TG Draft Comments on Sustainable Communities and Minerals and Waste Sections

For inclusion in the Intro:

One particular theme runs through the NLPC response and relates to the evolving SGB Masterplan. Following, what we consider to be, a less than acceptable consultation exercise undertaken in 2018, a substantial number of comments was received by RCC from local residents. This response has resulted in commitments from RCC to undertake further, significant work on the masterplan such as additional transport assessments, the development of a plan for how jobs will be brought about alongside new homes and air, noise and pollution analysis. ( https://www.stgeorgesrutland.co.uk/the-masterplan/recommendations/)

The outcomes from these commitments are yet to be made available and have the potential to have an impact on many of the proposed LP policies particularly, but not exclusively, those relating to SGB. This additional work has not, therefore, been used to prepare the LP S19. NLPC consider the LP to be flawed in this respect as, by definition, the evidence base is incomplete. It could be argued that the LP S19 consultation is premature and should have been delayed pending the outcome of the promised further research and assessments given that SGB is a significant element of the Plan itself. This general theme is referred to in response to the policies most impacted by it. 

Section 8: Sustainable Communities 

Policy SC1 – Delivering healthy, safe and inclusive communities:

Whilst not specifically referred to under this policy, NLPC is concerned that North Luffenham has, in effect, been downgraded from a “local service centre” in the current, adopted LP to a Smaller Village in the LP Reg 19. NLPC were not aware of this change in status as it was not consulted or notified until it appeared in the S19 LP. We are therefore unclear as to why it was deemed necessary by RCC and believe that this will have a negative impact on the villages ability to influence or support the enhancement of local facilities for the benefit of local residents. For North Luffenham at least this policy may not be sufficiently deliverable as a result of this change.  

Policy SC2 – Securing sustainable transport:

See representation SC2: Sustainable Transport.

Policy SC3 - Promoting fibre to the premises broadband (FTTP):

This policy sets out an expectation that new development will be connected to FTTP. This is a potentially costly policy, particularly for developments away from the main residential centres in the County and has been modelled at a cost of £1,000/unit on sites adjacent to Oakham and Stamford and £4,000/unit elsewhere.

NLPC is supportive of the policy but is concerned that there is no evidence that it is deliverable in relation to developments in predominantly rural locations. This is particularly relevant in relation to the proposed SGB development. One recommendation relating to the evolving SGB Masterplan states that “It is recommended there be clarification that high-speed broadband Fibre to the Premises (FTTP) and 4G/5G will be in place from the start and will be future-proofed.” (https://www.stgeorgesrutland.co.uk/the-masterplan/recommendations/)
Additionally, we are concerned that this policy further states that “in exceptional cases, where it is demonstrated that FTTP is not practical, viable or feasible to deliver, the Council will consider the delivery of non-Next Generation Access technologies that can provide speeds in excess of 24Mbps as an alternative”. If this cost is to be borne by prospective developers, “exceptional circumstance” might include the financial viability of developing a site such as, but not exclusively, SGB. This would effectively locking rural communities into substandard, “old generation”, connectivity, reducing the ability of rural dwellers to work from home and reducing the viability of new and existing rurally based businesses. This is of particular relevance in relation to the long-term impacts of Covid-19 on working practices and the environmental benefits to be gained from reducing the need to travel. 

NLPC asks that policy SC3 be amended to include reference to the fact that the financial viability of a particular site will not be regarded as “exceptional circumstances” to ensure that more isolated communities can benefit from the latest FTTP technology.

NLPC further asks that greater emphasis is placed on improving 3G to 5G coverage across the County. In many villages like North Luffenham the signal is poor and unreliable yet can equally play a part in building sustainable communities and supporting businesses in those areas.

Policy SC4 - Developer contributions:

Nothing to challenge here.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Section 9: Minerals and Waste

Policy MIN1 - Spatial strategy for minerals development…

For Policies MN1 and MN2 industry has confirmed that the cement Area of Search (AoS) is sufficient to secure 15 years stock. It is noted that preference would be given to proposals for extraction from that part of the cement AoS identified in the SGB Masterplan. 

NLPC considers that more certainty needs to be established regarding the viability and, therefore, deliverability of the proposed SGB development along with clarity regarding the time frame for the development of the adjacent proposed quarry. The latter is likely to blight the site for many years as it will appear in local searches for prospective property and land purchases. NLPC are of the view that this blight will have a significant impact on the viability of the entire project as financial modelling has not, in our view, taken this negative impact on house prices into account.

Furthermore, NLPC is concerned about the impact of the proposed quarry on the listed Thor Missile complex which is scheduled to become a local visitor attraction. NLPC does not believe that the quarry is compatible with the need to conserve these listed structures in their ‘original military context’ as set out in the evolving SGB Master Plan. 

Policy MIN2 – Mineral provision:

Nothing to challenge.

Policy MIN3 – Safeguarding Rutland’s mineral resources:

Nothing to challenge.

Policy MIN4 - Development criteria for mineral extraction:

Nothing to challenge

Policy MIN5 – MN9 Inclusive

Nothing to challenge

Policy WST1 - Waste management and disposal:

Whilst NLPC is not against the proposals for sustainable waste management facilities, it is concerned that the anticipated percentage increase in total waste arisings runs counter to the national focus on promoting waste prevention which sits at the very top of the internationally accepted Waste Hierarchy. It is the view of NLPC that it should not, therefore, be assumed that waste growth will continue at past or current levels despite the increase in housing numbers proposed in the LP S19. 

NLPC considers that Policy WST1 should recognise the waste prevention focus and ensure that it is sufficiently flexible to avoid the over-provision and potential redundancy of waste treatment facilities. It could be argued that such over-provision could act as a disincentive to waste reduction messages and measures as there will be a need to maintain the viability of such facilities by potentially seeking waste from further afield. In turn, this will have an impact on the County’s ability to manage and treat its waste locally, resulting in a corresponding increase in traffic movements and negative environmental impacts 

Policy WST2 - Waste-related development:

NLPC is broadly supportive well planned and appropriately located waste related developments but is concerned that the wording of policy WST2 implies that some adverse environmental impacts are acceptable.

NLPC is of the opinion that Policy WST2 should be reworded to reflect the fact that no adverse impacts are deemed acceptable in relation to “water quality and resources, flood risk, land instability, landscape and visual impacts, nature conservation, historic environment, traffic and access, air emissions (including dust), odours, bio aerosols, vermin and birds, noise, light, vibration, litter, potential land use conflict, amenity and cumulative impact(s). 

Policy MIN10 - Restoration and aftercare:  Nothing to challenge.




