North Luffenham Parish Council – Spatial Strategy Responses 

B1
Para. No. 5.10 - 5.20
B2
Policy H2, SD2
2a  Legally Compliant:
Is the Local Plan sound
3a No




Spatial Strategy is a “Theoretical” calculation involving complex dynamics that are specific to each individual region and to be able to translate this theory into working practice as per the assumptions in the Local Plan document is highly unlikely as the events leading to the translation will be effected by many social and economic factors, the longer the term of the plan (assumptive) the greater the deviation from that assumed outcome. The term “Strategy” is therefore misleading in itself!!


With regard to the SCI and the specific consultation with the local community regarding the development of St Georges Barracks – main issues raised (appendix v)
Q7/ Do you support the proposed changes to the distribution of housing development set out in Table 1 ?
A high proportion of respondents (95%) DO NOT support the proposed changes to include SGB and large-scale development on the site
RCC Refuse to change or except Local Community feeling against SGB development contrary to National Planning Policy
Q8/ Can you suggest any amendments to the distribution of housing plan ?
The main issue raised was that of the scale of development at SGB, that it should not be included in the LP and that it takes the housing allocations way past that of the assessed need for Rutland, there is more depth here (in response) against the SGB development.
RCC – Argue that SGB is Justified against the opinions of the Local Community again contrary to National Planning Policy
Q9/ Do you support the proposed changes to the housing requirements set out in table 2 ?
A high proportion of respondents (95%) DO NOT support the proposed changes
RCC – Completely disregard the above as “Noted” and carry on regardless again Contrary to National Planning Policy

Statement of Community Involvement – The community may be involved but not heard in their concerns on how Rutland will grow and evolve over the next 16 years, it is therefore not a true statement on Involving the community but a procedural document to satisfy part of the criteria of National Planning Policy.


Local Plan 2018 to 2036 – section 4 Spatial Strategy and Location of Development starting at page 27 – potential points for responses

Page 28 - 4.4
Policy SD1 sets out the local plan issues which NEED to be considered when determining whether development is sustainable:
Many factors within SD1 will not “Translate” into a sound outcome in relation to SGB, they are not deliverable and with current economic uncertainty surrounding viability of SGB cannot be just assumed.
For example:
b) Locate development where it minimises the need to travel and wherever possible promotes direct, safe and convenient access to services and facilities on foot, by bicycle or public transport.
Not only will travel to and from SGB not be possible to services and facilities without the use of private vehicles for the foreseeable future, it will never be safe due to lack of infrastructure (wide enough roads) surrounding the site, emissions and pollution by noise and light will increase dramatically. Construction traffic over an extended period will also have a huge impact on the local area roads and the rural communities. Cycling is already unsafe in busy times along the Southern edge of Rutland Water and adjoining minor roads, and the potential for hundreds more cyclists or walkers to get to local services and facilities is an assumption way past reality. 
The footnote at the end of SD1 states – Objectives met: ALL!!  NOT SOUND, NOT POSSIBLE or Indeed VIALBLE
SD 1 in relation to SGB - NOT deliverable

Page 29 - 4.9
This states that “As a consequence of this proposal for a Garden Community the need for development within or on the edge of existing settlements is reduced with the consequential reduction of the impact of development on the character and setting or our existing towns and villages”
SGB will adjoin and overwhelm Edith Weston, it will immensely impact North Luffenham and will completely change forever the character and setting of not only these two historic Rutland villages but also the surrounding villages and rural landscapes.
The above statement is not factual and is CONTRARY to Policy SD2 – The Spatial Strategy for Development.

Page 30 - 4.12
“Land IN RUTLAND on the edge of Stamford will be considered suitable for development”
This development allocation is being given away by RCC to South Kesteven District which has an area three times that of Rutland and has no need for the allocation on top of their own growth and windfall sites. This also proves that in their reasoning for a “Bolt on” to Stamford they state it is necessary to support sustainable growth in Stamford !! what about sustainable growth in Oakham and Uppingham where the high streets are already wilting ?
This is contradictory to The Local Plan in that it does not support National Planning Policy because it is not supporting the Vitality or Rutland’s own existing centres.

Page 31 – Smaller Villages Para 4
This states that SGB provides an opportunity to re-use a major brownfield site to create a new garden community providing new homes together with employment, local services, retail, and community uses. The development will fulfil the role of a Local Service Centre. DEVELOPMENT WILL BE brought FORWARD in accordance with the development principles outlined in Policies H2 and H3 (pages 47 to 50)
It also states in the Objectives met that it satisfies:
A new sustainable community at SGB
It fulfils the criteria of Vibrant and Prosperous Market Towns
It fulfils to criteria of Diverse and Thriving Villages
It will maintain the Natural and Cultural Environment
Much of SGB is Greenfield and has never been developed since it was compulsory purchased in the 1930’s. There will a very big time lapse between the first houses being built and any employment, retail and local services being provided. 
SGB will not be Sustainable for many years
It detracts for the Vibrancy and Vitality of our Market Towns
It will adversely affect our local villages
It WILL NOT maintain the Natural and Cultural Environment
This can be seen as an UNSOUND part of the assumption that all objectives will be met, in fact the opposite is very likely to the detriment of the villages, towns and the rural environment.

Page 32 – Figure 4 – Map
The map in itself is misleading in that the scale of SGB should be shown as the size of the potential development which will be a larger spot than Uppingham and adjoining (overwhelming) Edith Weston, in context it is shown as the same size as all of the other villages giving a false impression of its enormity.

Page 38 
Non – Residential development in the countryside
National Planning Policy supports sustainable growth and expansion of all types of businesses and enterprises in Rural areas.
4.34
This states that: “A critical requirement for this type of activity is often likely to be avoiding development that is visually intrusive to the form or character of the wider countryside setting”
Although SGB will be in the main residential it will have 14 hectares (proposed) of Non-Residential development which is a large area, it could be argued that these 14 hectares will be visually intrusive to the form or character of the wider countryside especially as the topography is that of a hill top location overlooking the Internationally recognized site of Rutland Water to the North and the acclaimed Chater Valley to the South.

Page 40 – SD6
Re-use of redundant military bases or prisons
The Key requirements for any proposals are that they should:
A) Re-use existing land and suitable buildings and where appropriate minimise any built development on undeveloped land within the curtilage.
B) Minimise disturbance to nearby local communities through traffic, noise, other activities or uses.
C) Protect and where possible enhance the countryside and character of the landscapes, natural and cultural heritage

There are other points listed through to G) but if you take into account the first 3 it is very easy to say that the proposed SGB development will not fulfil any of the above and that this Policy cannot be adhered to and is therefore contrary to National Planning Policy. The strategic objectives cannot be met. 
Interestingly RCC “Dance around” this with an unfocused appendix of objectives met !





Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation – Supporting Documents

These supporting documents consist of the various methods used in the analysing of certain criteria and facts to arrive at assumptions used in the local plan, these have not been analysed further to check the accuracy of the calculations used to arrive at those assumptions. This in turn could find that facts and figures are “Loaded” in favour of RCC required objectives.

One main fact is that on page 21 Table 5.2 uses houses numbers to arrive at spatial strategy options (table 5.3) and then uses those figures across 12 different housing options to arrive at a ranking system taking into account the suitability of each option (pages 33, 34 & 35)

Although the Governments projected housing numbers for Rutland seem to be 180 (RCC were using figures of 130 until recently), another figure of 159 has also been thrown into the mix which is based on the 2017 Strategic Housing Market need for Peterborough and Boston which are both high density cities. RCC have taken it upon themselves to use the even higher figure of 200 homes per annum to justify higher numbers to accommodate SGB. The analysis uses many variations including small and larger scale development at SGB and brings in Woolfox as well but seem to load numbers to suit their own ranking criteria

Bear in mind also that the Proposed Local Plan is 2018 to 2036 i.e. 18 years but that we are already nearly out of 2020, so in effect 2021 to 2036 i.e. 15 year at 200 homes equals 3,000 homes required so, several of the options are already out of date or have manipulated figures to arrive at unwanted outcomes. A simple mathematical calculation down the rankings will show preferred options in line with impact ranking status figures.
Also, if SGB goes ahead in any way, shape or form a precedence will be set and it will be hard to refuse planning (and more houses) at Woolfox.
So, based on the strategic need assessment of housing (200 per annum) a mix of option 4 and 5 on Page 22 may well be the preferred way forward over the period.
Option 4/5. (option 4 gave a total of 2,730 homes over the period, option 5 gave 2,317)
Growth in Oakham and Uppingham, including preferred and reserve sites, with higher growth in local service centres and a smaller (300 homes) at SGB, this would also make the project viable in line with existing infrastructure.

