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Is the Local Plan sound
3a No
Policy H1, H2, H3.


The policies H1, H2 and H3 are not considered to be sound as they are not:
1. Positively prepared 
2. Justified
3. Effective
4. Consistent with national policy 

· The Viability Assessment by HDH Planning and Development Limited (HDH) for Rutland County Council (RCC) in all probability seriously underestimates the funding required for the infrastructure over the Local Plan (LP) period. (See presentation on viability).
· The Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) of £29.4 million, of which it is estimated £15 million will be required for clean up costs, will be totally inadequate for all the proposed infrastructure that RCC has stated will be in place before construction. Presumably the rest will be from the developers.
· The amount of housing proposed will be dependent on the infrastructure and RCC’s viability assessment [HDH Planning and Development Limited (HDH) para 9.5] modelled the viability of SGB as a greenfield site. RCC have repeatedly stated that the entire site is a brownfield site, for which the  Existing Use Value Land Prices £/ha are £600,000 as opposed to £20,000 for greenfield.  If brownfield charges for the built up areas are used then the scale of proposed housing is non viable. (See representation on Viability).
· The infrastructure is required for the aspirational targets for public transport, cycling, walking and the necessary improvements to the surrounding road network, without which the site will be car dependent.
· There is little consideration of the effect of HGV traffic that will be required for construction of housing. Little mentioned is the proposed quarry and effective measures that will be in place to mitigate the effect of noise, dust and and HGVs  that will result.
· Predicted employment on the site (14 hectares) is again largely aspirational and there is no firm evidence and is  largely based on speculative assessments by developers.
· RCC has predicted that many of the future residents of the site will work from home but there is no firm evidence presented that this will be the case.
· Without employment and significant homeworking on the site this development will simply be a large housing estate in a rural location dependent on the car.  (A recent CPPRE report on the experience of nine garden villages to date and the almost total reliance on cars).
· RCC’s assessed housing needs at 160 houses per year includes a 25% uplift which is unnecessarily larger than the Government’s assessed needs for the county. 
· At the rate of construction given as 100 dwellings per year, we will have a twenty year building site, and a long time before critical mass is reached to support a community with retail outlets, community centres and places of worship.

Modifications to make the Local Plan sound: 
· Retain the focus on the spatial strategy largely agreed in July 2017. Reduce the scale of development to around 350 dwelling which the existing infrastructure will support.


