B1 Para. No 	8.5 - 8.17
2a Legally Compliant: Yes
3a Is the Local Plan Sound: No

Policy SC2 Securing Sustainable Transport
Legally Compliant: Yes

(Although legally compliant, as there is a transport assessment as legally required for a development such as St Georges Barracks (SGB). This was dated April 2018, admitted to be high level, and it is inadequate in content for a development of this nature. The later and more detailed transport assessment of November 2018 is after the last of the Regulation 18 consultations. Stakeholders have therefore been denied adequate traffic assessment impact at the most relevant consultation stage.)

Is the pre submission Local Plan sound:   No (not consistent with national policy).
“Transport issues should be considered from the earliest stages of plan making and development proposals.

Policy SC2 fails to comply with Policy 9 para 108 of the National Policy Planning Framework (NPPF):
a) Appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be taken up given the type of development and its location.
b) Safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users,
c) Any significant impacts from the development of the transport network in terms of (capacity and congestion), or on highway safety can be cost effectively mitigated.

Policy SC2 states: Policy SC2 – Securing sustainable transport New development will have an impact upon the County’s transport network.
The St. George’s Evolving Masterplan  details many aspirations as to improvements in road infrastructure, public transport and encouragement of cycling and walking but these are just that, aspirations. A representation can only be made on the details of this published Local Plan and its supporting documents.
It is inevitable that the proposed development at St. George’s Barracks (SGB), a total of 2215 dwellings within the extended period, plus 14  Hectares of employment land, will lead to an increase in traffic flow. It is obviously important that an accurate assessment as possible, in line with the NPPF guidelines, is made on the impact on the surrounding area. Policy SC2 relies on the CampbellReith Traffic Assessment Report of November 2018 that informed Rutland's Local Plan Transport Policy . This is deficient in the following areas:

· The Transport Assessment presents details of the local ward census data highlighting that “37% of people” travel to work via car and that “62% of people travel by sustainable modes of transport”. This was taken from the 2011 census and is clearly out of date, not to mention the low percentage claimed to travel to work by car. Analysis of the Nomis 2011 Census data demonstrates that by removing people that work from home or are not in employment results in the ‘Rural Village’ category a total of 70% of  people driving to work in a car or van. This accords with the North Luffenham Village Survey Village Survey of 2017 and Neighborhood Plan questionnaire 2020 that established over 90% of people rely on a car for transportation.
· (Nomis Official labour Market Statistics 2011 Ward Labour Market Profile E36000350 : Normanton)

· Further analysis of the Nomis 2011 Census data  53% of people work within 10 kilometres of their home, which  includes Uppingham, Oakham, and Stamford. In addition 47% of people commuting to work have a journey longer than 10 kilometres, with  30% commuting further than 20 kilometres and 19% travelling distances above 30  kilometres.
· (Nomis Official labour Market Statistics 2011 Ward Labour Market Profile E36000350 : Normanton)

· Unless the  redevelopment of St George’s Barracks provides a comprehensive and diverse  range of employment and leisure opportunities, supported by a range of  infrastructure improvements that address demand for walking and cycling, as well  as public transport choices, it is likely in this rural area, given the lack of infrastructure such as street lighting,  the car will be the main means of transport as evidenced on the travel patterns within the 2011 Census data.

· The quoted traffic survey in October 2017, which is not sufficiently up to date, is inadequate as it does not take into account the markedly increased traffic flow, generated by Rutland Water, in the Summer months. This has led to gridlock in the village of Edith Weston.
· (CampbellReith Hill St George's Barracks Traffic Assessment [CRH TA] para 5.9.8)

· The data presented to give an understanding of the possible increase in traffic (trip data) is complex, largely incomprehensible to the layperson, and adds to the feeling that consultation on this important aspect of the Local Plan, as with others, is less than informative.

· Advice from transport consultants who have analysed the data were concerned that trip rates have been significantly underestimated and concluded the following; ‘concerns regarding the trip rate are severe and fundamental to the overall conclusions of the Transport Assessment as it is fundamental to any compliance with all three of the requirements set out within Paragraph 108 of the NPPF’.
 
· This conclusion is of great concern to parishes that will be impacted by the SGB proposal.

· RCC 2018 Transport Strategy: Section 4: “site has adequate accessibility for walking and cycling within the vicinity, with a number of local villages and amenities that can be accessed within the maximum distances provided”: There is little evidence presented evidence to confirm how potential trips could be accommodated by appropriate levels of provision for footways and street lighting, along with safe crossing points.

· The details of junctioning modelling are inadequate and no information has been provided relating to the detailed layout of each proposed site access junction. This is of importance for ‘safe and suitable access’ for all traffic but particularly for construction and quarry vehicles.

· Alternative to modes of transport other than by car are aspirational and little information given as to how this will be achieved. Appropriate levels of infrastructure for pedestrian and cycling trips are not identified and accommodated to fully address this requirement for ‘safe and suitable access’.

· No thought has been given to increased traffic using a ‘ratrun’ through North Luffenham via Lyndon Road and Glebe Road heading south to the A47. North Luffenham Parish Council has made recent representations to Rutland County County Council concerning traffic flow through Lyndon Rd that has resulted in damage to vehicles to and property.
 
· This could also be aggravated by the proposal that the recycling centre between North Luffenham and Morcott, on the Glebe Rd, becomes the only recycling centre in Rutland. In addition it could be aggravated by the increase in rail traffic, predicted to close the level crossing on Station Rd. for 20 minutes in the hour, so that traffic heading south for the A47 down Edith Weston Rd. and Station Rd. use either Moor Lane, and on through South Luffenham, or Lyndon and Glebe Rd.. Both these alternative routes are narrow rural roads frequented by walkers and cyclists.


· No consideration has been given to what would be substantial changes in traffic flow using the surrounding roads, which without wholescale improvements to the local infrastructure, are clearly going to be unsafe for the predicted conditions. In particular there is no consideration  to how construction traffic would impact the area during the 15 year (minimum) build out plan. Existing users of what are currently lightly trafficked rural roads will be subjected to a constant supply of large goods vehicles, thereby further exacerbating any environmental impacts on roads where many of which are generally only suitable for cars to use.These concerns are based on the predicted movements presented within the transport assessment and will obviously markedly worsen following any assessment using the more appropriate peak hour trip rates. Not only does this present serious highway safety and capacity issues, not only locally but the junctions of the A1. The necessary mitigating improvements and proposed traffic flows will have major environmental impacts in the area, fundamentally changing its character.


· The Transport Assessment does not demonstrate a clear and comprehensive strategy for delivering adequate levels of bus services and other supporting infrastructure to ensure car travel is not the ‘go-to’ mode for any journey to or from the site.

· Rutland County Council has £15 million of the Housing Infrastructure Fund to spend on infrastructure and this includes public transport (estimated at £4 million).  and The costs in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) do not have the evidence in the Viability Assessment, and there does not appear to be any contingency in the IDP if they are estimated incorrectly.

· The allowance of £4 million as a public transport subsidy has no indication of the level of service that would be aimed for, no time period where the subsidy would be in place, and no indication as to the numbers of housing units that would need to be in place before the subsidy was implemented to enable public transport. (The SGB website has a recommendation to undertake more transport assessments in response to the consultation. (The Local Plan policies have been written ahead of the findings being undertaken and published).

· Rutland County Council’s own estimate of the funding required to build 2215 houses is £107 million of which £30 million will come from the Housing Infrastructure Fund awarded to RCC. This means that £70 million will have to be provided by developers. There are serious doubts from analysis of the  viability documentation supporting Rutland County Council (RCC’s) Local Plan, provided by ‘HDH Planning and Development Limited ‘HDH’, there will be sufficient funds for the infrastructure that will be required. In particular funds will be insufficient for the transport infrastructure as required in  Paragraph 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework [NPPF] that  sets out the  following guidance in respect of sustainable development:
“Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of  sustainable development”.  

For plan-making this means that: 
a) plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs  of their area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change;  
b) strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed  needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met  within neighbouring areas, unless:  
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets  of particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall  scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; or  
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably  outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this  Framework taken as a whole.” 

NLPC’s response is:
‘Concerns regarding the trip rate are severe and fundamental to the overall conclusions of the Transport Assessment as it is fundamental to any compliance with all three of the requirements set out within Paragraph 108 of the NPPF’
‘RCC’s Transport Assessment does not demonstrate a clear and comprehensive strategy for delivering adequate levels of bus services and other supporting infrastructure to ensure car travel is not the ‘go-to’ mode for any journey to and from the site. Therefore RCC should review the initial assessment and viability of the policy and reassess the implications for SGB’. 


Policy SC2 Securing sustainable transport is therefore considered to be unsound and does not demonstrate through a Transport Assessment or Transport Statement, how the proposal addresses the following:

1. meet the requirements of Rutland’s latest Local Transport Plan and its supporting documents; 
2. promote a range of transport choices for the movement of people and goods; 
3. minimise the distance people need to travel to shops, services and employment opportunities; 
4. reduce the need to travel by car and encourages the use of alternatives such as walking, cycling and public transport; 
5. include a range of appropriate mitigating transport measures, including travel plans, aimed at improving transport choice and encouraging travel to work and school safely by public transport, cycling and walking; 
6. provide safe and well-designed transport infrastructure (in accordance with any council policies) – including improved and new cycleway and footway provisions; 
7. will support the delivery of an integrated walking and cycling network and associated provisions, connecting new developments to essential services and neighbouring communities. Developers should refer the County Council’s Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan, once developed (anticipated to be published in late 2019); 
8. make adequate provision (where appropriate) to put in place or improve bus routes, services and passenger facilities serving the County, and to put in place or improve rail facilities in Oakham including bus, pedestrian and cycle links to the rail station. Developers should refer to the County Council’s Passenger Transport Strategy (in draft) when considering such provisions. 






 


 


