of early April 2026, market sentiment has been heavily influenced by the
Middle East conflict. Commentators anticipate a growing risk of inflation,
meaning interest rates will not be cut for some time, and may increase to
counteract inflationary pressures arising from steepening energy costs.
Growth will also be impacted in many regions of the world. UK GDP is
projected by the Office for Budget Responsibility (3 March 2026) to be 1.1%
in 2026 before picking up to 1.6% in 2027 and 2028. But the likelihood is
that there is downside risk to this forecast given events in the Middle East
through March and still on-going.
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Looking back through 2025/26, Local Authorities were able to achieve
returns generally in a range of 4.5% - 5% for periods ranging from 1 month
to 12 months in the spring of 2025. By the end of March 2026 deposit rates
were somewhat volatile, regaining some traction as the Middle East conflict
suggested energy driven inflation may lead to higher interest rates than
would otherwise have been the case. Where liquidity requirements were not
a drain on day-to-day investment choices, extending duration through the
use of “laddered investments” paid off.

Borrowing

During 2025/26, the Council maintained an under-borrowed position. This
meant that the capital borrowing need, (the Capital Financing Requirement),
was not fully funded with loan debt as cash supporting the Council’s
reserves, balances and cash flow was used as an interim measure. This
strategy was prudent as near-term investment rates have generally been
lower than medium to long-term borrowing costs. The latter are expected to
fall a little through 2026 and 2027 in the light of economic growth concerns
and the eventual dampening of inflation. The Council has sought to
minimise the taking on of long-term borrowing at elevated levels (>5%) and
has focused on a policy of internal and temporary borrowing, supplemented
by short-dated borrowing (<5 years on a maturity loan structure/ <10 years
on an EIP loan structure) as appropriate.

Against this background and the risks within the economic forecast, caution
was adopted with the treasury operations. The Executive Director (S151
Officer) therefore monitored interest rates in financial markets and adopted a
pragmatic strategy based upon the following principles to manage interest
rate risks:

If it had been felt that there was a significant risk of a much sharper
RISE in long and short-term rates than initially expected, perhaps
arising from the stickiness of inflation in the major developed
economies, then the portfolio position would have been re-appraised.
Most likely, fixed rate funding would have been drawn whilst interest
rates were lower than they were projected to be in the next few years.

Interest rate forecasts initially suggested gradual reductions in short,
medium and longer-term fixed borrowing rates during 2025/26. Bank Rate
did reduce to 3.75% as anticipated, but the initial expectation of significant
rate reductions across the whole curve did not transpire, primarily because
inflation concerns were very elevated in March 2026.

At the start of April 2026, the market expected Bank Rate to increase over the
coming months to 4% or 4.25%, from 3.75%, whilst all parts of the curve have
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4.6

4.7

also risen substantially through March. A significant fall in inflation will be
required to underpin any material movement lower in the longer part of the
curve.

Borrowing Outturn

No new borrowing was undertaken during the year. As a result, gross
borrowing has fallen from £4,857,602 to £4,000,000 on 315t March 2026.
The movement is summarised in the following table:

£
Balance at 15t April 2025 4,857,602
New borrowing in year 0
Loans repaid in year (857,602)
Balance at 315t March 2026 4,000,000

The total loan interest payable in 2025/26, excluding finance leases, was
£85,244.53 (£108,264.64 in 2024/25), and the average interest rate payable
was 2.16% (2.28% in 2024/25).

Borrowing in advance of need:

The Council has not borrowed more than, or in advance of its needs, purely
to profit from the investment of the extra sums borrowed.

Rescheduling:

No rescheduling was done during the year as the approximate 1%
differential between PWLB new borrowing rates and premature repayment
rates made rescheduling unviable.

Investment Outturn

The Council’s investment policy is governed by MHCLG investment
guidance, which has been implemented in the annual investment strategy
approved by Council on 25th February 2025. This policy sets out the
approach for choosing investment counterparties and is based on credit
ratings provided by the three main credit rating agencies, supplemented by
additional market data, (such as rating outlooks, credit default swaps, bank
share prices etc.).

The investment activity during the year conformed to the approved strategy,
and the Council experienced no liquidity difficulties during the financial year.

Interest on in house investments amounted to £1,234,905 (£1,539,528 in
2024/25), due to the Monetary Policy Committee maintaining the high bank
rate and cash flow balances remaining high. The average rate of return for
2025/26 was 4.10% compared with the average of 4.34% achieved in
2024/25.
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4.9

5.1

6.1

In addition to this the Council achieved a return of £27,355 interest and
rental income on its property fund investment during 2025/26. There is a
statutory override in place until 15t April 2029, for legacy investments already
in place at the end of 15t April 2024, which prevents fluctuations in the fund
value from having to be charged to the General Fund. The Council also has
an earmarked reserve as a mitigation against losses in the fund value.

The Council invested £1m in the Lothbury Property Trust in December
2019. Notice was given for the termination of the fund in 2024, and the
Council via delegated authority made the decision to transfer the funds from
Lothbury to UBS Triton at a preferential management fee, as this remained
the Council’s best opportunity to recover the investment loss. Since then,
assets have continued to be disposed of, and distributions made to
investors.

As at 31st March 2026 the remaining balance within the Lothbury Fund still
to be distributed was £2,130.85. The final distribution was made on 30t
April 2026.

As at 31st March 2025 the UBS Triton Property Fund LP investment value
stood at £745,238.18.

When the Council initially entered into the Property Fund investment, an
Earmarked Reserve was set up for any interest to be held. During the year
interest from the property fund amounted to £27,355 (£3,142 Lothbury and

£24,214 UBS Triton), this was transferred to the Earmarked reserve at year
end bringing the balance on the reserve at 315t March 2026 to £228,982.78.

Significant Issues
None.

In preparing this report, the author has considered issues related to Human
Rights, Legal Matters, Human Resources, Equalities, Public Health
Inequalities and there are no areas of concern.

Environmental impact

No Net Zero and Climate Impact Assessment (NZCIA) is required for this
report.

What will it cost and are there opportunities for savings?

Not applicable.
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7.1

8.1

9.1

10.

10.1

11.

What are the risks and how can they be reduced?

Current Risk

Actions to reduce the risks

That external borrowing might
not be undertaken at the most
advantageous rate

Treasury officers maintain regular
contact with the Council’s advisors,
MUFG, who monitor movements in
interest rates on our behalf. The aim is
always to drawdown loans when
interest rates are at their lowest point.

Credit risk — the risk that other
parties might fail to pay amounts
due, e.g., deposits with banks
etc

The Annual Investment Strategy sets
the criteria through which the Council
decides with whom it may invest. The
lending list is updated regularly to
reflect changes in credit ratings.

Liquidity risk — the Council might

its commitments

not have sufficient funds to meet

Daily monitoring of cash flow balances.
Access to the money markets to cover
any short-term cash shortfall.

Refinancing and maturity risk —
the risk that the Council might
need to renew a loan or
investment at disadvantageous
interest rates

Monitoring of the maturity profile of
debt to make sure that loans do not all
mature in the same period. Monitoring
the maturity profile of investments to
ensure there is sufficient liquidity to
meet day to day cashflow needs.

That the investment in UBS
Triton will not achieve full
recovery of the Council’s current
investment loss as expected.

UBS Triton is an established property
fund. An earmarked reserve is in place
to mitigate any potential fluctuations in
the fund value, although it does not
cover the full value of the initial
investment.

Other options considered

None. It is a legislative requirement that the Council receives an annual
report covering its treasury activities for the financial year.

Appendix

Appendix A — Prudential and Treasury Indicators 2025/26

Background paper(s)
None
Report author’s contact details

Katie Hollis
Katie.hollis@blaby.gov.uk

Assistant Director — Financial Services
0116 272 7739
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PRUDENTIAL AND TREASURY INDICATORS

1. Capital Expenditure and Financing

This indicator shows the capital expenditure plans for the year and demonstrates how

those plans are financed.

APPENDIX A

2024/25 2025/26 2025/26
Actual Budget Actual
£ £ £

Capital Expenditure
S106-backed schemes 88,177 366,846 239,131
Other schemes 6,907,506 8,126,685 4,717,430
Total Capital Programme 6,995,683 8,493,351 4,956,561
Financed by:
Capital receipts (470,922) (816,280) (491,222)
Capital grants and contributions (2,810,628) (3,484,373) (1,803,152)
Capital reserves (89,227) (110,588) (86,669)
Revenue contributions (82) (150,000) (50,000)
Total Financing (3,370,859) (4,561,241) (2,431,043)
Borrowing Requirement 3,624,824 3,932,110 2,525,518

2. Capital Financing Requirement

The Capital Financing Requirement (CFR) is a measure of the Council’s underlying need
to borrow for capital purposes. It will increase as the Council incurs capital expenditure
which cannot be met from other resources, but this will be partially offset by revenue
repayments for the year (the Minimum Revenue Provision).

2024/25 2025/26 2025/26
Actual Budget Actual
£ £ £

CFR as of 1st April 2025 17,365,910 17,689,594 20,075,202
Capital Expenditure in Year 4,187,521 7,757,351 4,224,157
IFRS16 lease additions 2,808,162 736,000 732,404
Financing in Year (3,370,859) (4,561,241) (2,431,045)
IFRS Adjustment (3,916) 0 0
Minimum Revenue Provision (611,616) (789,016) (792,843)
Voluntary Revenue Provision (300,000) (250,000) (250,000)
CFR as of 31st March 2026 20,075,202 20,582,688 21,557,875

3. Ratio of Financing Costs to Net Revenue Stream

This indicator identifies the trend in the cost of capital (borrowing and other long term
obligation costs, net of investment income) against the net revenue stream.

2024/25 2025/26 2025/26
Actual Budget Actual
Ratio 8.90% 9.66% 9.28%
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4. The Portfolio Position

The table below compares the Council’s actual external debt, including other long-term
liabilities such as finance leases, with the CFR. This indicator also acts as a limit to
borrowing activity. Gross external debt should not, except in the short term, exceed the
total of CFR in the preceding year plus the estimated additional CFR for 2025/26 and the
next two financial years. This allows some limited flexibility for borrowing in advance of
need. No difficulties are envisaged in complying with this indicator for the current or

future financial years.

2024/25 2025/26 2025/26
Actual Budget Actual
£ £ £

External Debt
Debt on 1st April 2025 5,713,439 4,857,602 4,857,602
Leases at 1st April 2025 454,864 860,072 3,246,774
Leases in year 2,808,162 736,000 732,404
Borrowing 2025/26 0 0 0
Loan Repayments (855,837) (857,602) (857,602)
Lease Repayments (16,282) (74,091) (77,918)
Debt at 31st March 2026 8,104,346 5,521,981 7,901,260
CFR (as above) 20,075,202 20,582,688 21,557,875
Under/(Over) Borrowing (11,970,856) (15,060,707) (13,656,615)

5. Operational Boundary for External Debt

This is the limit which external debt is not normally expected to exceed. In most cases
this would be a similar figure to the CFR but may be lower or higher depending on the

levels of actual debt.

2024/25 2025/26 2025/26
Actual Budget Actual
£ £ £
Borrowing 4,857,602 18,300,000 4,000,000
Other Long-Term Liabilities 3,246,774 1,500,000 3,901,260
Total 8,104,346 19,800,000 7,901,260

6. Authorised Limit for External Debt

A further key prudential indicator represents a control on the maximum level of borrowing.
This is the limit beyond which external debt is prohibited. It reflects the level of external
debt which, while not desired, could be afforded in the short term, but is not sustainable in

the longer term.

2024/25 2025/26 2025/26
Actual Budget Actual
£ £ £
Borrowing 4,857,602 20,600,000 4,000,000
Other Long-Term Liabilities 3,246,774 1,400,000 3,901,260
Total 8,104,346 22,000,000 7,901,260
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7. Treasury Management Limits on Activity

There are three debt related treasury activity limits. The purpose of these is to manage risk
and reduce the impact of any adverse movement in interest rates. However, if these are
too restrictive, they will impair the opportunities to reduce costs and/or improve
performance. The indicators are:

e Upper limits on variable interest rate exposure. This identifies a maximum limit for
variable interest rates based upon the debt position net of investments.

e Upper limits on fixed interest rate exposure. This is similar to the previous indicator
and covers a maximum limit on fixed interest rates.

e Maturity structure of borrowing. These gross limits are set to reduce the Council’s
exposure to large, fixed rate sums falling due for refinancing, and are required for upper

and lower limits.

2024/25 2025/26 2025/26
Actual Budget Actual
Maturity structure of fixed interest rate
borrowing:
Under 12 months 17.65% 100.00% 0.00%
12 months to 2 years 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
2 years to 5 years 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
5 years to 10 years 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
10 years and above 82.35% 100.00% 100.00%

8. Investments Greater Than 365 Days

This limit is set with regard to the Council’s liquidity requirements and to reduce the
need for early sale of an investment and is based on the availability of investments

after each year-end.

2024/25 2025/26 2025/26
Actual Budget Actual
£ £ £
Principal sums invested > 365 days 754,696 6,000,000 745,239
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Agenda Iltem 13

Blaby District Council
Council

Date of Meeting 30 June 2026

Title of Report Modern Slavery Statement 2026
This is not a Key Decision and is on the Forward Plan
Lead Member Clir. Ben Taylor - Leader of the Council
Report Author Customer Insight, Experience and Engagement Service
Manager

Strategic Themes Enabling our communities and supporting our vulnerable

residents

1. What is this report about?

1.1 There are several duties under the Modern Slavery Act 2015. This report sets
out requirements and recommended good practice for local authorities under

the Act.

1.2  This report presents a Modern Slavery statement for Blaby District Council
for the year 2026/27

2, Recommendation to Council

2.1 To adopt the updated Modern Slavery Statement as set out in Appendix A

3. Reason for Decisions Recommended

3.1 ltis arequirement of the Modern Slavery Act 2015 that organisations with a
turnover of £36m or more publish a statement on their approach to ensuring
that there is no modern slavery in their own business and their supply
chains. Although Blaby District Council is under no legal obligation to publish
a statement, the Local Government Association is encouraging all local
authorities to produce an annual statement ensuring transparency in their
approach to modern slavery and human trafficking

4. Matters to consider

4.1 Background
Modern slavery is a crime resulting in an abuse of human rights. It is
constituted in the Modern Slavery Act 2015 by the offences of ‘slavery,
servitude and forced or compulsory labour’ and ‘human trafficking’.
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Victims of modern slavery and human trafficking can be men, women and
children of all ages, ethnicities and nationalities. However, exploitation is
normally more prevalent among the most vulnerable or within minority or
socially excluded groups. Poverty, lack of education, unstable social and
political conditions, economic imbalances and war are key issues that
contribute to someone’s vulnerability in becoming a victim of modern
slavery. In addition, victims can often face more than one type of abuse and
slavery, for example being sold on to another trafficker and then forced into
another form of exploitation.

The National Referral Mechanism reports there has been an 870% rise in
referrals of potential victims of modern slavery in the past ten years. The
Anti-Slavery International and The Royal United Services Institute estimate
that 130,000 people are currently subjected to slavery in the UK.

In recent years Unseen, the anti-slavery charity, has seen a worrying rise in
calls about care sector workers being abused. It follows changes in the rules
to make it easier for overseas social care staff to work in the UK, with the
aim of filling thousands of job vacancies.

Most exploited care workers are women from overseas, working long and
gruelling hours — often 20 hours each day. In some cases, they earn as little
as £2 per hour. Those most at risk appear to be care workers from

India, Zimbabwe and Nigeria. Some have paid huge sums of money to
unscrupulous employers or recruitment agencies to come to the UK on
special visas designed to fill vacancies in the care sector. Often the workers
do not understand their rights in the UK, which leaves them vulnerable to
further abuse.

The Government has introduced a provision (Section 54) in the Modern
Slavery Act 2015 which requires organisations (with a turnover of £36m or
over) to produce a statement setting out the steps they have taken to ensure
there is no modern slavery in their own business and their supply chains. If
an organisation has taken no steps to do this, their statement should say so
creating a level playing field between those businesses, which act
responsibly and those that need to change their policies and practices.
However, the Government wants to encourage organisations to do more,

not just because they are legally obliged to, but also because they recognise
it is the right thing to do.

One key purpose of this measure is to prevent modern slavery in
organisations and their supply chains. A means to achieve this is to increase
transparency by ensuring the public, partners, and employees know what
steps an organisation is taking to tackle modern slavery. Organisations will
need to build on what they are doing year on year.

Through their regulatory role interacting with local businesses and landlords,
council officers are well placed to identify cases of modern slavery and work
with law enforcement partners to use regulatory tools to intervene and
disrupt it. Additionally, through their individual and collective buying power,
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4.2

4.3

4.4

councils have significant leverage to seek to eradicate modern slavery from
their extensive supply chains.

The Modern Slavery Act also includes several provisions for local
authorities. Section 52 of the Act places a duty to identify and report
potential victims through the National Referral Mechanism (NRM).
Depending on the age and needs of victims of modern slavery, councils may
also have statutory responsibilities to provide support to them.

The Government encourages all businesses to develop an appropriate and
effective response to modern slavery. The Local Government Association
(LGA) is also encouraging local authorities to produce individual statements.
The LGA states that local councils “are uniquely placed to be at the forefront
of the fight against modern slavery”. Several councils have already
voluntarily compiled their statement and the LGA is encouraging others to
follow suit.

In November 2018 Blaby District Council adopted a Modern Slavery
Statement. The Council reviews this Statement regularly as required by the
legislation. The Statement at Appendix A outlines the policies and activity
that the Council will use to ensure that we are transparent in our activities
and are working to ensure that there is no slavery and human trafficking
within its business or supply chains. The Act requires a slavery and human
trafficking statement to be approved and signed by an appropriate

senior person in the business. The Blaby District Council Modern Slavery
statement will therefore be signed by the Leader of the Council and the
Chief Executive.

Proposal
For Blaby District Council to adopt the Modern Slavery Statement as set out
in Appendix A

Relevant Consultations

Transformation and ICT Group Manager
Executive Director (s151)

Community Services Manager

Council Tax Income and Debt Manager

Significant Issues

Due regard should be given to data protection legislation (GDPR). Councils’
statutory powers support joint investigations by allowing for the sharing of
information in support of the prevention or detection of crime and in support
of legal proceedings. The LGA has a memorandum of understanding on
data sharing with HMRC which all councils can sign up to in order to share
and receive data from HMRC.

Human Resources — In order to identify and support victims of slavery and
human trafficking within the workplace, in the supply-chain or when
delivering services, staff will require appropriate training
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4.5

In preparing this report, the author has considered issues related to Human
Rights, Legal Matters, Human Resources, Equalities, Public Health
Inequalities and there are no areas of concern.

5. Environmental impact
A Net Zero and Climate Impact Assessment (NZCIA) has been carried out
and no adverse impacts identified.
6. What will it cost and are there opportunities for savings?
6.1  There are no cost implications.
7. What are the risks and how can they be reduced?
7.1
Current Risk Actions to reduce the risks
Slavery may be used in the supply Procurement Toolkit updated to ensure that
of goods or services to the Council | modern slavery and human
trafficking do not form part of the supply
chain
Officers are not able to Training on awareness and recognising the
identify possible cases of slavery signs of modern slavery and human
trafficking whether that be through the
supply chain, customers when delivering
services or during recruitment and/or
employment.
8. Other options considered
8.1  Not to adopt and publish a Modern Slavery Statement. Although there is no
requirement for the Council to produce a statement it is considered best
practice and encouraged by the Local Government Association
9. Appendix
9.1 Appendix A — Appendix A — Blaby District Council Modern Slavery

Statement
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10.

10.1

11.

Background paper(s)

Modern Slavery LGA

Unseen 2024 Annual Report

Report author’s contact details

Sally Dorans Customer Insight, Experience and
Engagement Service Manager
Sally.dorans@blaby.gov.uk 0116 250 3027
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Appendix A

Modern Slavery Statement 2026

Introduction

The UK Modern Slavery Act (MSA) 2015 received Royal Assent on Thursday 26 March
2015. It was the first in Europe, and one of the first in the world, to specifically address
slavery and trafficking in the 21st century. Provision 54 of the Act requires organisations,
in any sector, which do business in the UK to disclose the steps they are taking to address
modern slavery in their business and supply chain in an annual statement. This provision
requires organisations to be transparent about how they conduct their business.

This statement sets out Blaby District Council’s measures to understand all potential
modern slavery risks related to its business and to put in place steps aimed at ensuring
there is no slavery or human trafficking in its own business and its supply chains.

As part of the public sector, Blaby District Council recognises that it has a responsibility
to take a robust approach to slavery and human trafficking. The Council is committed to
improving its practices to combat and prevent slavery and human trafficking in its
activities, and to ensure that its supply chains are free from slavery and human trafficking.
We collaborate with other authorities, the police, health professionals, and other relevant
local groups to ensure effective communication and best practice is shared.

Organisational structure and supply chains

Blaby District Council provides a range of services for its 115,000 residents, from council
tax collection, waste collection, planning management and environmental health. Other
services, such as schools, social care and road/transport links are provided by
Leicestershire County Council. Goods and services can be delivered both directly by the
Council and through external contractors. We are aware of upcoming reforms affecting
modern slavery legislation regarding our organisational structure and supply chains. We
will ensure that all our policies and procedures comply with these recent changes and are
adapted where necessary and appropriate.

Countries of operation and supply

The Council operates in the United Kingdom. We consider the risk of slavery and human
trafficking to be low due to the type of activity that we undertake. However, we will remain
vigilant, and potential risks will be considered when delivering our services or undertaking
procurement exercises.
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Responsibility

Our core values commit the Council to:

Put the customer at the heart of everything that we do

Be innovative, adaptable, and resourceful

Understand the needs of our communities and treat everyone fairly
Be open, honest, and clearly communicate

With these principles in mind, we have a range of policies and processes which reflect
our commitment to acting ethically and with integrity.

Policies: Council policies are developed by officers employed by the authority and are
then agreed upon by our senior officers, councillors, and partner organisations where
relevant.

Risk assessments: These are undertaken by officers within the relevant service area
and corporately. Support and advice are provided by those charged with safeguarding,
equality and human rights, procurement, human resources, and risk management
responsibilities.

Investigations/due diligence: Under Section 52 of the Act, the ‘duty to report’, we will
refer any suspected or known incidents of slavery or trafficking to the relevant authority
via nominated safeguarding officers.

Any investigations in relation to suspected or confirmed modern slavery will be conducted
through partners such as the NCA Modern Slavery and Human Trafficking Unit.

Specific policies which apply

Children and Young People Safeguarding Policy and Adults in Need of
Safeguarding Policy: The Council has two safeguarding policies which are
declarations of the Council’'s commitment to safeguarding people, irrespective of age.
Whilst it is not our job to establish whether abuse is taking place, it is our responsibility
to report any concerns we have over the welfare of an adult or child and to co-operate
in any multi-agency investigations as appropriate. These policies include procedures for
delivery of a safe environment by officers and for effective operation with its partners, to
report safeguarding issues. As such the ‘duty to notify’ provision as set out in Section
52 of the Modern Slavery Act 2015, which applies to public authorities, including district
councils, will be supported by this policy. Safeguarding training is provided through e-
learning and face to face sessions for both staff and councillors.

Whistleblowing Policy: The Council encourages all its workers, customers, and other
business partners to report any concerns related to the activities of the Council or its
contractors. The Council’s Whistleblowing Policy is designed to make it easy for
workers, customers, partners etc. to make disclosures, without fear of retaliation. We
encourage employees who have serious concerns to raise these via the persons
specified in the Policy. We want to know if customers have any issues and concerns;
these can be reported through the Standards, Feedback and Complaints process.
These concerns, if appropriate, will be followed up via the Council’'s safeguarding
policies and procedures.
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Employee Code of Conduct: The organisation's code makes clear to employees the
actions and behaviour expected of them when representing the organisation. The
Council strives to maintain the highest standards of employee conduct and ethical
behaviour, as set out in ‘the Nolan Principles, when managing its supply chain.
(Constitution: PART 5)

Member Code of Conduct: The organisation's code makes clear to members the
actions and behaviour expected of them when representing the organisation. The
Council members must maintain the highest standards of courtesy and respect and
follow the ten general principles specified by the Secretary of State after the Nolan
Report. (Constitution: PART 5)

Procurement: The Council has a Procurement Toolkit, and the Contract Regulations
are laid out in Part 11 of the Constitution. The toolkit and regulations support the role
procurement plays in minimising the risk of modern slavery and human trafficking by
suppliers, by laying out the requirements to comply with legislation and equality
principles.

Where a procurement is valued at £50,000 or above, the Council will seek to ensure that
potential suppliers are compliant with the Modern Slavery Act 2015, by inclusion of
distinct evaluation award criteria. Further evidence will be sought if the procurement is
considered high risk in terms of modern slavery, for example, transport and waste related
procurements.

Blaby District Council expects all suppliers of goods or services to the Council who meet
the requirements of the Modern Slavery Act 2015 (that is, their turnover is above £36m)
to have their own policy relating to working practices or modern slavery, or for equivalent
and sufficient evidence to be available to ensure their standards are in accordance with
the Council's expectations. Compliance will be monitored as part of the contract
management procedures following award.

Equality and Human Rights Policy: This policy recognises that the Council has a
responsibility to challenge discrimination, harassment, and victimisation in delivering
services and as an employer. We aim to meet both our legal and moral duty to ensure
that the principles of fairness, equality, and respect are upheld. The Equality Act 2010
and the Human Rights Act 1998 focus on the right of people not to be discriminated
against and safeguard against the fundamental freedoms of everyone.

Data Protection: Due regard should be given to data protection legislation, Data
Protection Act (2018). Councils’ statutory powers support joint investigations by allowing
sharing of information to prevent or detect crime and support legal proceedings. The
LGA has a memorandum of understanding on data sharing with HMRC which all
councils can sign up to share and receive data from HMRC.
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Planned actions to tackle slavery and human trafficking.

1.

Training and awareness-raising: The Council will continue to raise awareness
among staff and councillors. The Council recognises that certain colleagues within
the organisation may require more specific or in-depth training, depending on their
job role, to raise awareness further and ensure compliance with the Modern Slavery
Act 2015.

We have an induction program for all new staff members and ongoing training that
employees must complete. This includes safeguarding e-learning and tackling
exploitation and modern slavery e-learning. This training:

e enables staff to identify and know how to spot and report incidents of abuse and
neglect, including modern slavery and human trafficking.

e explains what to do if a member of staff comes into contact with a potential
victim.

e explores the risks to individuals who have been trafficked and enslaved.

e explains how support is available through a multi-agency approach.

We have an active EDI working group, including staff from all sectors of the Council.
Within the group, we can address any changes, concerns, or incidents raised regarding
Modern Slavery.

We will also make available information for all staff outlining our duties, potential
warning signs and what to do if they have any concerns.

Policy updates: Relevant policies, procedures and processes will be reviewed and
adapted to include the aim of ensuring there is no slavery or human trafficking in the
Council’'s own business and its supply chains.

Employment: Victims of modern slavery and human trafficking within the Council
will be supported through our human resources policies and procedures. This will
apply to those already in employment, during recruitment and temporary and /or
agency staff. We will ensure a safe environment within the Council for concerns to
be raised and reported.

This statement is made pursuant to section 54(1) of the Modem Slavery Act 2015 and
constitutes Blaby District Council’s modern slavery and human trafficking statement for
the year 2026/27.

Page 228



	Agenda
	3 Minutes
	6 Local Government Act 1972, Section 85(1) - Approval of Absence
	9 Blaby District Local Plan (Proposed Submission Version): Regulation 19 Publication
	10 Leicester & Leicestershire Authorities - Statement of Common Ground relating to Strategic Distribution Floorspace Needs Update and Apportionment
	Appendix A - L&L Authorities - Statement of Common Ground relating to Strategic Distribution Floorspace Needs Update and Apportionment
	Appendix B - L&L Strategic B8 Consultants Report

	11 Transfer of Public Open Space
	12 Recommendations of the Cabinet Executive - Treasury Management Outturn 2025/26
	Recommendations of the Cabinet Executive - Treasury Management Outturn 2025-26 Appendix A

	13 Modern Slavery Statement 2026
	Appendix A - Modern Slavery Statement 2026




