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1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

Introduction

The Localism Act 2011 introduced a Duty to Cooperate (DtC) in relation to
planning and sustainable development?. The National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) confirms the duty on Local Planning Authorities to address
‘strategic matters’ with their partners when developing a Local Plan.

The Planning Inspectorate’s ‘Procedure Guide for Local Plan Examinations’
indicates that the most helpful approach to demonstrate that the duty has been
satisfied is to prepare a DtC ‘Statement of Compliance’. The Procedure Guide
indicates that ‘Statements of Compliance’:

....... should identify any relevant strategic matters and how they have been
resolved — or if they have not, why not. It should detail who the LPA has
co-operated with and on which strategic matter(s), the nature and timing of
the co-operation (e.g. by including meeting notes), and the outcomes of the
co-operation, including how it has influenced the plan.”

In order to meet the ‘Tests of Soundness’ at Examination, plans must be
considered ‘Effective’. In order to be effective, paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2019)
indicates that local plans should be:

....... 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.”

The Council will be submitting its Local Plan for examination in February 2021.
This DtC Statement of Compliance has been prepared in the context of the
NPPF 2019 and also contains, as Appendices, the ‘Statements of Common
Ground’ (SoCG) agreed with key partners who are ‘Prescribed Bodies’.

This statement of compliance primarily seeks to demonstrate how Rutland
County Council has managed ‘strategic planning matters’ and satisfied the
‘Duty to Cooperate’ in the emerging Local Plan. It illustrates how engagement
has occurred with the Prescribed Bodies in the preparation of Policies and
Allocations which address strategic matters and how engagement has
influenced the outcomes of the plan.

The Statement of Compliance: summarises the ‘strategic geography’; identifies
key strategic partners; and sets out the relevant ‘strategic matters’.

1 Through an amendment to the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

2 Section 33A(4) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 defines these as “...sustainable
development or use of land that has or would have a significant impact on at least two planning areas...”

3 As defined in Part 2, Regulation 4 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations

2012



1.7  Statements of Common Ground with the relevant Prescribed Bodies relating to
the Strategic Matters are attached in Appendix 5. More than one ‘Statement of
Common Ground’ has been prepared as this is considered the clearest and
most expedient way to evidence joint working. It reflects the variety of Strategic
Matters that have been identified and the wide range of partners. Most of the
SoCGs are addressing different strategic matters.

Local Plan Background

1.8 The Local Plan addresses a wide range of issues including:

Meeting the overall housing requirements (Objectively Assessed Need), for
Rutland County and helping to meet the needs of neighbouring Local
Planning Authorities?;

Housing mix and the needs of specific groups including affordable housing,
Gypsy & Traveller Accommodation and Older person’s housing;

Allocating land to meet the housing need arising from growth (including new
settlements);

Allocating land to meet employment, retail and leisure needs;

Addressing the impacts of growth and delivering the necessary transport and
utilities infrastructure (electricity supply, waste management, water supply
and wastewater disposal & treatment and telecommunications) to
accommodate growth;

Delivering the necessary social infrastructure - health, education and cultural
services and facilities;

Conservation and enhancement of the natural environment;
Protection and enhancement of the built and historic environment; and

Addressing the causes and implications of Climate Change.

1.9 These planning issues have informed the ‘Strategic Matters’ which are the key
matters specific to Rutland County (considered in section 3 below). The
Strategic Matters form the basis of ‘Duty to Cooperate’ discussions with key
partners and the main content of ‘Statements of Common Ground’.

4 Rutland County falls within the Peterborough Sub-Regional Housing Market Area (HMA) along with
Peterborough, South Holland and South Kesteven Councils.



1.10

The Duty to Cooperate ‘Statement of Compliance’ will be submitted alongside
the Local Plan to assist the appointed Planning Inspector as part of the
examination of the Rutland Local Plan.

2. Strateqic context

2.1.

2.1.1

2.1.2

Strategic Geoqgraphy

Rutland County Council is a Unitary Local Authority in the East Midlands of
England. The County is some 150 square miles in area and home to some
39,700 people®. A map of the Strategic area and surroundings is attached as
Appendix 1.

Rutland County falls within multiple geographic areas depending on the nature
of the strategic planning issue. The main strategic geographical areas, in
relation to some of the key issues and relevant Duty to Cooperate bodies within
those areas, are set out below.

The Housing Market Area

2.1.3

214

Rutland County falls within the Peterborough Sub-Regional Housing Market
Area (HMA) along with the administrative areas of Peterborough, South Holland
and South Kesteven®.

A Strategic Housing Market Area Assessment (SHMA) was prepared on behalf
of the Housing Market Area partners in 2014 and updated in March 2017.
Amongst other things, the SHMA sought to identify the most appropriate
‘Housing Market Area’ through analysis of a variety of issues including: patterns
of house prices and rates of change in house prices; population and household
migration flows; and, contextual data, such as travel to work areas). The SHMA
concluded that:

...In our view the Peterborough focused market on this basis would include:

e Peterborough

e South Holland
e South Kesteven
e Rutland....”

5 Based on ONS 2018 population estimates.
6 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update Final Report March 2017 includes Boston Borough Council
but it is not part of the Strategic Housing Markey Area.



2.1.5 The SHMA update 2017 sought to identify the overall housing requirements
and distribution within the HMA and each of the constituent Local Planning
Authorities. The SHMA concluded that the ‘Full Objectively Assessed Need’
(FOAN) for the HMA was for 2,209 houses per year. The need for each
authority in the HMA between 2011 and 2036 was identified as:

e Peterborough — 981

e Rutland — 159

e South Holland — 445

e South Kesteven — 624

2.1.6 The National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018) introduced a ‘standard
method’ for the calculation of housing need. The housing requirements for
Rutland County identified in the early consultation drafts of the Local Plan were
based on the SHMA update. The publication version of the plan acknowledges
the standardised methodology’ requirement is for 130 homes per year. The
emerging Rutland Local Plan identifies a minimum requirement of 130 dwellings
per year but allows or some 2,925 houses over the plan period (160 dpa) to
provide flexibility. RCC consider the 25% buffer above the ‘minimum’
requirement is appropriate in order to: provide choice and contingency to the
market, to reflect current housing market signals and address the issue of
affordability.

2.1.7 Since Rutland County Council started preparing its Local Plan, some of the
HMA partners have adopted their respective Local Plans. The Peterborough
Local Plan was adopted in July 2019 and included housing requirements based
on the Strategic Housing Market Area Assessment. The South East
Lincolnshire Local Plan (which includes South Holland District) was adopted in
March 2019. The South Kesteven was adopted in January 2020.

2.1.8 In the context of the Housing Market Area, housing requirements and
distribution, the relevant DtC bodies who Rutland County Council consulted
with were:

e Neighbouring Local Authorities in the HMA including Peterborough, South
Holland and South Kesteven Councils; and

e Neighbouring Local Authorities not in the HMA including Harborough,
Melton, East Northamptonshire and Corby District and Borough Councils.
In addition, the North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit was engaged
in the process.

2.1.9 The updated NPPF (2019) reduces the emphasis on planning for ‘Housing
Market Areas’, however, the Peterborough sub-regional HMA is still considered
a logical geographical area in which to plan to meet strategic needs.

7 Using the 2014 household projections.



2.1.10 Rutland County Council have also engaged with partners outside of the HMA
in Northamptonshire an Leicester & Leicestershire in relation to their Housing
Market Areas and whether there were any unmet needs arising. In both cases
discussions culminated in agreement that no unmet need arose in these areas
that needed to be addressed in Rutland County (See later appendices 8.4. and
8.5 that confirm this position). Engagement with Leicester & Leicestershire
initially took place in a structured way through a ‘Development Plans Forum’.
This was largely curtailed when the Leicester & Leicestershire Local Planning
Authorities pursued a ‘Strategic Growth Plan’ to address cross border delivery
in that HMA. Rutland County were not identified as part of that HMA at this time.

The Functional Economic Market Area

2.1.11 The defined® Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) for Rutland County is
coterminous with the HMA and includes its neighbours of South Kesteven,
South Holland and Peterborough. Rutland County also has economic links with
nearby administrative areas including Harborough, Melton, Leicester® and
Corby.

2.1.12 Rutland County falls largely within the Peterborough Travel to Work Area
(TTWA), as defined by the Office for National Statistics (ONS) and abuts the
Grantham, Leicester and Corby TTWAs.

2.1.13 DtC discussions were held with FEMA partners, Neighbouring Local Authorities
and the ‘Greater Cambridge and Greater Peterborough’ Local Enterprise
Partnership (GC&GPLEP). During the later stages of the Local Plan
preparation, Rutland County Council has aligned with the Greater Lincolnshire
Local Enterprise Partnership (GLLEP). GLLEP are supportive of the approach
to economy and employment within the emerging Local Plan and have
indicated (in an e-mail attached as Appendix 3.11) that ongoing engagement
will seek to align economic objectives through the Local Plan and Local
Industrial Strategy and COVID recovery plan.

Minerals and Waste

2.1.14 Rutland County Council are the Minerals and Waste Authority for the area.
Rutland has an agency agreement with Northamptonshire County Council in
relation to the provision of Minerals and waste services.

2.1.15 Rutland County Council has engaged on an ongoing basis with its agents at
Northamptonshire County Council (NCC) in developing the strategy for

8 Employment Land Assessment Update 2016 (Rutland County Council)
9 Leicester City, Harborough District and Melton Borough are within the Leicester & Leicestershire FEMA.



minerals and waste and preparing policies and proposal within the plan. This
work has included ensuring that the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring
mineral and waste authorities has been met.

Flooding and Drainage

2.1.16 The District falls within both the Severn Trent and Anglian Water Authority areas
for the purposes of water supply and disposal of waste water. The Rivers
Welland, Chater and Gwash flow through the County.

21.1.23 The Environment Agency is responsible for flooding issues within the County.
Rutland County Council are the Local Lead Flood Authority responsible for co-
ordinating flood risk management in Rutland.

21.1.24 There are areas within Rutland County that are within flood zone 3* and other
areas that experience surface water flooding. Any development that increases
surface water run-off could have adverse downstream impacts.

21.1.25 Duty to co-operate discussions in the form of meetings, email and telephone
calls, have taken place with the Environment Agency (EA) throughout the
preparation of the Local Plan. Discussions have considered the impacts of
proposed development on drainage, waste water treatment works capacity
and flooding. No downstream implications have been identified necessitating
discussions regarding flooding with other Local Authority partners. The EA
were also engaged with the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment update prepared
in April 2020 and which seeks to provide an up-to-date evidence base.

Provision of Infrastructure

Health

2.1.27 The District falls within the East Leicestershire and Rutland Clinical
Commissioning Group (CCG) area and is adjacent the South West
Lincolnshire CCG where the administrative boundary abuts Stamford.

2.1.28 Duty to cooperate discussions involved multiple meetings and
correspondence with the CCGs which sought to ensure that policies and
allocations are able to be delivered whilst providing sufficient health care
facilities. This work has fed into the preparation of the initial joint Infrastructure
Delivery Plan 2018 and subsequent update IDP published alongside the
Regulation 19 plan.

10 Functional floodplain and land at the highest risk of flooding.



Education

2.1.29

2.1.30

Rutland County Council are both the Local Planning (LPA) and Local
Education Authority (LEA) for the area.

Discussions have been held with officers of the LEA throughout the
development of the Local Plan in order to ensure that policies and allocations
are able to be delivered whilst providing sufficient education provision. This

work has fed into the preparation of the initial joint Infrastructure Delivery Plan

2018 and subsequent update IDP published alongside the Regulation 19 plan.

Transport — Local and Strateqgic

2.1.31

2.1.32

2.1.33

2.1.34

Rutland County Council are both the Local Planning (LPA) and Local Highway
Authority (LHA) for the area. The County abuts the Leicestershire, Lincolnshire
and Northamptonshire Local Highway Authority areas.

The Strategic Road network is managed by Highways England (including the
Al which traverses the County).

The ‘Peterborough to Birmingham’ railway line passes through the County with
a station at Oakham.

Discussions have been held with officers of the LHA and Highways England
and Network Rail have been consulted throughout the plan making process.
The Local Highway Authority has commented on all potential development sites
through the site assessment work and mitigation requirements incorporated
into policies H2, H3, H4 and H1.1-H1.18 for individual site allocations.
Discussions with all three transport bodies has also fed into the preparation of
the initial joint Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2018 and subsequent update IDP
published alongside the Regulation 19 plan.

Historic Environment

2.1.35

Responsibility for local archaeology and the historic environment is
administered by Leicestershire County Council (Archaeology) as agents for
Rutland County Council. Historic England is responsible for designated
heritage assets including Scheduled Monuments and Listed Buildings.

2.1.36 Discussions were held with Historic England and Leicestershire County Council

at all key stages of plan production. This informed the proposed policies and



choice of allocations in the Local Plan and any necessary mitigation
requirements arising from these discussions has been incorporated into
policies H2, H3, H4 and H1.1-H1.18 for individual site allocations.

Natural Environment

2.1.37 Rutland County contains Rutland Water, a Special Area of Conservation and
RAMSAR (European level) site designated for its natural environment value.
This has been considered as part of the Habitat Regulation Assessment. There
are also multiple Sites of Special Scientific Interest in the County.

2.1.38 Discussions were held with Natural England and Leicestershire County Council
(Ecological advisors) at all key stages of plan production and comments of the
County Ecologist have formed part of the site assessment process. Any
necessary mitigation requirements arising from these discussions has been
incorporated into the Development Principle policies H2, H3, H4 and H1.1-
H1.18 for individual site allocations. This work has also informed the proposed
policies and choice of allocations in the Local Plan.

Strategic Geography for issues covered by other (non-prescribed) bodies

2.1.39 Discussions were also held with a number of bodies which are not prescribed
as DtC bodies in order to identify issues such as whether adequate social and
other infrastructure could be effectively delivered. These included:

e Power supply companies (Western Power);

e Severn Trent and Anglian Water (water supply and drainage);
e National Grid (gas and electricity distribution);

e Leicestershire & Rutland Wildlife Trust; and

e Sport England.

Any necessary mitigation requirements arising from these discussions has
informed the proposed policies and choice of allocations in the Local Plan and
where appropriate has been incorporated into the Development Principle
policies H2, H3, H4 and H1.1-H1.18 for individual site allocations.

2.2 Development strateqy, objectives and priorities

2.2.1 The development strategy and priorities in Rutland County between 2016 and
2036 are set out in the emerging Local Plan. In summary, the Plan’s
Objectives are:



Objective 1: Locations for development - To identify locations and sites
suitable to accommodate development in a sustainable way, including the
creation of a new sustainable community at St. George’s Barracks whilst
protecting the best of the built and natural environment.

Objective 2: New garden community at St George’s Barracks - To create a
new planned settlement on the brownfield site of the former RAF North
Luffenham when it is vacated by the MOD. It will be a distinct settlement
but complements the historic villages of North Luffenham and Edith
Weston.

Objective 3: Vibrant and prosperous market towns - To support the vibrant
and prosperous market towns of Oakham & Uppingham by encouraging
sustainable development that supports their function as service centres.

Objective 4: Diverse and thriving villages - To develop diverse and thriving
villages by encouraging sustainable development.

Objective5: Housing for everyone’s needs - To deliver the Local Housing
Need (LHN) of at least 130 new homes each year in the right locations,
providing a good range and mix of housing size and types to meet the needs
of the whole community including: affordable housing, elderly and specialist
housing and to deliver sufficient pitch and plot provision for Gypsies and
Travellers and Travelling Showpeople.

Objective 6: Healthy and socially inclusive communities - To support
healthy and thriving communities by protecting existing, and providing new,
high quality local and accessible access to health, leisure, recreation, sport,
green infrastructure and cultural activities.

Objective 7: A stronger and safer community - To develop a stronger and
safer community by designing out opportunities for crime and implementing
measures to improve road safety.

Objective 8: Strong and diverse economy - To deliver new employment land
and premises to help retain and expand existing businesses and attract
inward investment.

Objective 9: Rural economy and communities - To support the rural
communities by encouraging development opportunities related to the rural
economy.



e Objective 10: Sustainable transport and infrastructure - To develop a strong
and vibrant community by delivering infrastructure to meet community
needs and planned growth in a timely manner and developing
communication links throughout the county and beyond and developing
integrated and sustainable forms of transport.

e Objective 11: Town Centres - To maintain and promote the two market town
centres as vibrant and attractive places.

e Objective 12: Safeguarding minerals and waste development - To
safeguard mineral resources of local and national importance to ensure
access to important resources well into the future.

e Objective 13: Natural and cultural environment - To safeguard and enhance
the natural resources, landscape and countryside, cultural heritage and the
diversity of wildlife and habitats, including green infrastructure and special
protection for Rutland Water. Seek to deliver a net gain in biodiversity.

e Objective 14: Built environment and local townscape - To protect and
enhance the built environment and open spaces, historic environment and
local townscape.

e Objective 15: High quality design and local distinctiveness - To ensure that
design of new development is of the highest quality.

e Objective 16: Resources, and climate change - To reduce the impact of
both development and climate change on Rutland’s environment and
communities by sustainable design and construction, reducing pollution,
managing waste as a resource and promoting recycling, increasing use of
renewable energy and addressing the implications of flood risk and climate
change and promoting sustainable transport.

e Objective 17: Restoration of minerals sites — To secure the restoration and
aftercare of mineral extraction sites at the earliest opportunity, to high
environmental standards which should reflect local circumstances and
deliver a net gain in biodiversity.

2.2.2 The emerging Local Plan policies and allocations seek to deliver the strategy
and priorities by:

e Delivering a minimum of 2,340 homes between 2018 and 2036;



2.3

2.3.1

2.3.2

e Delivering a New Garden Community to contribute to the delivery of
housing, employment and social infrastructure needs;

e Delivering sufficient ‘pitch’ and ‘plot’ provision for Gypsies and Travellers
and Travelling Showpeople;

e Delivering at least 25 hectares of additional employment land between 2018
and 2036;

e Providing a policy basis for the protection of the best of the built, natural
and historic environment;

¢ Including policies that seek to address the causes and effects of climate
change and working towards a zero carbon future;

e Including policies that seek to resist developments that are adversely
affected by flooding;

e Setting out policies and a delivery plan identifying infrastructure
requirements and how they will be delivered; and

e Identifying areas for growth and areas to be protected on a ‘Policies Map’.

Key relationships and bodies

In developing the Local Plan, the Council has engaged with a number of key
organisations on an ongoing basis in the context of the Duty to Cooperate.
Some of the key partners are:

o Local Planning Authorities in the Peterborough Sub-Regional Housing
Market Area (HMA);
o Adjoining Local Authorities that are not in the Housing Market Area

(including Melton Borough, Harborough District, East Northamptonshire
District, Corby Borough and North Northamptonshire Joint Planning

Unit);
o The Environment Agency;
o Historic England;
o Natural England;
o Highways England,;
o Homes England;
o East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group;
o Greater Cambridge & Greater Peterborough Local Enterprise

Partnership (LLEP) and latterly the Greater Lincolnshire Enterprise
Partnership .

Rutland County Council is the Local Planning Authority but is also the Local
Education, Transport, Minerals & Waste and Public Health Authority. Education
and Transport colleagues were engaged directly in the development of the plan.
Northamptonshire County Council are acting as agents for the Rutland County
Council in its capacity as Minerals and Waste Authority. The service level



2.3.3

agreement between RCC and NCC for these matters sets out the governance
arrangements for Mineral and Waste issues, this includes the Duty to Co-
operate. Northamptonshire County Council confirms that they have
represented Rutland County Council in the development of this and other
relevant Mineral and Waste Local Plans through the Duty to Co-operate.

Other key organisations which are not Prescribed Bodies under the Duty to
Cooperate, but which have been engaged include Power supply companies;
Water supply and disposal companies; Local and National Power supply
companies (gas and electricity); Leicestershire & Rutland Wildlife Trust; Sport
England; and Neighbourhood Planning Groups.



3.1

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Strateqgic planning matters

The strategic planning matters are linked to the Local Plan’s overall objectives
and strategy referred to in section 2 above. The strategic matters that require
engagement with Duty to Cooperate partners are considered below.

Section 33A(4) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 sets out
what cross boundary strategic matters are, it states:

“Sustainable development or use of land that has or would have a significant
impact on at least two planning areas, including ..... sustainable development
or use of land for or in connection with infrastructure that is strategic and has or
would have a significant impact on at least two planning areas...”

Paragraph 25 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 (NPPF), states
that:

“,...Strategic policy making authorities should collaborate to identify the
relevant strategic matters which they need to address in their plans....”

Paragraph 20 of the NPPF identifies the ‘Strategic Policies’ that should set out
an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development including:

a) housing (including affordable housing), employment, retail, leisure and
other commercial development;

b) infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, security, waste
management, water supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change
management, and the provision of minerals and energy (including heat);

c) community facilities (such as health, education and cultural
infrastructure); and

d) conservation and enhancement of the natural, built and historic
environment, including landscapes and green infrastructure, and
planning measures to address climate change mitigation and
adaptation.

The main ‘Strategic Matters’ that have informed the Duty to Cooperate
discussions for the Rutland Local Plan are based on the NPPF policies,
discussions with partners, and the findings of Sustainability Appraisal scoping.
The main ‘Strategic Matters’ are set out below:

1. Identifying the appropriate Housing Market Area;



3.7

3.8

Identifying the appropriate Functional Economic Market Area;

. Meeting the objectively assessed housing needs;
. Provision of a New Garden Community at St George’s Barracks;
. Economy & Employment land requirements, allocations and policies;

. Delivering the social infrastructure required to support growth — including

health and education provision;

. Delivering the transport infrastructure required to support growth, prioritising

more sustainable modes of transport and mitigating adverse transport
impacts;

. Protecting bio-diversity and important natural environment features

including species, habitats, ecological networks, geo-diversity and
landscape. In particular seeking to protect Rutland Water!!; and

. Protecting and enhancing the built and historic environment.

Engagement with Duty to Cooperate Partners has been based around these
strategic matters which have helped to focus discussions and the issues
contained in Statements of Common Ground.

The summary table in Appendix 2 summarises how the Council has sought
to engage with key partners on these strategic matters. The table sets out:

1) The Strategic Planning Matter;

2) Evidence Base used;

3) Strategic Partners involved;

4) Actions and method of consultation
5) Outcomes; and,

6) Ongoing cooperation.

11 An internationally important site for nature conservation with a major role as a recreational facility



4. Evidence base

4.1 The strategic issues in the Local Plan were informed by a wide ranging
evidence base including:

Development Growth, Site Appraisals and Settlement hierarchy

e Local Plan Site Appraisal Assessment (December 2019);

e Settlement Hierarchy Update (2019);

e Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (December
2019);

e Site Appraisal Assessment Report (December 2019);

e Strategic Site Comparison Report (2019).

e Stamford Capacity and Limits to Growth Study (for SKDC November 2015)

Housing and Accommodation issues

e Strategic Housing Market Assessment (July 2014)

e Strategic Housing Market Assessment update report (October 2015)

e Strategic Housing Market Assessment update report (February 2020)

e Strategic Housing Market Assessment update report (July 2014)

e Five Year Housing Land Supply Reports (2019/20 and 2020/21)

e Windfall Housing Study (July 2017);

¢ Small site Windfall Housing Study 2019

e Accessibility Standards Study (2017);

e South Kesteven & Rutland Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
Accommodation Assessment (August 2016).

Employment, retail and economy issues

e Employment Land Assessment Updates (January 2016)

e Employment Review (2015);

e Rutland Take Up and Objectively Assessed Needs Review (May 2018)
e Rutland Retail Capacity Assessment (2016).

Transport

e Oakham & Uppingham Strategic Transport Assessment (2010);
e Oakham and Uppingham parking sufficiency study (2010).
o Stamford North and St George's Barracks Transport Assessments

Environment



Phase 1 Habitat Surveys (Oakham / Stamford / Uppingham);

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2009) and update 2020;

Water Cycle Study (2011);

Review of important open space and frontages (July 2017)

Rutland Open Spaces report (October 2015);

Landscape Review of Rutland Water (August 2019);

Landscape Character Assessment (2003);

Landscape sensitivity and capacity study of land North & West of Uppingham
(June 2017);

Landscape sensitivity and capacity study (2010);

Landscape sensitivity and capacity study — Land around the Local Service
Centres (July 2012 & Addendum 2017);

Minerals & Waste

Local Aggregate Assessment (August 2018 and December 2019);
Local Waste Needs Assessment (August 2015 and September 2018).
RCC Minerals Spatial Strategy background paper (May 2020)

RCC Waste Strategy background paper (May 2020)

RCC Mineral and Waste Site Assessments (September 2017)

New Settlements

St George’s Barracks Evolving Masterplan (November 2018) and supporting
evidence documents

Woolfox Garden Village Masterplan (March 2019) and supporting evidence
documents

Strategic Site comparison report (2019)

Interim Sustainability Appraisal (July 2019)

Minerals Advice Note (2019)

St George’s initial transport review — AMEY(2019)

Woolfox initial transport review — AMEY (2019)

Landscape Evidence review, St George’s Advice (Bayou Bluenvironment)
(2019)

Landscape Evidence review, Woolfox Advice (Bayou Bluenvironment) (2019)
Viability note for Strategic Sites (HDH Consulting) (2019)

Other evidence

Authority Monitoring Report (2015 - 2020);

Local Plan Viability Update Report (December 2019);

Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Environmental Assessment (2020);
Habitat Regulation Assessment (January 2020); and

Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2020)



4.2 Duty to Cooperate engagement helped to inform some of the evidence studies
referred to above. Joint evidence studies with DtC partners include:

a. Strategic Housing Market Assessment (with HMA partners);

b. South Kesteven & Rutland Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople Accommodation Assessment (August 2016).

c. South Kesteven and Rutland Infrastructure Delivery Plan (October
2018)

d. Phase 1 Habitat Surveys (with South Kesteven in relation to Stamford);

e. Water Cycle Study (South Holland, South Kesteven and Rutland);

f. Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and SFRA update (Environment
Agency)

4.3 The Council sought the views of relevant Duty to Cooperate bodies in the
development of project briefs for many evidence base reports. Examples include:
engaging with Rutland County Council Highways Authority in relation to transport
evidence.



5.1

5a.

5.2

Actions, Outcomes and Governance

Some of the key ‘actions’ in relation to the Duty to Cooperate partners are set
out below. The ‘actions’, ‘outcomes’ and ‘governance’ in relation to each of the
Duty to Cooperate Partners are considered independently. The issues identified
are consistent with the ‘Strategic matters’ identified in section 4 but have been
refined to reflect the specific issues associated with each of the Prescribed
Bodies.

Housing Market Area / Functional Economic Market Area
Partners

The issues arising from the strategic planning matters in relation to the
Peterborough sub-region Housing Market Area / Functional Economic Market
Area partners were:

e Defining the Housing Market Area and Functional Economic Market
Area

e The Quantity and distribution of housing and unmet need in the HMA
including cross boundary housing delivery

e The Provision of Employment Land and unmet need in the FEMA

e St George’s Barracks New Garden Village

e Cross boundary transport issues

e Other issues including Water supply and waste water disposal, Flood

risk, Bio-diversity, Provision of infrastructure (Including social and
utilities infrastructure) and Climate Change

Actions

5.3

5.4

Strategic partners in the Peterborough sub-region HMA (Peterborough,
Rutland, South Holland and South Kesteven) commissioned a ‘Strategic
Housing Market Area Assessment’ (SHMA) during the early stages of plan
preparation in 2017.

Ongoing discussions were held to agree the distribution of housing amongst the
HMA partners, culminating in a Memorandum of Understanding in 2017.



5.5

Further discussions relating to the ‘Full Objectively Assessed Need’ (FOAN)
for housing for the Districts of Peterborough, South Holland and South
Kesteven have been ongoing and helped to underpin the housing
requirements in the respective Local Plans for these authorities.

Following the introduction of the Standard Method, focussed discussions were
held regarding the implications for the Rutland Local Plan and the wider HMA.

Outcomes

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.11

All HMA partners have agreed through MoUs and SoCGs that the extent of the
Strategic Housing Market Area includes Rutland County, South Kesteven,
South Holland and Peterborough as defined in the SHMA. Following the SHMA
update in March 2017, the HMA partners agreed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MoU) that was signed by all parties in April 2017 and updated
in January 2018. This has been updated with the Statement of Common Ground
is attached as Appendix 5a.

The extent of the Functional Economic Market Area was addressed in the
Employment Land Assessment Update (2016) which indicated that:

“The defined functional economic market area for Rutland includes its
immediate neighbours of South Kesteven, Harborough, Melton and Corby.
Rutland also has good links with the nearby urban centres of Peterborough
and Leicester.”

The introduction of the ‘Standard Method’ for calculating housing requirements
in the National Planning Policy Framework is acknowledged by all HMA
partners and will inform requirements for those submitting Local Plans after its
introduction. The housing need for Rutland (130 houses per year) has been
based on the Standard method but the Local Plan allows for the delivery of 160
houses per year in order to allow flexibility and support the Government’s
objective of significantly boosting housing supply. This is consistent with the
need identified in the SHMA.

Discussions have confirmed that no unmet housing needs have been
identified for any of the HMA partners. A Statement of Common Ground has
been prepared for the HMA partners in relation to these strategic matters.

Discussions between Peterborough, South Holland and South Kesteven
Council partners confirmed that there was no unmet requirements for B1(c), B2
and B8 employment land within the Local Plan period at Local (Rutland County-
wide) and FEMA level. Analysis of proposed allocations, commitments and



5.12

5.13

completions indicated that sufficient supply could be delivered during the plan
period.

The SoCG also indicates that the Authorities within the FEMA are supportive of
Rutland County Council’s employment land requirements and that all partners
are capable of meeting the full need for employment collectively and within each
LPA area. The approach to Employment and economy have been supported
by the Local Enterprise Partnership.

An ‘outcome’ arising from DtC discussions related to the role of South Holland
in the Peterborough sub-region Housing Market Area. Officers of South Holland
District Council (SHDC) acknowledged that for the current ‘round’ of plan
production they were satisfied that SHDC formed part of the Housing Market
Area. However, for future Local Plans, there will need to be a re-assessment of
the currently defined HMA.

Ongoing governance

5.14

5b.

5.15

The signed Statement of Common Ground 2020 refers to ongoing governance
arrangements and in particular all parties agreed to: adopt positive principles of
cooperation; keep each other well-informed; work together to achieve identified
outcomes; and to respond to any material change in circumstance such as
amended housing requirements. This is primarily to be achieved through
ongoing monitoring of housing completions and commitments. Any updated
Local Plans will involve engagement and cooperation in order to agree the
Strategic matters and developing policies.

South Kesteven District Council

South Kesteven District Council and Rutland County Council are both part of
the ‘Peterborough sub-region Housing Market area’. Duty to cooperate
discussions have taken place at this strategic level (see 5a above). However,
there are also issues that are specific to Rutland County and South Kesteven
District that merit focussed discussions between the two authorities. These
include:

e Development of a Strategic Development Area at ‘Stamford North’ that
crosses the administrative boundaries of Rutland County and South
Kesteven District;



e The distribution of housing requirements between Rutland CC and South
Kesteven DC and in particular a portion of South Kesteven’s Objectively
Assessed Housing Need being met by Rutland County Council (as part of
the development of Stamford North); and

e Transport implications arising from growth in the respective Local
Authority areas, in particular impacts on the Al and Local Highway
network arising from growth in both authorities.

Strategic working with South Kesteven District Council (SKDC) focussed on
Strategic and Cross boundary matters, mainly the proposed development at
Stamford North which straddles the administrative boundaries of both
authorities. Discussions relating to this issue began in the early 2000’s as both
authorities began to develop their respective Core Strategy’s. Whilst no cross
boundary allocation was considered necessary at that time this work paved the
way for ongoing dialogue regarding the most appropriate direction of growth for
the town has been supported by joint evidence work. This joint working informed
the development of the South Kesteven Local Plan which was submitted to the
Secretary of State for Independent Examination in January 2019 and adopted
by SKDC in January 2020 and informs this Local plan too.

Actions

5.16

5.17

5.18

The potential to meet some of South Kesteven’s housing need within Rutland
County Council’'s administrative area at a Strategic Development Area at
Stamford North was a key matter addressed as part of discussions in relation
to the South Kesteven Local Plan.

Meetings and correspondence continued between officers of Rutland County
Council and South Kesteven District Council in relation to cross-boundary
issues arising from the Rutland Local Plan. Ongoing discussions and
correspondence sought to identify, refine and discuss the strategic matters and
cross boundary issues. Meetings during the later stages of plan production have
focused on the development of a masterplan/development brief, additional
traffic modelling and infrastructure need assessment as well as the content of
a Statement of Common Ground.

Meetings regarding the detailed matters of development of the site have
involved South Kesteven (as one of two planning authorities), Lincolnshire
County Council (as highway and education authority) and Rutland County
Council as unitary authority; Highways England in relation to potential impacts
on the Strategic Road network (the Al trunk road) and County Ecologists in
relation to the Candidate Wildlife site within the Quarry Farm part of the site.



5.19 Other areas where there has been engagement between Rutland County
Council and South Kesteven District Councils in the development of the
respective Local Plans include:

e Working together at the outset of the commission for the 2014 SHMA, to
set out their approach to the duty to cooperate.

e Atthe first two stages of publication of the SHMA (July 2014 and October
2015) issuing a statement setting out the joint position on the Objectively
Assessed Housing Need (OAHN). In light of the publication of the SHMA
update in March 2017, the authorities agreed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MoU) that was signed by all parties in April 2017.

e Consultation through the Local Plan process with HMA and partner
organisations during the production of the Local Plan.

5.20 Specific engagement has been undertaken with service and utility providers as
part of the Infrastructure Development Plan to ensure that any cross boundary
infrastructure needs are understood.

Outcomes

5.21 The main outcomes included preparation of a ‘Statement of Common Ground’
between Rutland County and South Kesteven District Councils in December
2020. This sought to supersede a draft SoCG from 2019 and facilitate co-
ordination and co-operation between the two Councils in jointly planning land
to the north of Stamford.

5.22 The key outcome was to confirm that development within the County of Rutland
would contribute to the housing requirements of South Kesteven.

5.23 A further key output was agreement to the production of a joint development
brief for the Strategic development Area to the north of Stamford.

5.24 Other outcomes resulting from cross boundary work include:

e Engaging in the production of SHMAs that have informed the current
round of local plans (in advance of the standard method). Three reports
have been published in July 2014, October 2015 and a further update in
2017, primarily triggered by the publication of the new population and
household projections by CLG in 2016.



e Engagement in the development of the South Kesteven Local Plan
where discussions with Non-HMA authorities confirmed through
consultation responses that they are were to meet their own needs within
their area and do not have any unmet cross-boundary issues to be met
by SKDC. This was subsequently confirmed in relation to the Rutland
Local Plan.

e A SoCG between South Kesteven District Council and Rutland County
Council stating the 650 capacity from the Quarry Farm to be considered
within the Rutland Local Plan to meet South Kesteven’'s needs. Both
Councils are working towards this SoCG.

Ongoing governance

5.25

5c.

5.26

The SoCG commits the Local Authorities to work together in the joint planning
process. It sets out the key governance principles and arrangements that will
be required to achieve this. This is primarily to be managed through
engagement between the Local Planning Authorities as part of the
Development Management process. Section 4 of the signed Statement of
Common Ground (Appendix 5.2) sets out the ongoing governance
arrangements in more detail. This broadly requires the Councils to work
together to achieve identified outcomes in relation to strategic matters and
adopt positive principles of cooperation.

Neighbouring LPAs (not in HMA)

Duty to cooperate discussions have taken place with Neighbouring Local
Authority partners that abut Rutland County but are not part of the Housing
Market Area. Discussions were held with Officers of Melton Borough,
Harborough District, Corby Borough and East Northamptonshire District
Councils and with the ‘Joint Strategic Planning Manager’ representing Leicester
& Leicestershire Local Planning Authorities. The identified ‘cross boundary’
issues for discussion with these authorities include:

e Housing requirements and unmet need;

e Provision of employment land and cross boundary issues;
e Housing and Employment site allocations;

e Cross boundary transport issues;

e Cross-boundary flood risk issues, and;



e Cross-boundary infrastructure (Including social and utilities
infrastructure).

Actions

5.27

5.28

5.29

Strategic working with Neighbouring Local Authority partners primarily involved
discussions focussed on the implications of growth, including the scale and
strategic distribution of new development and the cross boundary impacts of
specific sites.

Meetings (including regular Development Plans Form meetings in Leicester &
Leicestershire that initially involved Rutland County?), telephone calls and e-
mail correspondence were ongoing between officers of Rutland County Council
and Neighbouring Local Authority partners during the plan preparation.
Meetings also discussed whether a Statement of Common Ground was
required.

Discussions were held with the ‘Joint Strategic Planning Manager’ representing
Leicester & Leicestershire Local Planning Authorities regarding the issue of any
unmet housing need. An email confirming this is attached as Appendix 8(e).

Qutcomes

5.30

5.31

5.32

5.33

5.34

Discussions with Neighbouring Local Authority partners resulted in agreement
that the Duty to Cooperate had been complied with but that a ‘Statement of
Common Ground’ was not necessary.

Melton Borough Council confirmed in an e-mail dated 21st November 2019 that
they couldn’t

“...see that there would be any particular strategic cross boundary
issues...”.

Harborough District Council confirmed in an e-mail dated that:
“.....there [are] unlikely to be any issues...”

North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit, East Northamptonshire DC and
Corby BC confirmed that they were satisfied that effective co-operation had
taken place.

The Leicester & Leicestershire ‘Joint Strategic Planning Manager’ (jointly
representing the eight Local Planning Authorities) submitted a statement
confirming that the Leicester & Leicestershire Housing Market Area partners

12 5ee Appendix 6 for terms of reference.



5.35

5.36

had collectively agreed to meet their own needs and no unmet housing need
had been identified.

All neighbouring Local Planning Authorities outside of the HMA have confirmed
that a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) was not considered necessary
(See Appendix 3.2 which contains a note of meeting dated 27" November 2019
when all parties agreed that the Duty had been complied with and a SoCG was
not required) and confirmation in response to the Regulation 19 consultation.
Appendix 8.4 specifically refers to agreement by Corby Borough Council).

Engagement with neighbouring Local Planning Authorities have occurred as
part of the formal consultation process at each key stage in the plan making
process.

Minerals and Waste

5.37

5.38

5.39

For Minerals Planning, Rutland County Council, (through its agents
Northamptonshire County Council) are part of the East Midlands Aggregate
Working Party (which also includes Leicestershire and Lincolnshire). Early
engagement with all DtC authorities was undertaken in September 2017. Four
authorities highlighted possible issues with continuing to supply Rutland with
minerals, two for Sand and Gravel supplies and two for Crushed Rock, these
possible issues have continued to be monitored via the annual Local Aggregate
Assessments (LAAS). (See Appendix 3.11 for details). It has been established
through ongoing work that there are no future supply issues and no issues in
relation to DtC by these patrties.

In addition to ongoing engagement with the East Midlands Aggregate Working
Party, Northamptonshire County Council have also engaged with
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough LPAs, including carrying out all the technical
work for the Minerals and Waste Local Plan (which is shortly to be adopted).
No DtC issues have been identified. The movements of imports and exports of
aggregates are of a scale that there should be no need for Statements of
Common Ground to be prepared.

Strategic waste movements were identified (again through its agents
Northamptonshire County Council) using the EA Waste Interrogator database
and local authority contracts and records. Strategic movements were defined
relative to Rutland and included the following:

Export of waste for disposal to landfill: Rutland does not have any landfill
sites and so is entirely reliant on capacity provided in other WPA areas and
this pattern will continue over the plan period. In addition landfill void space
is limited and sites cannot operate indefinitely.



5.40

5.41

Export of waste for treatment over 1,500 tonnes per annum (tpa) to an
individual advanced treatment facility (e.g. energy to waste). Reasoning:
Rutland’s waste production is relatively small and so its ability to support
larger scale treatment facilities is reduced, as such it is likely to continue to
be reliant on capacity provided in other WPA areas. Movement over
1,500tpa would represent roughly 10% of all waste currently available for
treatment.

Export of hazardous waste for recovery or treatment over 100tpa to an
individual facility. Reasoning: Rutland’s waste production is relatively small
and so its ability to support specialised treatment facilities (e.g. those that
manage hazardous wastes) is reduced, as such it is likely to continue to be
reliant on capacity provided in other WPA areas. Movement over 100tpa
would represent roughly 10% of all hazardous waste produced in the county.

As a result of ongoing work with WPAs several waste management/disposal
sites were identified in Northamptonshire; Lincolnshire; Peterborough and
Nottingham City.

At this stage no specific cross boundary issues have been identified however
the Council will continue to co-operate with relevant authorities in relation to
strategic waste planning matters. It is considered that there are no DtC issues
arising from waste matters in this Local Plan.

Ongoing governance

5.42

5.43

5d.

5.44

The Neighbouring Local Authority partners will continue to work together in
future when plans were being prepared or strategic planning issues arise.
Future discussions would endeavor to work together in relation to strategic
matters and adopt positive principles of cooperation.

In the context of Minerals and Waste, Rutland and its agents (Northamptonshire
County Council) have engaged with neighboring Minerals and Waste Planning
Authorities to identify and address any strategic cross boundary matters. and
will continue to do so through the East Midlands Aggregate Working Party and
through joint working arrangements with Peterborough and Cambridgeshire.

Natural England

Rutland County Council contains multiple protected and priority species and
habitats. Rutland Water is significant at a European level because of its habitats
and species, it is Natura 2000 site, a Site of Special Scientific Interest and



Special Protection Area. The strategic planning matters in relation to Natural
England were:

e The proposed allocation of a New Garden Village at St George's
Barracks, Edith Weston and how the plan seeks to mitigate potential
Impacts arising from growth.

e Other site allocations and whether these satisfactorily consider and
mitigate potential impacts on designated, protected and priority habitats,
species and geo-diversity, based on evidence.

e The wording of policies that seeks to deliver Biodiversity Net Gain.

e The wording of the natural environment policies.

e The protection and enhancement of Green Infrastructure policies.

Actions

5.45

5.46

Natural England’s advice was sought via workshops, meetings, discussions
and e-mail exchanges regarding the impact of proposed growth on important
natural environment habitats (including designated sites and protected
species). In particular the Council engaged with NE in terms of the potential
impacts of development, and particularly the St George’s New Garden
Community proposal, on Rutland Water.

Ongoing discussions and e-mail exchanges were held with Natural England to
understand if they were satisfied that emerging allocations and policies
provided a satisfactory basis for the protection of habitats and species.
Discussions also addressed the main issues to be addressed through a
Statement of Common Ground.

Outcomes

5.47

Natural England have been engaged in workshops and correspondence in
relation to development of the St George’s site and have confirmed this
engagement in writing. Changes were proposed by Natural England to policy
E9 of the Local Plan prior to publication, these were subsequently incorporated.
A ‘Statement of Common Ground’ has been prepared with Natural England that
confirms their position in relation to Natural Environment policies and the
confirming that St Georges Barracks and other allocations can be developed
without unacceptable adverse impacts.



Ongoing governance

5.48 No formalised governance arrangement were considered necessary. Ongoing
engagement with NE will be necessary when planning applications are
submitted that have a potential impact on Rutland Water and any other
designated sites.

5e. Historic England

5.49 The strategic planning matters in relation to Historic England are:

e The proposed allocation of a New Garden Village at St George’s
Barracks, Edith Weston including: the principle of development,
acceptability of evidence gathered and how the plan seeks to address
potential impacts on designated and non-designated heritage assets
including the grade II* listed Thor missile site;

e Other allocations and their potential impacts on Heritage assets;

e The wording of policies that seek to conserve and enhance the
County’s heritage assets and their settings; and

e The proportionate nature of the evidence base underpinning other
proposed allocations which do not have the benefit of planning
permission.

Actions

5.50 Detailed DtC discussions were held with HE when considering St George’s
Barracks as a potential allocation for a New Garden Community. Key
discussions related to the evidence base and ensuring that impacts on
designated and non-designated heritage assets could be satisfactorily
mitigated.

5.51 Historic England’s advice was sought via workshops, meetings, discussions
and e-mail exchanges regarding the impact of proposed growth on important
heritage assets. In particular the Council engaged with HE in terms of the
potential impacts of the St George’s New Garden Community on designated
and non-designated heritage assets including the THOR missile site (a Grade
[I* listed building)



5.52

More recent discussions were also held with HE with regard to agreeing a
Statement of Common Ground. This addressed areas of common ground and
also areas where common ground could not be reached.

QOutcomes

5.53 Following initial correspondence, RCC sought to obtain a more detailed

5.54

5.55

understanding of the various heritage elements of the St George’s site which
informed the emerging policy and associated masterplan. This included meetings
with Historic England advisers including their specialist Cold War advisers.
Evidence reports prepared on behalf of the Ministry of Defence were shared with
Historic England to ensure early input to proposals for the development of the
site. The initial masterplan identifies the importance of the Thor Missile site and
sets aside a large area for the creation of a heritage zone. This zone would act
as a buffer and setting for the listed structure as well as provide for improved
public access and interpretation of the historic importance of the site.

Policies H2 and H3 in the Local Plan have been developed using this advice,
in order that they reflect Historic England’s concerns regarding the design of
the scheme and impacts on designated heritage assets including the Grade II*
Thor missile site and its setting. In addition the policy seeks to address the
important non-designated heritage assets. The policy stresses that the master
plan will be informed by a heritage impact assessment including archaeological
assessment. Notwithstanding this, Historic England have requested revised
wording to strengthen the protection afforded to the non-designated heritage
assets within the site. Proposed revised wording is set out in the draft, still to
be agreed Statement of Common Ground.

Historic England and Rutland County Council are pursuing a ‘Statement of
Common Ground’ that confirms their agreed position in relation to Heritage
Asset policies within the Local Plan and in particular the policies required to
protect heritage assets associated with the proposed New Garden Community
at St George’s Barracks. The SoCG also identifies areas where no agreement
has been reached. There have been some material changes in circumstance
since the publication of the Local Plan in that Historic England are pursing the
designation of a Scheduled Monument on part of the site and potentially ‘Listing’
additional features.

Ongoing governance

5.56

No formalised governance arrangement were considered necessary. Ongoing
engagement with HE will be necessary when planning applications are



5f.

5.57

submitted that have a potential impact on the Thor missile listed building and
any other designated heritage assets.

Highways England

The strategic planning matters in relation to Highways England (HE) were:

e The proposed allocation of a Garden Community at St George’s
Barracks, Edith Weston including whether the proposed development
will impact on, and how the plan seeks to mitigate potential impacts on
the Strategic Road Network (the A1) and whether this is supported by
evidence.

e Impact of the proposed development at ‘Stamford North’ on the
Strategic Road Network (primarily the A1) when considered alongside
other proposed growth in South Kesteven District.

e Whether the policies and infrastructure requirements contained in the
Local Plan satisfactorily mitigate other potential impacts on the Strategic
Road Network.

Actions

5.58

5.59

Highways England were engaged via discussions and e-mail exchanges
regarding the impact of proposed growth on the Strategic Road Network. In
particular the Council engaged with Highways England in terms of the
potential impacts of potential new settlement at St George’s New Garden
Community and proposed development at land North of Stamford (which falls
partly within the administrative area of Rutland County Council and partly
within South Kesteven District).

Ongoing discussions and e-mail exchanges were held with Highways England
to establish whether they were satisfied with the transport evidence
underpinning the emerging allocations and that emerging policies were
satisfactory. HE were involved in the preparation of a Statement of Common
Ground including identification of Strategic Matters.

Outcomes

5.60

Working with Highways England resulted in policies which made sufficient
provision to safeguard the operation of the Strategic Road Network. This was
achieved by requiring major development proposals (such as St George’s
Barracks and Stamford North) to assess the impact of the proposed growth



5.61

on the Strategic Road Network. Agreement has been reached that the need
for mitigation measures will be identified through Transport Assessments
(TAs) to be undertaken at planning application stage. Junction improvements
on the Al close to Stamford were secured as part development within South
Kesteven District, these largely mitigate any modest transport impacts arising
from development at St George’s Barracks. Subject to these policies no
objection was raised in relation to the New Garden Community at St George’s
Barracks and proposed development north of Stamford.

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) was prepared and signed by
Highways England which indicated that they do not have any objection in
principle to the development proposed in the emerging Local Plan including
St George’s Barracks as a preferred location for a New Garden Community.
HIE considered proposed transport related polices provided a satisfactory
framework for growth. A SoCG is appended to this DtC statement of
compliance.

Ongoing governance

5.62

5g.

5.63

No formalised governance arrangement were considered necessary. Ongoing
engagement with HE will be necessary when planning applications are
submitted that have a potential impact on the Strategic Road Network.

Environment Agency

The strategic planning matters in relation to the Environment Agency (EA)
were:

e Proposed site allocations and whether these satisfactorily consider and
mitigate potential flooding and water quality impacts, based on evidence.

e The wording of policies related to water quality, water efficiency and the
direct and indirect impacts of flooding.

e Updating of evidence including the 2020 update of the Strategic Flood
Risk assessment.

e The proposed allocation of a New Garden Village at St George’s
Barracks, Edith Weston, and how the plan seeks to mitigate potential
impacts.



Actions

5.64

5.65

5.66

The Environment Agency were engaged in discussions via workshops, e-
mail exchanges and consultations on key stages of plan production
regarding the potential flooding impacts arising from proposed growth.

In particular the Council engaged with EA in terms of the potential impact of
a potential new settlement at St George’s New Garden Community. Other
focussed discussions were held regarding proposed allocations in Oakham
and the potential impact on the Oakham treatment works. Discussions
involved Anglian Water, the local water company in relation to the need to
increase capacity.

EA were involved in the development of a Statement of Common Ground.

Qutcomes

5.67

5.68

5.69

The outcomes of working with Environment Agency were that the quantity of
development in Oakham was reduced from 757 proposed in 2017 to 382 in
the publication plan (375 fewer homes than in 2017). As a consequence of
this reduction and engagement between the EA and Anglian Water the EA
were able to withdraw their concerns about impacts on Oakham treatment
works. Policies in the Local Plan sought to ensure that any adverse flooding
impacts could be satisfactorily mitigated. There are no objections in principle
from the EA to the choice of St George’s as the preferred location for a New
Garden Community.

The EA have raised no specific concerns in relation to flooding. EA Officers
initially indicated that additional work was needed in relation to the SFRA but
considered that this could be resolved. The 2020 update of the SRFA has
addressed these concerns. The EA raised the issue of potential impacts on
water quality need to be thoroughly assessed including any contamination
on site and impacts on water courses and groundwater and drainage
impacts on Rutland water resulting from development at St George’s
Barracks. These issues are effectively addressed in the proposed policy EN5
and H3.

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) was prepared and signed by the
Environment Agency that broadly indicates that they do not have any
objection in principle to the proposed allocations and policies.

Ongoing governance




5.70

No formalised ongoing governance arrangements were considered
necessary. Ongoing engagement with EA will be necessary when planning
applications are submitted to ensure that potential flooding impacts and
groundwater contamination are properly assessed.

5h. Homes England

5.71 The strategic planning matters in relation to the Homes England (HoE) were:

e The proposed allocation of a New Garden Village at St George’s

Barracks, Edith Weston, associated policies and funding allocated to
support the development of the site in line with the ‘Housing Infrastructure
Fund’ (HIF) bid.

e Affordable housing and other housing policies within the plan (and

Actions

5.72

5.73

supporting evidence).

Homes England (HoE) were engaged in discussions via workshops, e-mail
exchanges and consultations on key stages of plan production in relation to
emerging policies concerning affordable housing and the options for new
settlements including the preferred option at St George’s Barracks. An
application was made for Housing Infrastructure Funding (HIF) for early site
preparation and infrastructure costs at St George’s Barracks.

HoE were asked if they considered whether a Statement of Common Ground
was necessary.

Qutcomes

5.74

5.75

The outcomes of working with Homes England were that policies in the Local
Plan sought to ensure sufficient provision of affordable housing. The choice
of St George’s as the preferred location for a new settlement is broadly
supported by HoE in the context of its status as one of the Government’s
preferred Garden Villages. HIF funding has been awarded to RCC and is the
subject of ongoing discussions with RCC and Defence Infrastructure
Organisation to agree terms and conditions for this funding award.

HoE confirmed that a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) was not
considered necessary and confirmed in an e-mail that they were satisfied
with Rutland Local Authority’s approach and partnership arrangements, and
the engagement with Homes England on the Local Plan.



Ongoing governance

5.76

No formalised ongoing governance arrangements were considered
necessary with Homes England. However, there will be ongoing governance
related to the HIF funding — this will be secured through agreed terms and
conditions.

5i.  Clinical Commissioning Group

5.77

Actions

5.78

5.79

Rutland County Council falls within the East Leicestershire & Rutland CCG
and abuts the South West Lincolnshire CCG at the border of South Kesteven
District near Stamford. The strategic planning matters in relation to the East
Leicestershire and Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG) were:

e The requirements for primary health care arising from the proposed
housing and other growth contained within the Rutland Local Plan 2018
- 2036;

e The proposed delivery, timing and management of health care provision
associated with a proposed New Garden Community at St George’s
Barracks, Edith Weston;

e The proposed delivery, timing and management of health care provision
associated with development at Stamford North; and

e The amount, destination and timing of financial contributions required in
order to deliver the necessary infrastructure.

Meetings and ongoing e-mail and telephone discussions were held with the
East Leicestershire & Rutland CCG whose advice was sought regarding the
strategic health matters and the impact of proposed growth on the capacity of
primary care facilities in the East Leicestershire & Rutland CCG area.
Meetings primarily discussed how any impacts on health care facilities arising
from additional growth could be addressed.

The input of the CCG was sought in developing policies and the ‘Infrastructure
Delivery Plan’ in order to ensure that necessary facilities were sought and that
they were deliverable.



5.80

E-mail exchanges and meetings were held with the CCG in order to identify
the Strategic matters to be addressed. The CCG were also engaged in the
evolution of the Statement of Common Ground.

Qutcomes

5.81

5.82

5.83

5.84

5.85

The outcome of discussions with ‘East Leicestershire and Rutland’ Clinical
Commissioning Group (CCG) informed the policies and Infrastructure
Delivery Plan of the emerging Rutland Local Plan. The proposed levels of
growth would necessitate increased capacity and improvements to existing
facilities.

The provision of a new settlement at St George’s Barracks (c.2,215
dwellings) would require a new health centre. The CCG indicated that, in the
short term patients were likely to use existing practices, primarily at
Empingham.

The CCG identified that extensions to accommodate growth could include
relocation, expansion or extension at the existing practices at Oakham and
reconfiguration and / or extensions at Uppingham and Empingham could be
delivered through financial contributions.

The CCG agreed that it would be possible to accommodate the primary
health care provision requirements arising from the proposed levels of
growth. Financial contributions and extensions to existing services were
identified as appropriate solutions and these were identified in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

A Statement of Common Ground has been signed which indicates that the
CCG broadly support the policies and proposals within the emerging Local
Plan. The provision of new facilities and financial contributions required to
support the delivery of infrastructure identified in the ‘Infrastructure Delivery
Plan’ is satisfactory at this stage and will be informed by ongoing dialogue
between the Local Planning Authority, East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical
Commissioning Group and site developers as more detailed schemes
emerge.

Ongoing governance

5.86

No formalised ongoing governance arrangements have yet been agreed with
EL&RCCG. Ongoing engagement between the LPA and CCG was
considered necessary as detailed schemes emerge. Ongoing engagement



5.

and governance is occurring through the ‘One Public Space’ estate board of
which RCC and EL&RCCG are both partners.

Local Enterprise Partnership

5.87  The strategic planning matters in relation to the Local Enterprise

Partnerships (LEP) were:

e The identified Functional Economic Market Area;
e The approach to ‘Economy and Employment land in the Local (including
at St George’s Barracks).

Actions

5.88 Itis important to note that during the early stages of plan preparation, Rutland

5.89

County Council was aligned with the Greater Cambridge & Greater
Peterborough LEP. During the latter stages of plan preparation, the Council
has been working with the Greater Lincolnshire LEP.

Strategic working with both the Local Enterprise Partnership included
discussions, e-mail exchanges and consultation through the emerging Local
Plan process.

5.90 Rutland County Council initially sought to co-operate with the Greater

Disc

Cambridge & Greater Peterborough Local Enterprise Partnership (GC&PLEP) in
developing the policies and proposals included in the ‘Employment and Economic
Development’ sections of the plan and whether these provided a sound basis for
economic planning. As the focus and objectives of the GC&PLEP changed
Rutland became less closely aligned to the objectives of the GC&PLEP and in
March 2020 the Council joined the Greater Lincolnshire LEP (GLLEP). This move
took place after the Local Plan had been approved for Regulation 19 consultation.
However since joining, the council has worked hard to ensure the GLLEP
Strategic Plan recognise Rutland and the economic issues and challenges faced
by the County. This includes gaining their support for the policies and proposals
included in the Local Plan and we will continued to engage with that organisation
to deliver the economic and infrastructure objectives set out.

ussions were held with the both LEPs during the process of preparing the Local

Plan to ensure that they could support the policies and principles contained within the
Local Plan in terms of economy and employment. The GLLEP were also asked if a
Statement of Common Ground was considered necessary or whether exchange of e-
mails would suffice.



Outcomes

5.91 GLLEP indicated via e-mail that they were broadly satisfied with the
emerging policies of the Local Plan and that a Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG) was not considered necessary and confirmed in an e-mail
that they do not have any objection in principle to the emerging plan.

Ongoing governance

5.92 The Council is a member of the GLLEP Strategy Board and participates in a
number of working and steering groups. Officers work closely with GLLEP
colleagues on matters relating to economic development and strategic
infrastructure funding. This work will help to align the delivery of planning
proposals with the LEP plans over the coming years.

5k. Rutland County Council (Local Highway, Education, Minerals &
Waste and Public Health Authority)

5.93 Discussions were held with the Local Highway Authority, Local Education
Authority, Minerals & Waste Agent acting for the Authority and Public Health
Authority teams of Rutland County Council.

5.94 The Local Highway Authority are a ‘Prescribed Body under the Duty to
Cooperate. The Education, Minerals & Waste, Public Health and Adult Social
Care departments have responsibilities for addressing issues that are
‘Strategic Matters’ within the Local Plan and have been partners in terms of
engagement. Officers from the departments (and their agents in relation to
Minerals & Waste) were also engaged in developing the plan.

Actions

5.95 In the context of the Local Highway Authority. Evidence was gathered in the
form of Transport Assessments and analysed to assess the transport impacts
of proposed growth. Rutland County Local Highway Authority Officers
coordinated discussions with adjoining Local Highway Authorities and
Highways England as necessary.

5.96 In the context of Education. Multiple discussions were held in order to
establish the impacts of growth on the capacity of existing schools and the
need for new and expanded facilities. This included the potential requirement
for new education facilities at St George’s Barracks New Garden Community
and whether there was a need to expand existing schools as a result of growth,
and the need for new and expanded facilities to support the Stamford North



5.97

5.98

5.99

proposal. This latter development also involved cross boundary discussion
with Lincolnshire education authority.

In the context of Minerals and waste discussions were held with
Northamptonshire County Council (agents for Rutland County Council) to
ensure that policies and allocations included in the plan set out a satisfactory
Policy Framework for the development of Minerals and Waste in the County
of Rutland. Early engagement with partners established that there were no
future supply issues relating to aggregates arising from Mineral Authorities
outside the county (Appendix 3.11 summarises responses). The discussions
sought to inform policies and proposals which would satisfactorily safeguard
existing and proposed waste management facilities and ensure the
appropriate supply of aggregate is maintained. Specific discussions were held
regarding the implications for safeguarding mineral reserves at St George’s
Barracks. Northamptonshire County Council, as Minerals and Waste agent for
Rutland also have a role is satisfying the duty to co-operate within a sub-
regional context as set out in paragraphs 5.37 above.

In the context of the Public Health Authority RCC co-ordinate the Rutland One
Public Estate board, which provides ongoing forum for discussions about key
health and planning related issues including policies relating to air quality,
promoting walking & cycling, open spaces and provision of health
infrastructure are a proportionate approach to addressing health matters in the
Local Plan.

The advice of key departments was sought in relation to options for potential
allocation options and infrastructure requirements and policy development. In
particular, discussions were held concerning the impacts of the proposed New
Garden Community at St George’s Barracks.

Qutcomes

5.100

5.101

Cooperation between Rutland County Council departments resulted in a plan
that addresses transport, minerals, waste, education and public health issues.
The Local Plan contains policies that seek to: mitigate any adverse transport
impacts; ensure continuing supply of aggregates, make provision to manage
waste; ensure the delivery of necessary education facilities; and incorporate
policies that promote Public Health benefits.

The ‘Infrastructure Delivery Plan’ within the Local Plan includes education and
transport requirements that have been informed by discussions with the LEA
and LHA.



5.102

5.103

A ‘Statement of Engagement’ has been prepared and signed by the respective
Heads of Department for each of these functions.

Ongoing governance

No formalised ongoing governance arrangements were considered necessary
as all departments are within Rutland County Council. The service level
agreement between RCC and NCC for mineral and waste planning sets out
the governance arrangements for Mineral and Waste issues, this includes the
Duty to Co-operate.



6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

Duty to Cooperate - Evidence of cooperation on Strateqgic
matters

This section provides an audit trail and evidence of engagement with
Prescribed Bodies relating to the strategic planning matters. Each of the
strategic planning matters are considered in turn. The section sets out how
Rutland County Council has cooperated with the relevant Prescribed Bodies
on each of the issues.

Evidence of meetings, correspondence and other engagement are attached
as Appendix 3.

The Memorandum of Understanding (2017) relating to the Housing Market
Area is attached as Appendix 4.

Statements of Common Ground with the Prescribed Bodies are attached as
Appendix 5 and referenced in this section.

The Statement of Common Ground between Rutland County and South
Kesteven District Councils produced in support of the South Kesteven Local
Plan is attached as Appendix 5.2.

A ‘Statement of Engagement’ between the various departments of Rutland
County is attached as Appendix 7.

Where the Prescribed Bodies have confirmed that co-operation has taken
place, but that no ‘Statement of Common Ground’ is considered necessary,
evidence has been included in Appendix 8.

Strategic Matter 1 - Identifying the appropriate Housing Market Area

HMA Partners

6.8

6.9

The key Prescribed Bodies involved in discussing the extent of the Housing
Market Area®® were the existing HMA partners.

Meetings were initially held between all HMA partners in order to commission
the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) in 2014, further meetings

13 Which comprises the administrative areas of Rutland County Council, South Holland District Council, South
Kesteven District Council and Peterborough City Council as identified in the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (July 2014).



agreed its findings. The HMA partners formally agreed to work together within
the context of the HMA and signed a Memorandum of Understanding in 2017
(attached as Appendix 4) which set out how each partner would seek to
deliver housing need.

6.10 Following changes to the NPPF and the introduction of the Standard Method
for determining Objectively Assessed Housing Need, further meetings were
held with HMA partners in order to discuss whether the extent of the HMA was
still fit for purpose and agree respective distribution of housing. Notes of a
meeting held on 4" December 2019 are attached as Appendix 3.1.

6.11 A Statement of Common Ground confirming that all parties support the defined
Housing Market Area and Rutland’s housing requirements is attached as
Appendix 5.1.

Strateqic Matter 2 - Identifying the appropriate Functional Economic Market Area

(FEMA)

HMA / FEMA Partners

6.12  The Functional Economic Market Area has been determined through a
series of Employment Land Studies. It includes the same Local Authorities
as those who form the Housing Market Area referred to above. The FEMA
partners have formally agreed to work together to deliver employment (See
note of meeting in Appendix 3.1). This is confirmed in the Statement of
Common Ground attached as Appendix 5.1.

Strategic Matters 3 & 4 - Meeting the objectively assessed housing needs including
provision of a New Settlement at St George’s Barracks and other allocations

6.13  Meeting the objectively assessed need for housing involved the engagement
of multiple partners. At a Strategic level, RCC engaged with HMA partners and
neighbouring Local Planning Authorities to confirm that the quantity and
distribution of homes being proposed was acceptable. At a local level (specific
allocations and policies) RCC engaged with multiple partners in order to
address specific issues arising from proposed site allocations, including the
proposed New Garden Community at St George’s Barracks. Evidence of the
‘Strategic’ and ‘site specific’ discussions are set out below.



Quantity and distribution of housing in the HMA

6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17

6.18

HMA Partners

Evidence of cooperation with HMA partners has been ongoing throughout the
plan making process. Most recent notes of a meeting held on 4th December
2019 are attached at Appendix 3.1. This shows support for the quantity and
distribution of housing within Rutland County and the wider HMA. A Statement
of Common Ground confirming that all HMA partners are supportive of the
quantity and distribution of housing and that no ‘unmet needs’ have been
identified is contained in the ‘Statement of Common Ground’ attached as
Appendix 5.1. A Statement of Common Ground relating to housing
distribution and meeting a portion of South Kesteven’'s housing need is
attached as Appendix 5.2.

Neighbouring Authorities

Neighbouring Authorities outside of the PUA were engaged in meetings and
discussions regarding: housing distribution, unmet needs and impacts of
proposed allocations.

Rutland County Council is a member of the Leicester, Leicestershire and
Rutland Development Plans Forum (Terms of Reference attached at Appendix
6) this forum is a formal meeting to enable the constituent authorities to keep
abreast of planning issues in the sub-region, share knowledge and engender
co-operation and collaborative working. This forum was used to establish key
strategic matters and any cross boundary issues which needed to be
addressed through the Local Plan review. More recently Rutland CC has not
had direct involvement in the work of this group as it has focussed on the
delivery of a Strategic Plan for Leicester and Leicestershire. See statement at
Appendix 8.5.

A less formal relationship has existed between RCC and Northamptonshire
County and the Northamptonshire District authorities adjoining its boundary,
nonetheless good co-operation has been ongoing throughout the review
period as evidenced by the note of meeting dated 27" November 2019
between RCC and the North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit (including
East Northamptonshire District Council and Corby Borough Council) which is
attached as Appendix 3.2.

E-mails from Melton Borough Council (dated 21t November 2019) and
Harborough District (dated 2" December 2019) are attached as Appendix
8.1 and Appendix 8.2. Both confirm that cooperation has taken place and that
no Statement of Common Ground is required.



Site allocations including St George’s Barracks

6.19

6.19.1

6.19.2

6.19.3

6.19.4

Discussions were held with various DtC partners regarding the proposed ‘New
Garden Community’ at St George’s Barracks and other proposed housing site
allocation options and associated policies. Engagement was ongoing
throughout the development of the plan and involved workshops, meetings,
telephone calls and e-mail exchanges. The evidence of engagement with the
key DtC bodies are set out below. All of the DtC bodies have also been
formally consulted on the local plan as it has evolved through Regulation 18
and Regulation 19 consultations.

Historic England (HE). Historic England attended a meeting on 23"
November 2017 concerning the proposed New Garden Community at St
George’s Barracks. Further meetings were held on 29" November 2018
(letter dated 9" January 2019 refers). Multiple meetings were held
thereafter. Copies of letters and e-mail exchanges with HE that
demonstrate DtC engagement are attached as Appendix 3.3. A draft
Statement of Common Ground is attached as Appendix 5.4. At the time
of drafting this Statement of Compliance, discussions regarding the
detailed wording of the Statement of Common Ground were ongoing.

Environment Agency (EA). DtC discussions were held with the EA at all
stages of plan production in relation to the potential New Garden
Community at St George’s Barracks and other proposed housing
allocations. EA attended a workshop on 19™ July 2018 concerning St
George’s Barracks New Garden Community. Additional discussions were
held on an ongoing basis including during consultation on the ‘Publication
Version’ of the Local Plan. Formal representations including those in
relation to the Publication version of the Local Plan have been submitted
and do not raise insurmountable objections to soundness. Examples of
engagement with the EA are attached as Appendix 3.4). A Statement of
Common Ground is attached as Appendix 5.5.

Natural England (NE). DtC discussions were held with NE at all stages of
plan production in relation to site options (including St George’s Barracks).
Meetings were held on 315t May 2018 to discuss the impact of St George’s
Barracks on important habitats and species including Rutland Water (a
RAMSAR site). No objections have been received from NE concerning
site options. Examples of consultation responses and meeting notes
between RCC and NE are attached as Appendices 3.5. A Statement of
Common Ground with Natural England is attached as Appendix 5.3.

Highways England (HIiE). DtC discussions were held with Highways
England (and their agents AECOM) at key stages of plan production in
relation to site options and selection including the preferred New Garden
Village at St George’s Barracks and Stamford North. Key areas of




6.19.5

6.19.6

6.19.7

6.19.8

6.19.9

6.19.10

engagement related to the potential impact of options on the Strategic
Road Network (SRN) (in particular the impacts of proposed new Garden
Village and Stamford North development on the Al). Copies of relevant e-
mails are attached as Appendix 3.6. A Statement of Common Ground
with Highways England is attached as Appendix 5.6.

Homes England. DtC discussions were held with Homes England at all
stages of plan production in relation to site options (including St George’s
Barracks). Homes England were supportive of the bid to MHCLG for a
New garden Village at St Georges and have informed policies relating to
affordable housing. An e-mail is attached as Appendix 8.3 that confirms
Homes England are satisfied that a Statement of Common Ground is not
necessary and that they are satisfied with the approach to engagement
through development of the Local Plan.

Rutland County Council (Local Highway, Education, Minerals & waste).

The Strategic Matters that require the engagement of departments under
the administrative control of Rutland County Council including Highways
and Education. In addition, Minerals & Waste colleagues were
instrumental in the development of the Plan.

Meetings and workshops were held to address the strategic matters in
relation to the impacts of the proposed New Garden Village at St George’s
Barracks. Meetings were attended by Officers of Rutland County Council
in their respective role as Local Education Authority and Local Highway
Authority.

Workshops were attended by Local Highway Authority Officers regarding
the potential transport impacts of growth at St George’s Barracks. Multiple
meetings, telephone and e-mail exchanges also took place in order to
consider the transport implications of growth identified in the Local Plan.
This includes meetings on 11" June 2018 and workshops on 19" July
2018 and subsequent meetings were held in December 2019. Meeting
notes and workshop notes are attached as Appendix 3.7.

The delivery of necessary social infrastructure is a strategic matter.
Rutland County Council are also the Local Education Authority (LEA) who
are responsible for ensuring sufficient school places are available by
building or extending schools and for providing support services. The LEA
were engaged in workshops on 19" July 2018 regarding the emerging
masterplan for St George’s. More detailed discussions were held
regarding potential impacts of growth on the provision of education and
capacity issues in relation to schools. Specific discussions were held in



6.19.11

6.19.12

6.20

6.21

December 2019 in order to consider potential options for growth see
Appendix 3.8.

A Statement of Engagement with Rutland County Council regarding these
issues is attached as Appendix 7.

East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG). DtC
discussions were held with the CCG at all stages of plan production in
relation to St George’s Barracks and other policies and proposals relating
to the quantity and distribution of development. EL&RCCG attended a
workshop on 19™ July 2018. Meetings were held on 11" June 2019 and
9 September 2020 in order to consider the impacts and implications of
growth on primary care facilities. Notes of the meetings and e-mail
exchanges are attached as Appendix 3.9. A SoCG is attached as
Appendix 5.6.

Stamford North development

Meetings between Officers and Members of Rutland County Council and
South Kesteven District Council took place over a protracted period of time
(some 5 years) including as part of the development of the South Kesteven
Local Plan. Meetings discussed the development of an urban extension to the
north of Stamford (which crosses the administrative boundaries of both
authorities). The meetings sought to discuss the implications of development
in terms of: housing delivery and distribution; infrastructure provision; and
transport impacts. The meetings demonstrated joint working as part of their
Duty to Co-operate. A copy of a meeting note which is the culmination of
discussions in relation to these issues, and neatly summarises the position
shortly before publication of the Local Plan, is attached as Appendix 3.10.

The key evidence demonstrating joint working is that both parties made co-
ordinated joint Local Plan allocations within their respective Local Authority
boundaries. The Councils also jointly prepared and signed a Statement of
Common Ground in 2020 (attached as Appendix 5.2). This sets out the
agreement in relation to the housing distribution and addressing transport and
social infrastructure provision arising from growth.



6.22

6.23

6.24

6.25

6.26

Strategic Matter 5 - Economy & Employment land requirements, allocations
and policies

Meetings with the Functional Economic Market Area partners considered
whether the Rutland Local Plan effectively delivered the requirements for
employment land at a Local and FEMA wide level. Notes of a meeting held on
4t December 2019 address this issue and are attached as Appendix 3.1. A
Statement of Common Ground signed by the FEMA partners is attached as
Appendix 5.1. These demonstrate that all FEMA partners are satisfied that
employment land requirements can be met at a Local and FEMA wide area.

The Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) are satisfied that the proposed
policies in the Local Plan satisfactory address employment and economic
development. This is confirmed in an e-mail dated 27" January 2021.

Strategic Matter 6 - Delivering the social infrastructure required to support
growth — including health and education provision

Meetings with the Social Infrastructure partners (including East Leicestershire
& Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group (EL&RCCG) and Local Education
Authority (LEA)) considered whether the Rutland Local Plan effectively
delivered the necessary infrastructure associated with planned growth.

Notes of meetings and e-mail exchanges with EL&RCCG in relation to
policies, allocations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan are attached as
Appendix 3.9. A Statement of Common Ground is attached as Appendix 5.7.
This demonstrates that EL&RCCG is satisfied that the Local Plan is sufficiently
robust in how it seeks to deliver new and improved health care facilities to
meet the levels of growth proposed.

Notes of meetings with the Local Education Authority (LEA) are attached as
Appendix 3.8 and demonstrate that the LEA has been engaged in
discussions regarding the delivery of primary and secondary education to
meet the levels of growth proposed (A Statement of Engagement is attached
as Appendix 5.9).



6.27

6.28

6.29

6.30

Strategic Matter 7 - Delivering the transport infrastructure required to support
growth, prioritising more sustainable modes of transport and mitigating
adverse transport impacts

E-mail exchanges with Highways England and their agents AECOM in relation
to the potential impacts on the Strategic Road Network are attached as
Appendix 3.6. A Statement of Common Ground is attached as Appendix 5.6.
This demonstrates that Highways England are satisfied that the Local Plan is
satisfactory in addressing any adverse impacts that arise on the Strategic
Road Network.

Notes of meetings and e-mail exchanges with the Local Highway Authority
(LHA) demonstrate that they are satisfied that the Local Plan is satisfactory in
addressing any adverse impacts that arise on the Local Road Network (A
Statement of Engagement is attached as Appendix 7).

Strategic Matter 8 - Protecting bio-diversity important natural environment
features including species, habitats and landscape.

Letters and E-mail exchanges with Natural England in relation to the potential
impacts on designated habitats and protected species (in addition to the
impacts arising from the proposed New Garden Village at St Georges
Barracks) are attached as Appendix 3.5. A Statement of Common Ground
with Natural England is attached as Appendix 5.3. This demonstrates that
Natural England are satisfied that the Local Plan satisfactorily addresses any
potentially adverse impacts that arise on designated habitats and protected
species.

Strategic matter 9 - Protecting and enhancing the built and historic
environment.

E-mail exchanges, letters and notes of meetings with Historic England in
relation to the potential impacts on designated and non-designated heritage
assets (in addition to the impacts arising from the proposed New Garden
Village at St Georges Barracks) are attached as Appendix 3.3. A draft
Statement of Common Ground with Historic England is attached as
Appendix 5.4. This demonstrates that Historic England are broadly satisfied
that the Local Plan satisfactorily addresses any potentially adverse impacts



on heritage assets, subject to proposed changes to policy wording as set out
in the Statement of Common Ground.
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Appendix 1 - Map of Rutland County Council and HMA Strategic planning
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Appendix 2 - Strateqgic Planning Issues Summary Table

Strategic Planning
Matter

Evidence Base

Strategic Partners

Actions and method
of consultation

Outcomes from
strategic working

Ongoing cooperation

1. Identify the
appropriate
Housing Market
Area

«Strategic Housing
Market Assessment
(July 2014)

*Strategic Housing
Market Assessment
update report (October
2015)

*Strategic Housing
Market Assessment
update report (July
2014)

* Standard Method

Peterborough City,
South Holland District
and South Kesteven
District Councils

Joint production of
SHMA to identify the
appropriate housing
market area;

Discussions regarding

the implications of the

Standard methodology
at a HMA wide level.

Methods of
consultation included
meetings and emails

Production of an MoU
which sets out the
guantity and
distribution of housing
need in the HMA;

HMA partners
supported the housing
market as defined in
the SHMA and have all
adopted this as the
strategic area to plan
for.

A signed SoCG
confirming that partners
are happy with the
housing need identified
in the Rutland Local
Plan (see appendix
5.1).

Local Plan Reviews,
MoU with HMA
partners.

Discussions around the
implications of the
‘Standard method’ for
calculating housing
requirements in future
Local Plans.

Potential for a future
review of the HMA
boundaries in the case
of South Holland DC.

2. ldentify the
appropriate
Functional
Economic Market
Area

Rutland Employment
Land Assessment
Updates (January
2016)

Rutland Employment
Review (2015)

FEMA Partners
(Peterborough, South
Kesteven, South
Holland)

Neighbouring LPAs
Harborough, Melton,
East Northants &
Corby);

Greater Cambridge &
Greater Peterborough

Discussions with FEMA
partners, Neighbouring
LPAs and GC&PLEP
regarding defined
FEMA, guantity and
distribution of
employment land.

Methods of
consultation included
meetings and emails

The employment
policies are supported
by FEMA partners and
the LEP. A signed
SoCG confirms this
position (see appendix
5.1). See also e-mail
from GC&PLEP
(Appendix 8.4)

Local Plan Reviews
and monitoring of
employment land
provision across the
FEMA.

Review of the FEMA
including realignment
of boundaries in the
case of South Holland
DC.




Local Enterprise
Partnership
(GC&GPLEP).

3. Meeting the
objectively
assessed housing
needs

Housing Supply
background paper
(October 2015)

Direction of Growth
Appraisal (July 2010);

Local Plan Review Site
Appraisals (2017);

Strategic Housing &
Employment Land
Availability
Assessment;

NPPF and Planning
Practice Guidance
(Standard
methodology)

Peterborough, Rutland,
South Holland and
South Kesteven
Councils;

Non-HMA neighbouring
LPAs;

Historic England;
Environment Agency;
Natural England;
Highways England
East Leicestershire &
Rutland Clinical
Commissioning Group;

and

Homes England.

Discussions to agree
Objectively Assessed
Needs and
methodology used to
identify the
requirements for
housing;

Joint working with
South Kesteven to
meet OAN for both
authorities.

Gather evidence to
assess the impacts and
suitability of site
options;

Discuss impacts with
strategic partners
(transport / heritage /
ecology / infrastructure
provision etc).

Methods of
consultation included
meetings and emails

A Memorandum of
Understanding was
signed by the HMA
partners in 2017 setting
out the agreed position
on delivering housing.

A New Garden Village
at St George’s
Barracks and smaller
sites for housing
development promoted
as potential site
allocations;

Some housing
delivered in Rutland
County counted
towards the
requirements for South
Kesteven (agreed via
respective Local Plan
policies and SoCG)

Some sites were

dismissed as options
due to environmental
and other constraints;

Draft policies and IDP
to ensure satisfactory
Infrastructure provision
and potential
mitigation.

Monitoring of housing
completions for Rutland
County.

Monitoring of housing
completions for the
wider HMA.




4. Provision of a New
Garden Community
at St George’s

Local Plan Review Site
Appraisals (2017);

Peterborough, Rutland,
South Holland and
South Kesteven

Discussions to discuss
potential
environmental,

St George’s Barracks
proposed as a New
Garden Village and

Barracks Specific Environmental | Councils; infrastructure and associated site
evidence gathered in transport impacts of St | allocation and policies;
relation to potential Historic England; George’s Barracks;
impacts of St George’s Draft policies and IDP
— Transport, heritage, Homes England: Impact on heritage identified
landscape, bio-diversity assets; / Potential Infrastructure
etc. Environment Agency; flooding issues / Impact | requirements and

on Rutland Water / potential mitigation.
Strategic Housing & Natural England; Impact on local and
Employment Land national highways. Policy wording was
Avalilability Highways England / developed in order to
Assessment; LHA; Impact on Primary protect the best of the
Care provision. built, historic and
NPPF and Planning East Leicestershire & natural environment in
Practice Guidance Rutland Clinical Impact on education and around St
Commissioning Group; | provision. George’s Barracks.
Local Education Provision of
Authority employment land and
economic
GC&GPLEP. considerations.
Methods of
consultation included
workshops, meetings
and emails
5. Economy & Local Plan Review Site | FEMA Partners A systematic RCC were able to Continue monitoring

Employment land
reguirements,
allocations and
policies

Appraisals (2017);

Strategic Housing &
Employment Land
Availability
Assessment;

(Peterborough, South
Kesteven, South
Holland)

Neighbouring LPAs
Harborough, Melton,

assessment of potential
employment sites;

Discussions with FEMA
partners to establish if
there were any unmet

identify sufficient
employment land to
meet identified needs;

No unmet employment
need was identified by
FEMA partners.

employment land
provision with FEMA to
ensure ongoing
delivery at LPA / FEMA
level.




East Northants &
Corby);

Greater Cambridge &
Greater Peterborough
Local Enterprise
Partnership
(GC&GPLEP).

Employment Land
requirements.

Methods of
consultation included
meetings and emails

A signed SoCG
confirms this position
(see appendix 5.1).

6. Delivering the social
infrastructure
required to support
growth — including
health and
education provision;

L&L Strategic
Infrastructure Review
(2019)

East Leicestershire &
Rutland Clinical
Commissioning Group;

Rutland County Council
(Local Education
Authority (LEA)).

RCC had multiple
meetings with the CCG
and LEA to discuss the
infrastructure
requirements arising
from proposed
development.

Methods of
consultation included
workshops, meetings
and emails

Agreement was
reached between RCC
and CCG concerning
the delivery of
infrastructure (either
on-site provision or

financial contributions).

SoCGs indicating
support of the CCG
(Appendix 5.7)

A Statement of
Engagement with the
LEA is attached as
Appendix 7.

Ongoing discussions
with CCG and LEA as
planning applications
are submitted.

7. Delivering the
transport
infrastructure
required to support
growth, prioritising
more sustainable
modes of transport
and mitigating
adverse transport
impacts;

Oakham & Uppingham
Strategic Transport
Assessment (2010);

Oakham and
Uppingham parking
sufficiency study
(2010);

St George’s Barracks
Transport Assessment

Rutland County Council
(Local Highway
Authority);

Highways England;

HMA and neighbouring
LPA partners;

RCC commissioned a
Strategic Transport
Assessment in order to
assess the impacts of
proposed growth.

Discussions were held
with Highways England
and RCC (LHA).

DtC discussions were
also held with HMA
partners and adjoining
LPAs.

The proposed
allocations and
associated policies
require delivery of the
necessary transport
infrastructure. No
objection has been
raised by the LHA or
Highways England. A
Statement of Common
Ground has been
agreed with Highways
England.

Ongoing monitoring of
transport impacts in
conjunction with the
LHA.




8. Protecting bio-
diversity and
important natural
environment
features including
species, habitats,
ecological
networks, geo-
diversity and
landscape. In
particular seeking to
protect Rutland
Water;

Phase 1 Habitat
Surveys (Oakham /
Stamford /
Uppingham);

Landscape Character
Assessment (2003);

Landscape sensitivity
and capacity study of
land North & West of
Uppingham (June
2017);

Landscape sensitivity
and capacity study
(2010);

Landscape sensitivity
and capacity study —
Land around the Local
Service Centres (July
2012 & Addendum
2017);

Habitat Regulation
Assessment

Natural England;

BDC commissioned
‘Habitat Surveys’ and
‘Landscape Character
Assessments’ in order
to assess the impacts
of proposed growth on
habitats, species and
landscape. Discussions
were held with Natural
England.

Detailed landscape and
ecology evidence was
sought on relation to
the St George’s
Barracks option as a
New Garden Village.

Methods of
consultation included
workshops, meetings
and emails

The proposed
allocations and
associated policies
contain a requirement
to mitigate any adverse
impacts on habitats
and to require a ‘bio-
diversity net gain’.

A Statement of
Common Ground has
been signed with
Natural England.

Ongoing liaison with
Natural England in
respect of designated
natural environment
sites.

9. Protecting and
enhancing the built
and historic
environment.

St George’s ‘Heritage —
Statement of
Significance’

Historic England;

Workshops, meetings
and email discussions
were held with Historic
England regarding the
potential impacts of site
allocations on
designated and non-
designated heritage
assets. In particular,

The proposed
allocations and
associated policies
contain a requirement
to mitigate any adverse
impacts. A draft
Statement of Common
Ground has been
prepared.

Ongoing engagement
with Historic England to
finalise a Statement of
Common Ground
regarding proposed
policy wording details
and further
engagement when
detailed planning




HE were engaged in
discussions regarding
the potential impacts
on the grade II* listed
Thor missile site at St
George’s Barracks.

applications and
masterplans are
submitted.




Appendix 3 — Evidence of engagement with DtC partners

Appendix 3.1 - Housing Market Area Partners

i) Note of a meeting with HMA partners 4™ December 2019.

Rutland Local Plan

Duty to Cooperate meeting between Rutland County Council, Peterborough City
Council, South Kesteven District Council and South Holland District Council.

Rutland Council Offices, Oakham (9.30am — 4/12/19)

Notes of meeting
Attendees:

Rob Routledge (RR): South Holland District Council (SHDC)
Gemma Wildman (GW): Peterborough City Council (PCC)
Shaza Brannon (SB): South Kesteven District Council (SKDC)
Paul Tebbitt (PT): Rutland County Council (RCC)

1. Introductions

e The attendees introduced themselves and gave a brief overview of their role
within their respective organisations.

e PT thanked the attendees for coming to RCC Offices and advised that the
meeting was primarily to discuss Strategic matters and to inform a potential
‘Statement of Common Ground’ (SoCG).

2. Background and Rutland Local Plan update
South Kesteven

e SM indicated that SKDC were still in examination following hearing sessions
and main modifications on the emerging plan.

e The Inspector’s report was anticipated in December (following the General
election) and scheduled to be considered for adoption late January 2020
(subject to no significant issues).

e There is a review trigger policy that seeks to deliver an April 2020 review and
update by 2023 — mainly resulting from the implications of the Standard
Method.

Peterborough CC

e The PCC Local Plan was adopted in July 2019.
e The Standard Method was used.

e No short term review is anticipated.
South Holland




Local Plan was adopted 8" March 2019
A review is likely in the short term driven by ‘retail issues’ and a need to update
evidence.

Rutland

PT advised that the ‘Spatial Strategy’ underpinning the emerging Rutland
Local Plan was scheduled to be considered by the Council’s Cabinet on 23
December.
The Draft Publication Version of the Plan was likely to be considered by Full
Council early on 2020 with Consultation likely in February / March 2020.
PT advised that the Local Plan was for the period 2018-2036. Some of the key
issues include:
o OAN using standard method + 130pa (2,340 over the plan period)
o The plan allows for 160 dwellings pa to provide c.20% flexibility.
o No unmet needs have been identified (but the plan partly meets SK’s
need).
o The plan provides some 44ha of employment land above the identified
need for 29ha.
o A New Garden Village is proposed at St Georges Barracks, Edith
Weston c.2,215 houses, employment and associated infrastructure.

3. Potential Strategic matters
Each of the identified Strategic matters was addressed in turn:

Defining the Housing Market Area and Functional Economic Market Area —
SKDC, PCC and RCC agreed that, despite the reduced emphasis on meeting
needs at a HMA level in the NPPF that it was logical to plan at this area. RR
broadly supported the defined HMA but indicated that SHDC had a less
functional relationship with the area than the other partners which may need
to be considered in the future. SHDC have a strong relationship with Boston
and also a relationship with Breckland. PT advised that the wording of the
SoCG would try and reflect this position.

Quantity and distribution of housing and unmet need in the HMA - No unmet
needs were identified by PCC and SHDC. RCC are meeting part of SKDC’s
growth. PT indicated that RCC’s use of the Standard method resulted in a
shortfall across the HMA when the Standard method was applied to all LPAs.
This was largely as a result of SKDC’s under-provision using Standard
Method. This was not considered a fatal issue as SKDC were reviewing the
plan in the short term and all LPAs would be using the Standard Method in the
future.

Provision of Employment Land - PT indicated that RCC were seeking to
deliver some 44ha of employment land in the plan against a requirement for
29ha. All LPAs indicated that their plans identified a surplus of employment
land and that there would be a surplus across the FEMA. No unmet needs



were therefore identified and the over-provision was considered as reasonable
to provide flexibility to the market. It was noted that there was a strong demand
for Storage and Distribution uses.

St George’s Barracks New Garden Village — PT advised that the emerging
Local Plan contained a proposed allocation for a New Garden Community at
St George’s Barracks (Edith Weston). The site was identified on a map. The
proposal is for some 2,215 houses (1,000 of which would be in the plan
period), 14ha of employment land and supporting infrastructure. None of the
HMA partners identified any concerns regarding the principle of the allocation.

Cross boundary transport issues — PT indicated that the modest amount of
growth proposed had not resulted in significant transport issues. Works to the
junction of the A1/A606 would be required to mainly mitigate the impacts of
the Stamford North development. GW indicated that there A47/A1 at Wansford
was proposed to be ‘dualled’ but unlikely to have significant cross boundary
impacts.

Water supply and waste water disposal. No impacts were identified by the
partners but strong encouragement was given to engagement with Anglian
Water (and Severn Trent for RCC). PT indicated that discussions were
ongoing. The partners agreed that a letter of comfort from Anglian Water and
Severn Trent would be sufficient and if this were circulated it would not
necessitate in this being identified as a strategic matter in any Statement of
Common Ground.

Flood risk - encouragement was given to engagement with The Environment
Agency. PT indicated that discussions were ongoing. The partners agreed that
a letter of comfort from the EA would be sufficient and if this were circulated it
would not necessitate in this being identified as a strategic matter in any
Statement of Common Ground.

Bio-diversity issues — No specific bio-diversity issues were identified.
However, the partners noted the requirements in para 174 to ‘ldentify, map
and safeguard’ important corridors. There may be potential issues between
RCC and SKDC that would be the subject of separate discussions. The
partners recognized that cross boundary issues for ‘European’ level sites were
dealt with through the respective Habitat Regulation Assessments. As such
the group did not consider this a strategic matter that required special
consideration in the Statement of Common Ground.

Provision of infrastructure (Including social, transport and utilities
infrastructure) — The partners acknowledged that there were some cross
boundary issues in terms of cross boundary movements to schools with good
reputations (for example Kings’ School in Peterborough). There would also be
some cross boundary social infrastructure implications for RCC and SKDC



resulting from development at Stamford North. This could be addressed by
these two authorities. As such the group did not consider this a strategic matter
that required special consideration in the Statement of Common Ground.

Climate Change — The partners considered that this was a far wider issue and
not a specific issue for the HMA partners. However, RR suggested that a
‘catch-all’ paragraph addressing this, and other issues mentioned above could
be included in the SoCG.

4. Any other Strategic Matters that need to be discussed?

SB suggested that the provision of sites for Gypsies & Travellers was a
potential issue. GW indicated that it was not a key issue in Peterborough.
SHDC had considered this in their plan. PT & SB indicated that this would be
a matter to be specifically discussed between SKDC and RCC.

5. Future stages of plan production

PT advised that a new Local Development Scheme was being prepared that
will set out the timetable in more detalil.

PT advised that he would circulate a copy of the meeting note for comment.
PT advised that a draft ‘Statement of Common Ground’ would be prepared
and circulated.

6. AOB

No other issues were identified.

Appendix 3.2 — Neighbouring Planning Authorities (not in HMA)

i) Note of meeting between Rutland County Council, North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit,
East Northamptonshire District Council and Corby Borough Council (27/11/19)

Rutland Local Plan

Duty to Cooperate meeting between Rutland County Council, East Northamptonshire
District Council, Corby Borough Council & North Northamptonshire Joint Planning

Unit.
East Northamptonshire Council Offices, Thrapston (2pm — 27/11/19)

Notes of meeting

Attendees:



Simon James (SJ): North Northamptonshire JPDU (NNJPDU)
Paul Woods (PW): NNJPDU

Richard Palmer (RP): East Northamptonshire District Council
Terry Begley (TB): Corby Borough Council

Paul Tebbitt (PT): Rutland County Council (RCC)

1. Introductions

e The attendees introduced themselves and gave a brief overview of their role
within their respective organisations.

2. Background and Rutland Local Plan update

e PT advised that the meeting was primarily to discuss Strategic matters and
whether the issues warranted a Statement of Common Ground.

e PT advised that the ‘Spatial Strategy’ underpinning the emerging Rutland Local
Plan was scheduled to be considered by the Council's Cabinet on 23"
December.

e The Draft Publication Version of the Plan was likely to be considered by Full
Council early on 2020 with Consultation likely in February / March 2020.

e PT advised that the Local Plan was for the period 2018-2036. Some of the key
issues include:

OAN using standard method + 130pa (2,340 over the plan period)

The plan allows for 160 dwellings pa to allow flexibility.

No unmet needs had been identified (but meets part of SK’s need).

The plan provides more employment land (44ha) than the minimum

requirement (29ha).

o A New Garden Village (at St Georges Barracks, Edith Weston) is
proposed as part of the proposals. This proposes 2,215 houses,
employment and associated infrastructure.

e SJ indicated that the NN Joint Core Strategy (NNJCS) was adopted in July
2016. It covered the period 2011-2031, identified a need for 35,000 houses &
Strategic development Opportunities. Most have planning permission.

e No unmet housing needs were identified and there was an overprovision of
employment land (although some employment sectors were difficult to deliver
(B1(a)). There was a strong market for B8 development.

e Tresham Garden Village was identified in the plan and was being overseen by
NNJPDU. PT was advised to look at the material on the web-site.

e SJindicated that previous discussions had taken place with RCC in developing
plans and that no substantial issues had been previously identified. PT was
advised to look at the Statement of Consultation submitted with the NNJCS. An
issues was raised in relation a potential by-pass at Caldecott in relation to the
West Corby SUE planning application but was not supported by evidence.

e Issues were discussed in relation to the Al corridor and St Georges Barracks
Garden Village and it was recommended that Northamptonshire County
Council be contacted (Esme Cushing) to ensure they had no issues.

e RP indicated a part 2 plan was to be submitted in 2020 for ENDC.

o O O O



3.

TB indicated that Consultation had taken place on a publication version of a
part 2 plan and submission expected in December 20109.

Potential Strategic matters

Each of the identified Strategic matters was addressed in turn:

Housing requirements and unmet need — As there were no unmet needs and
RCC’s use of the Standard method was appropriate no issues were
identified.

Provision of employment land and cross boundary issues — RCC and North
Northants (Corby & East Northants) had an oversupply of employment land.
No issues were identified.

Housing and Employment site allocations — PT tabled a list of the proposed
housing allocations in the emerging Local Plan. None of the sites were of
sufficient scale or abutting the boundary of North Northamptonshire to result
in material issues. The New Garden Village at Edith Weston (St Georges
Barracks) was not considered to result in a material impact in NN.

Cross boundary transport issues — Reference was made to the A1 working
group which RCC attends and addresses development related issues along
the Al corridor. The transport evidence submitted to the NNJCS examination
did not identify any severe adverse impacts. PT was advised to speak with
Northamptonshire County Council Local Highway Authority.

Any cross-boundary flood risk issues — No issues were identified although it
was recognized that Rutland Water supplies parts of NN with water.

Any cross-boundary infrastructure (Including social, transport and utilities
infrastructure) — No issues were identified although some secondary school
students in Corby attend school in Uppingham. An ‘Opportunity site’ for a
secondary school had been identified in the Corby Part 2 Local Plan.

Climate Change — Corby BC have declared a ‘Climate Change Emergency’.
There is also a jointly agreed policy on Climate Change. Notwithstanding
this, it was not considered that this necessitated a Statement of Common
Ground.

In summary, the group considered that the identified issues were not materially
sufficient to require a Statement of Common Ground but that all parties had engaged
in the Duty to Co-operate through this (and previous meetings).

4.

Are there any other Strategic Matters that need to be discussed?



6.

None were identified.

. Is there a need for a Statement of Common Ground or an e-mail of comfort?

All parties at the meeting concluded that the Duty to Cooperate had been
complied with and that issues could be satisfactorily dealt with through e-
mail and that a formal ‘Statement of Common Ground’ was not required.

Future stages of plan production

PT advised that a new Local Development Scheme was being prepared that
will set out the timetable in more detail.

AOB

There is an advanced proposal to create a ‘Unitary Authority’ in North
Northants. It is not anticipated that this will change the NNJCS in the short
term although a potential timetable for the NN Strategic Plan has been
prepared.

No other issues were identified.



RE Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation deadiine for responses extended

Dear Sir/Madam,

Rutland Local Plan Review: Regulation 19 consultation

Thank you for consulting the North Northamptonshire Joint Planning and Delivery Unit (JPDU) on the
above. Please see officer level comments on the consultation below,

It is noted that the most substantive strategic proposal is the 5t George's Barracks Garden Village
proposal (Policies H2 & H3), for which Rutland County Council have actively engaged with the IPDU
alongside Corby and East Northamptonshire Councils in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. The
JPDU provided officer-level comments to the previous consultation on this (September 2018). It is
noted that Policy H2 sets out development principles for the site, including at point 10 "Phasing of
development and infrastructure both on-site and off-site to ensure that the latter is provided ahead
of or in tandem with, the development it supports to address the impacts of the new garden village
and meet the needs of residents”. This should allow cross-boundary impacts to be managed and
mitigated.

The JPDU and relevant partner local planning authorities (from April 2021 the North
MNorthamptonshire unitary authority) will continue to engage with Rutland CC to secure net
biodiversity and wider green infrastructure gains along the Welland Valley, between Rockingham
and Stamford.

\We note a minor correction should be made to Figure 2 of the Plan with regard to the strategic
opportunity at Corby, the number should read 14,200 not 14,500.

We do not have any further comments on the Local Plan and consider that Rutland CC has complied
with the Duty to Cooperate.

Should you have any queries relating to this response, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Yours faithfully,

Samuel Humphnes
Planning Policy Officer
Morth Nerthamptonshire



Appendix 3.3 - Historic England

i) Meeting note in relation to a New Settlement at St George’s Barracks - 23" November 2017

FtGeorges 237 Movembar 2017
Histaric England

*  Emilie Carr

+  DrBen Robinson, Principal Adviser, Heritage at Risk and

#  Meville Doe, Assistant Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas.
DIC- Christine ide

RCC:

*  Helen Briggs (CEO);

#  Oliver Helmsley [Portfolic holder);

#  Rob Clayton (head of culturs and Registration
#  Nick Hodgett [Principle Planner);

#»  Rachel Armstrong

To do this requires a comprehensive heritage study to understand everything that is on and under
the site, how it relstes to each other and why it is significant.

This study need to be commissioned by the land :

How can HE be engaged in the masterplanning?

HE cannat formally comment or be involved in the masterplzn until they become statutory
consultees.

However they could draft a brief for the heritage study — this could be done over the next 2 weeks to
allow MOD to ission the work before

Alzo ideally HE would like some trial trenching undertaken as soon as possible too.

‘Once there is a dear understanding of the heritage 2ssets on site and their implications this can be
used to infarm the master-planning and will be used by HE in their statutory role to comment on the
master-plan as it develops — this will be when their statutory consultee role can start.

HEB outline the current situation with RCC and MOD entared Mol

Mol commites both to "whee life, Whole Site masterplanning” however very early stages in this
process.

Identified key issues are:

+  minerzl extraction (drilling for samples begins next week)
*  Thor Missile site — Grade 2*

HE postion:

‘Whole site is of interest. Thor missile is of “more than special interest™ hence its listing — however
this doesn't mean there are no other things on the site of interest which are not individuzlly listed.
&3 3 group thsese assets may be significant.

HE will need to consider the whole site and its significance to history — especially as it iz largely
unchanged since 1930s. Plus little development or change means archaeologically it may be
significant — especially as there are known sites of interest on the outer edges. So will need to darify
the grades of significance of heritage assets under the miszile sites — it is a pyramid of heritage
interest.

Setting and context for the missile site and how the site worked is also important and the
«contribution it could make to interpreting Cold War defences is important - all about how you tell
the story — interpretation will be key. HE want to work with MOD and RCC and recognize this is a real
‘oppartunity to help make it the best site for cold war interpretation and make the site sustainzble

BUT HE not in the business of sterilising the site and recognise that development will need to tzke
place if these assets are to be preserved and sustained for the future. Partnership working is best
salution for this site.

) Letter dated 16" December 2019 concerning emerging policies.



M Historic England
istoric Englan

I owre

PLOOG31582
Your ref.

eiepnone [N

16 December 2019
Dear Mr Tebbitt
re: Rutland Local Plan — informal draft policies consultation

Thank you for your informal consultation on the above. As discussed, a separate
response will be provided in relation to the informal consultation on potential site
allocations.

The heritage policies proposed are welcomed.

There is very strong concem / potential objection regarding the proposed changes to
the site specific policies for St George’s Barracks. Please refer to our earlier
responses, | would be very happy to forward for reference if required. Policy H2
does not provide sufficient detail to ensure that heritage assets are protected and in
particular their layout and inter-relationships. Criteria 6 does not adequately
reflect the historic importance of the site. The design must retain designated
assets including the Grade 1I* Thor missile site and their settings, important non-
designated hentage assets (such as the control tower, Bloodhound TAC, J hangars,
etc.), and reflect the historic character of the aerodrome taking inspiration from the
layout of the camp and runways. Archaeoclogy and the potential for archaeology
should also be referenced. The policy must again stress that the master plan will be
informed by a heritage impact assessment, including archaeological assessment,
which must form the basis for approaches to design, scale and layout of
development.

Kind regards,

-
s el

Emilie Carr
Historic Environment Planning Adviser



iii) Letter dated 28™ November 2018 concerning site option for garden Village at Woolfox.

A Historic England A Historic England
istoric Englan istoric Englan

should include an in-depth assessment of Woolfox airfield, with particular reference
to World War Il and Cold War remains

Notwithstanding the advice given in this letter, we reserve the right at a later stage to
comment or object to any proposals that come forward. We recommend that local
authority conservation and archaeological expertise should be used in relation to all

PLOO140009
Your ref: Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss,

We Kind regards,

Emilie Carr

Dear Ms Armstrong Historic Environment F'Iannini Adviser

re: Woolfox Garden Community Position Statement and Vision document
consultation

28 November 2018

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the above, we welcome the opportunity
o comment.

Historic England have no prior knowledge of this proposal.

It is not possible fo provide a comprehensive response without more detailed
assessment. A detailed Heritage Impact Assessment would be required, together
with a Landscape Assessment including historic landscape impact, to assess impact
upon the airfield, Exton Park Registered Park and Garden and associated heritage
assefs, the string of historic villages to the north, their heritage assets, including
churches, Scheduled Monument ‘Hom deserted medieval village and deserted site’
{1017848) and other heritage assets within the area. Whilst the report acknowledges
two of the historic villages and states that the concept Masterplan has avoided
development in the areas closest, there is already strong concemn that development
is likely to be too close as currentiy proposed, with insufficient distinct separafion and
that the other neighbouring historic villages are not acknowledged.

‘Woolfox Airfield was very closely associated with RAF North Luffenham during World
War Il and the Cold War. The non-designated heritage assets at the site are of
particular national importance. The importance of the Bloodhound missile installation
remains and other heritage assets referenced within the report is welcomed, together
with the suggestion that military heritage features be incorporated into the
development design. The World War Il control tower also survives. If the proposal
was found to be acceptable, Historic England would wish to see the sensitive
incorporation of the remains at the former airfield. The Hentage Impact Assessment

& Mgy, Historic England, 2°° Flogr, Windsor House, Clifonvil, Nosthampton NN S5E " Historic England, 2* Floor, Windsor House, Clifionviie, Norihamplon N1 552 p —
f\ o 73 5450 fp f Telephone 01504 73 5450 HistoricEngland. org.uk Stanevrall |
Please nate that Historic Engiand operates. an access to Information pallcy. Please nate that Historlc Engiand cperates an acoess fo Informatian pallcy. W“EH\TT |

g Comespendence or information which you send us may therefore u 520d Us May iherefora become publicly avallable.



Appendix 3.4 - Environment Agency (EA)

i) Rutland Local Plan — Water Resources Meeting note — 13" December 2017

Rutland Local Plan — Water Resources Meeting — 13" December 2017

Present:

Shaza Mark: Senior Planning Policy Officer — Rutland County Council

Rachel Armstrong — Planning Policy Officer — Rutland County Council

Chris Bramley — Lead Catchment Planner — Severn Trent Water (STW)

Stewart Patience — Spatial Planning Manager — Anglian Water Services Limited (AWS)
Richard Kisby — Planning Specialist — Environment Agency (EA)

Conor Crow — Environment Agency

Palmira Areaz — Water Quality — Environment Agency

Action

1. Introductions

SM welcomed the group
Attendees introduced themselves
No apologies

2. Overview of the draft Rutland Local Plan and associated SA/HRA

Plan covering period up to 2036
Issues & Options: Nov 2015; Call for Sites Sep/Oct 2015
SHELAA undertaken and evidence base

Consultative Draft Local Plan August/September 2017 — all comments from

the three agency’s being considered by SM
Consultation on submission Local Plan: Early 2018
Submission to SofS: late spring 2018

Adoption: late 2018.

Still lots work to do and the timetable may be subject to change.

29.9 ha of employment land. New additional employment sites proposed
as part of mixed use allocations in Oakham and Greetham Quarry.

Local Plan to allocate a minimum of 1,500 new homes — adjoining
Oakham, Uppingham and Local Service Centres

Cross Boundary development on the North site of Stamford of 1,800 new
dwellings with up to 600 (Quarry Farm) in Rutland. Likely to start in 2020
and will complete in 12 years.

St. George’s Barracks - the Ministry of Defence (MoD) has announced the
closure of the St. Georges Barracks site at North Luffenham and has
entered into an agreement with the MoD to consider the appropriate
development of this extensive site (290ha). The concept of developing a
“Garden Village” on this site is being considered but at present there is no
certainty as to the nature, timing and quantum of development which may
be appropriate.




Action

At this stage the local plan makes little real reference to the Barracks and
we are uncertain how the Local Plan will cover the site

Comments in the plan from EA and AWS were based on the plan as
published so did not include the Barracks site in making representations on
the Local Plan. SM assured the agency’s will be kept in the loop on
developments at the Barracks.

SA & HRA flags up lack of capacity at waste water treatment works and
this is reiterated by the Environment Agency consultation response.

Consultation Responses (Environment Agency, Severn Trent and Anglian

Water)

See summary

AWS cover Oakham and Uppingham and lots of villages (Severn Trent
spreadsheet for the only 3 sites covered by STW for waste water)
Drinkable water provision boundaries between the two agency’s is different
to the waste water boundaries and it is the opposite for water supply to
waste water

AWS and STW to provide GIS mapping showing their areas

AWS consultation response provided suggested wording for policies asking
for reference to SUDs and surface and foul water disposal to be included to
require early engagement with provider in early DM process

Surface water should be discharged to alternatives to sewers in all cases
where this is reasonable.

Water efficiency — inclusion of higher water efficiency standards for
development

EA issues

¢ Oakham and Uppingham concerns — disconnect between AWS and EA
about Uppingham — key concern is the environmental water quality —
especially in relation to chemical balance in the water course
(Uppingham Brook) — this can potentially be addressed through
upgrade to the works.

o Oakham has no permitted headroom at this time so EA interested in the
proposed investment included in AMP7 — want to know what this work
is? AWS don’t think it will prescribe actual improvements at this stage.
Need some reassurance from EA and AWS that this is being
addressed?

o AWS ask what reassurance would be required. Firstly AWS should
apply for a variation in the existing permit, and will need to discuss this
further with EA to see if this would address the issue. Dialogue with
Stuart (AWS) and Palmira to resolve this. EA to initiate this.

e LPA needs to be sure that the appropriate infrastructure is in place at
the appropriate time to support development and support the
requirements of the water framework directive.

¢ Rutland Water is failing to achieve “good status” so a new permit is
being calculated relating to phosphorous limit to resolve the existing
problem. However to serve additional development further variations
and/or improvements to the treatment works to accommodate water
guality issues arising from development and growth may be required

AWS and
STW

EA and
AWS

RCC

EA




Action

e To date the AWS solutions for individual catchments has not been
shared with anyone outside AWS, question for AWS is at “what point
will these be shared” EA thinks this is more urgent for Oakham than
elsewhere. AWS working through them all and will need to decide what
are most pressing for EA

e AWS would need EA to set out what their concerns re Oakham are and
AWS will respond in terms of information about their potential solution
this is of urgent concern because there are 800 homes committed
already with planning permission and these have the right to connect.
Where a problem is known prior to planning permission a condition
would be required preventing occupation of new homes till water issues
resolved. But if this problem hasn’t previously been identified as an
issue there may not be a condition on planning permission to require
situation to be resolved prior to occupation of the new houses. This
may need to be checked for 800 homes permitted in Oakham

e Variation of permits is to make the permit more stringent and this forces
the provider to make improvements to the treatment works to improve
the quality of the works to improve water quality.

AWS

EA

EA

Capacity of Waste Water Treatment Works

Sites - Waster water issue in Oakham and Uppingham raised by EA —
AWS agree there is an issue with this for Oakham but are including
proposal for investment to this work for upgrading this through AMP7. This
would mean therefore that development would not be expected to fund this
upgrade, unless they wanted to construct the treatment works themselves
(tends to happen only on very large sites eg:10,000 houses). For
Uppingham this is less of a concern as AWS believe there is capacity and
no need to invest for growth

St Georges will have an MOD treatment works on site and the developer
will need to investigate what needs to be done with this to support future
development on the site.

Village allocations (in AWS) no need for investment in the treatment works
but the means of conveyancing to the works would be required and this
would be provided by direct developer contribution to AWS through existing
funding mechanism. AWS wouldn’t object to network improvements
provided they are referenced within the plan — as suggested by AWS
comments to the Local Plan. AWS wouldn’t expect the plan policy to
specify a solution.

STW - three sites within their area concerns also reflect surface water
flows — therefore again policy changes required to reference SUDs and
drainage hierarchy. May be need for some minor upgrade to WwTW. Water
provision — no major concerns

Policy wording for surface water flows must be more explicit and have a
standalone policy

Area of Serious Water Stress — Optional Water Efficiency Standard

All bodies suggest we adopt an optional Water Efficiency Standard of 110
litres per day (E6-£9) per dwelling — we will need to run through our viability
model.




Action

This is in NPPG as an option and refers to circumstances when it might be
appropriate. Comments from all three bodies and the EA water stressed
classification and the WRMPs from AWS and STW all demonstrate this is
an area where it would be appropriate to include the option in our policies.
It will not have a particular viability issue and AWS will be offering financial
incentive to customers. Central Lincs and North Northamptonshire adopted
plans include the policy. It will need to be added to the viability study. AW
suggested a short evidence paper demonstrating why its included in the
plan — see Bedford Borough example

Policy Recommendations

The policy recommendations were discussed. RCC to amend the relevant
policies as soon as possible and circulate in draft form to all present.

RCC

Water Resource Management Plans & Water Recycling Long Term Plan

Data provided by RCC to date has been confined to committed sites
(including LP allocations)

AWS hasn’t finalised either its WRMP or water recycling plan and will be
consulting on these next year — however if anything want to flag up do it
now through Stuart (AWS). But don’t worry too much about overall scale of
growth as AWS is required to fulfil its duty in relation to this but would want
us to respond to consultation and make sure we are happy with it as these
plans are to be more closely a-lined to local plans than ever before.

St Georges barracks as a water resource issue relates to STW — may not
have been previously considered by either AWS or STW

STW to
confirm

Requirement of further work to support the Local Plan

Data required — headline figure from the Local Plan plus any information
relating to individual sites and trajectory for the sites where available

SM asked EA if the approach discussed above would satisfy their concerns
for Oakham, Uppingham and St Georges?

With regard to St Georges, RCC would appreciate something from EA and
the water authorities just flagging up the need to involve them in future
planning of the site

Rutland Water - from SA and HA perspective SM will be discussing this
with NE separately want to confirm that have we covered everything from
an EA perspective in today’s meeting

Action for the council — amend the policy working and recirculate the
policies in draft form to those around the table.

RCC to

provide to
both SWA
and STW

RCC




ii) Confirmation that the Statement of Common Ground has been agreed and signed.

Tue 01/12/2020 12:30

Farr, Nicolo [

EA Statement of common ground
To Paul Tebbitt
Cc Rachel Armstrong
© vou forwarded this message on 02/12/2020 08:00.

Message @ EA Statement of common ground.V2 signed.pdf (868 KB)

Good afternoon

Please find attached signed document. | printed, signed and scanned it; | hope this is as you'd wish but if you'd prefer a Word document | can paste in a scanned signature.

By the way, I'm currently on a temporary promotion to planning specialist so have amended my job title under the signature!

Kind regards

Nicola Farr

Sustainable Places - Planning Specialist

Lincolnshire & Northamptonshire Area, Environment Agency
Currently working from home

Appendix 3.5 - Natural England (NE)

(i) Letter from Natural England 21/9/18

Date: 21 September 2018
Ourref: 253626
Your ref. none

Planning Policy
Rutiand Council
localplang@rutiand. gov. uk

BY EMAIL ONLY

oW1 Ead
T 0300 050 3500
Dear SirMadam
Rutland Local Plan Review Additional C ion — 5t G B ks and

Additional Sites Documents

Thank you for consulting Natural England on beth the specffic consultation on the S5t George's
Barracks site and on the Additional Sites document. We have reviewed both of these decuments
and have set out our comments below.

Natural England is @ non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpese is to ensure that the

natural is a\d managed for the benefit of present and future
thereby contributing to sustail

1. Specific C ion considering the implicati of potential of 5t

George’s within the Local Plan

Natural England’s main concem with this allocation is the proximity to Rutland Water which is

designated as a Site of Special Scienfific Interest (3351}, Special Protection Area (SPA) and

Ramsar site. We have the following comments:

Introduction

Paragraph 1.17 - we welcome the acknowl within this thatthere isa
requirement for an ecological appraisal and a Habitat Regulations Assessment with respect to
Rutland Water.

Paragraph 1.18 - we note that this that any will need to
address a range of environmental and infrastructure issues. We therefore welcome the additional
paragraph which establishes that the Counc will ensure that future developers will resolve these
issues appropriately in order to secure a sustainable and viable re-use of the site.

Paragraph 1.19 - We note that both the SA and HRA for the 2017 Consultation Draft Local Plan will
be reviewed to take account of the development propesals for 5t. George's

Vision

‘We welcome the provision in the sixth bullet point regarding making the best use of land, particulary
brownfield land. We suggest that this same bullet point should also include the enhancement of
green infrastructure and a net gain in biodiversity.

Strategic Objectives

New Strategic Objective 2a - Natural England generally support this new objective and welcome
the phrase - ‘makes the mosf of local herfage, landscape and biodiversify assefs.”

Strategic Objective 12 - We acknowledge the inclusion of the additional sentence in this objective
to promote development on suitable brownfield sites.

Policy RLPxx — 5t George's Garden Village

Natural England has the following comments on this policy:

‘We note that Rutland Water is not specifically mentioned within the poficy wording or the
accompanying explanatory text. We would suggest that the importance of protecting Rutland

Water's des d sites is specifically highli and that cross is made to the local plan
policy RLP24: Rutland Water.

Net galn In paragraph T of the policy wording we would prefer to see a more positive statement

the of the natural L which i the concept of
biodiversity net gain to comply more closely with advice set out in the revised National Planning
Puolicy Framework (NPPF). We would suggest that the first sentence could read as follows:

“Dresign and development thaf protects and enhances the natural environment within the site
through the creafion of significant areas of public open gpace, a network of green comidors and the
creafion of new habitst fo support a net gain in biodiversity across the whole sife and its refationship
o the wider County.”

net gainis 3 gain in bi assets 35 a result of 3 development
project that may or may not cause biodiversity loss, but where the final output is an overall net gain.
Net gain outcomes can be achieved both on andlor off the development site and should be
embedded into the development process at the earliest stages. Metrics ewist for caleulating the
amount of biodiversity required to achieve net gain. The most commonly used are variants of the
Defra metric which calculates the biodiversity units required to achieve biodiversity net gain. The
aduamage ufuslng arecognised metric to deliver net gain is that it provides a clear, transparent and

ppi to ing a project’s biodi ity impacts that can assist with “de-

risking” a development through the planning process and contribute to wider place-making. Matural
England would be happy to advise further on this apprnach m:l there is f\nhe( information available
onthe Deﬁz website: https:iwww.gov. paper-the-metric-for-

SFe atting-pilot-i land

port - We support paragraph10 that the provision of routes for walking and

cycling.

Green -Wep support the i for “nefworks of

green spaces, a coundry park and high quality open spaces with green access roufes linking fo
nearby setflements and the wider coundryside”. Natural England consider that the delivery of Green
Infrastructure is a key issue for this development. A Gl approach should include the enhancement of
ecological networks which would provide further opportunities to enhance the natural environment in
the area whilst defivering multiple benefits. Dppnmlnmes should be taken to explore partnership
working on this matter with local organisations, and the local i
at the various stages of the development. The potential to incorporate health and wellbeing in terms
of access to the yside and walking ities should also be included.




Environmental mitigation — Matural England welcomes the requirement for proposals to Therefore we would wish to ensure that any of the additional development sites do not result in
demonstrate how they will avedd, minimise and where necessary mitigate or compensate any adverse effects on these designations.

adverse environmental impacts. In particular we welcome the following:
e P 9 ‘We note that a number of the additional sites are closely situated to Rutland Water i e. the sites at

= the provision of a 1sive travel plan (paragraph d and develop of a bespoke Edith Weston. Manton and Oakham. In addition the site at South Luffenham is immediately adjacent
energy strategy (paragraph b) which should result in the reduction of air pollution impacts. to Luffenham Heath Golf Course SSEL It should be ensured that proposals in these locations do not
The propesed development wil potentially impact upen the existing background air quality damage or destroy the interest features for which the 5551 has been notfied.

by increasing the amount of read traffic and the amount of emissions from domestic
dwellings, and so this policy wording will help to address this issue. The environment
impacts of any potential increases in NOx should also be assessed on 55515 in the vicinity
of the proposed development.

= paragraph (g} which sets out the requir i secure imp: in water quality and
surface water management. The discharge of treated foul sewage inte Rutland Water from 225 relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact Roslyn Deeming on
the propesed dewelopment is a particular concem as it could potentially elevate the levels of For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation
phosphorus and nitrogen within Rutland Water. Any proposed masterplan shoukd cover please send your o 1d.ong.uk.
details of foul sewage discharge since Natural England would have no option but to object )
where details on this matter were not included. Yours faithfully

« paragraph (f) which sets out the requi for the of and green
nfrastructure to support biodiversity. We are also pleased to note the provision for open
space, significant areas of new open space and woodland, and the creation of an extensive
walking. cycling and riding network with areas of new green infrastructure. There is likely to
bean ir!c!'e.ased demand for recreational agivi‘ties genem.t.ed by this dewelop!'nem proposal Lead Adviser
andsoitis |mpnnannha‘_t :Ieta!s of recreational opportunities shu_ld he prut.llde_d at the Sustainable Growth & Marine Team
proposed development site which could off-set some of the potential increases in Eazst Midlands Area
recreational pressure at Rutland Water

‘We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantme you have any
queries please do not hesitate to contact us.

Roslyn Deeming

We also supgest that this section of the policy wording should refier to the following-

= Functional land - There is potential for the breeding and passage waterfowd, which are
notfied interest features of Rutland S551/SPARamsar, to use the proposed development
site &s functional land. This needs to be clarified to ensure no negative impacts result upon
the birds.
= Water table impacts — The proposed quarying of mineral from the proposed development
site will result in changes to existing ground levels and on existing rock aquifers. The
potential impacts upon Rutiand Water should be assessed to rube out any significant effects.
= Protected species — Surveys of protected species should accompany any proposal on this
site and how their protection can b= achieved given the scale of the proposed changes that
will result from the construction of a large number of new dwellings and guarrying mineral
from a large part of the site.
Best and most versatile agricultural (BMV) land and soils — The area of proposed
development is Bkely to includes BMV land therefore detailed agricuthural land classfication
{ALC) information should be provided with any application to apply the requi of the
NPPF.

.

2. Additional Sites 2018

Rutland has 18 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (S355Is), which are all protected wnder the Wildife
& Countryside Act 1081 {As Amended), including Rutiand Water which is an intemationally
designated wetland site with importance for wintering and passage wildfowl. As well as the 5551
designation, Rutland Water is also designated a Special Protection Area (SPA) and a Ramsar Site.

(ii) Meeting Note 31/5/18 — St George’s barracks

MEETING NOTE By contrast, DF explained that although no detailed formal surveys of the airfield have been

undertaken, it is likely that the majority of the area is could be of at least County value for the
grassland communities that it contains. This is based on anecdotal records provided by Tim Collins.
IE noted that they were aware of the records of Tim Collins (a5 he is an NE employee] and
suggested that parts of the site may even reach 5551 standard. If future surveys confirmed that this
was the case, it may not necessarily have a significant impact upon the development, but may
influence the proposed mitigation and enhancements within the airfield section of the site. IE
suggested that NE would be willing to work with the developer on this, but future solutions would
need to be based on sufficient survey information. IE also suggested that NE would need to be
happy that any potential significant impacts upon ecology were resolved in principal before NE
could support the masterplan and its allocation in any emerging new local plan. NRE would also
expect to see no net loss of valuable habitats/protected species.

PROJECT: St George's Barracks
SUBJECT:  Potential ecological constraints
DATE: 31% May 2018

LOCATION:  Matwural England Offices, N

ingham

ATTENDEES:  Kristina Cox (KC), Lovisa Aspen (LA} & [an Evans (IE)- Natural England
Simon Jenkins (51] - RegenCo, East Hzampshire District Council

Derek Finnie (DF]) — Derek Finnie Associates IE suggested that the consideration is given to undertaking the necessary surveys on the airfield

sooner rather than later.

bl

Protected Sites and impact upon these

DF outlined some potential impacts upen the SPA, particularly the potential negative impact upon
the winter wildfow! population as  result of the increase in recreational disturbance. IE pointed
out that the water sports on Rutland Water arz controlled and licensed by Anglian Water, who
own the reservair. As such, the level of users is currently controlled. Hence an increase in the
number of residents close to the reservoir would not lead to an increase in recreation pressure
from water sports. Informal recreation around the edge of the lake is also managed through the
provision of a footpath, which avoids the critical bird areas. So, again, no negative impact is
envisaged.

Agenda ltems
1. Introduction to the Proposed Development

SJ outlined the latest masterplan that has been produced and explained the current timescales,
with the possibility of the masterplan being accepted by mid 2019.

M

Introduction to Natural England Reports and information

IE briefly outlined the information available from NE, including Standing Advice on protected

. IE did point out that one of the critical pressures on Rutland Water is water quality. If the St
species.

George's proposal could ensure that sewage system could be designed to take sewage south away
from the lake, and the system also had the capacity to take some of the existing sewage from the
surrounding area which currently goes into the Iake, then there is 3 potential positive impact upon
the SPA 10 be had.

3. Protected Species — Standing Advice
DF outlined the ecological surveys that have been undertaken across the site to date, explaining
that the site effectively fell into three distinct areas: the Barracks themselves, the golf course and
the former airfield.

IE also suggested consideration would need to be given to potential increases in NOx levels and

DF suggested the Barracks have little ecological interest, although there is the potential they how this may impzct upon the SPA.

support protected species, in particular some of the buildings and trees have low potential to
support bats. However, given the lead in time to potential removal of these features and the
amount of space within the red line, the provision of adequate mitigation for protected species
should, in principle, be achievable. IE agreed.

The use of the site, principally the grassland areas within the airfield by grazing wildfowl, would
also need to be investigated, including night grazing.

However, over NE felt that the proposal is unlikely to have a significant negative impact upon the
SPA, with the potential for positive gains to be made. NE were happy to work with us taking the

The golf course has been assessed as having limited ecological value, although again protected
&o! & € g Eh again P proposal forward.

species, including great crested newt, bats and badgers may be present. However, once again,
there should be adequate time and space to provide suitable mitigation within the development.
Again, IE agreed in principle_




5. Site minerals
The extraction of mineral was discussed and how this would impact upen the grassland within the
site. As it is likely the mineral will be extracted in a phased fashion, there is scope for re-
instatement of valuable grassland areas. However, the significance of any potential negative
impact form this approach would need to be assessed against full survey information and

of the c NE welcomed the principle that the grassland around the
Thor missile sites would remain untouched, as would a buffer zone betwsen the residential area
and the mineral area.

It may also be necessary/beneficial to work with the mineral extraction company and explore the
possibility of using ancther nearby site as a receptor site for some of the removed grassland
material.

6. Partnership Opportunities
KC strongly recommended that interested wildlife groups be consulted, with the possibility of
involving them in the long-term management of the Site. DF reported that discussions had already
been held with L ire and Rutiand Records Centre and the Woodland Trust,
bath of whom were keen to work with the developer in 2 positive manner.

Summary

Qverall, it was 2 positive mesting, with no major obstacles to the re-development of the site being.
identified. However, NE did stress the need for detailed survey information of the site, particularly
the airfield to ensure that ate avoidance, or enhancement fies can be
identified at an early stage. NE suggestad that the surveys may want to commence this year if
formal approval of the masterplan is being sought in 2013,

NE were keen to undertake a site visit. 3) would investigate the possibility.

(iii) Meeting Note 26/6/18 — St George’s barracks

Date: 26 June 2018
Ourref. DAS 3662/13243/244207
Yourref: none

BY EMAIL ONLY

RegenCo East Hampshire District Council,
Penns Place, Petersfield,

Hampshire,
GU31 4EX

Dear Simon

Discretionary Advice Service (Charged Advice)
DAS 3662
D

and i of St Georges Bamacks, North Luffenham,
LE158RL

Iamwnlmgtufolbwl.purmeehngonﬂ May 2018, which we all agreed was a valuable
to discuss the at St Georges Barracks. Kristina Cox and lan
Evans of Natural England provided advice at the meeting.

This advice is being provided as part of Natural England’s Discretionary Advice Service. RegenCo
has asked Natural England to provide advice upon:

EmebmmmMmemmmsPA as a result of the
proposed re-development of 5t George's Barracks. Mmammsﬂm&s
fo ensure the integrify of the Natura 2000 can be mair proposal”

This advice is provided in accordance with the Quotation and Agreement ref. DAS 3662 dated
10/5/2018.

The following advice is based upon the information within:

Early Draft Masterplan for the site-received 31/5/2018
RegenCo DAS Submission Supporting text- received 30/5/2018

Protected Sites

The site is adjacent to Rutland Water Site of Special Scientific Interest (SS51) and Special
Protection Area (SPAYRamear site. This 1349.5 hectare site supports exceptional numbers and
diversity of passage and wintering birds. The establishment of this large modem reservoir has
created a major wetland area which combines extensive sheets of open water with a complex of
wetland and lakeside habitats including lagoons, islands, mudfiats, reed swamp, marsh, old
meadows, pasture, scrub and mature woodland. The diversity of waders using the site on passage
is outstanding for an inland site, while the diversity of the population of breeding waterfowd is of
international significance.
Further i ion about is available at

https: I i org uk/SearchCounty aspx.

‘Whilst Natural England is nfme opmnn that the pmpqsa‘] development is not mutually incompatible
with the nati and i site, we consider the following matters

need to be clarified to avoid any potential harm:

= Foul sewage — The discharge of treated foul sewage into Rutland Water from the proposed
lopment could potentially elevate the levels of phosphorus and nitrogen within the water

column of Rutland Water. This could directly and indirectly hamm the features of interest for
which the site is notified as well as harm the water supply function of this water body. For
this reason, the foul sewage should not be discharged to a sewage treatment plant that
discharges into Rutland Water. Any proposed masterplan that is intended to inform a new
proposed housing allocation in the Local Plan or support an applicafion for planning
pemmission, should cover these details since Natural England would have no option but to
object where details of the foul sewage treatment and disposal arrangements were not

included.
= Functional land - There is pcmenllﬂlurlhe rmﬂied interest features of Rutiand SS51 and
SPA to use the i land when these features are

present on Rutland Water. This needs to be clarified to ensure no negative impacts upon

the notified features.
= Water table impacts — The proposed quarrying of mineral from the proposed development

site will result in changes to existing ground levels and on exisiing rock aquifers. The

potential impacts upon Rutland Water should be assessed fo rule out any potential effects.
= Recreational pressures upon Rutland Water — Natural England acknowledges that
Rutland Water has limited public nghts of way and is not open access land. Recreational
access is controlled and managed at Rutland Water by the landowner, and for this reason,
the potential increase in recreational pressures at Rutland Water will be different to other
European sites like Thames Basin Heaths SPA and some coastal SPAs, where there are
more public access rights. However, details shoulcl be pmvndedonme recreamna
opportunities to be provided by the site which
could off-set some of the potential increases in rEcrEatond pressure at Rutiand Water. This
should also include an assessment to identify where existing public access facilities at
Rutland Water may need to be extendedi , etc. above the existing provision in order
to accommodate the increased demand that is Ii(elyk: be generated by this development

l.

Air pollution impacts — The proposed development will impact upon the existing
background air guality by increasing the amount of road traffic and the amount of emissions
from domestic dwellings, etc. The environment impacts of any potential increases in NOx.
should be assessed on S55Is in the vicinity of the proposed development.

Due to the likely impacts of this development on designated sites, this propesal may reguire a
statutory EIA under the Town and Couvﬂry Planning {Ermrorlmenlxl Impact Assessmm‘t}

i 2011 or the Planning (Er
2009. Further advice and confirmation should be sought from |he Local Planning Aulhorlty

Local wildlife information

A local naturalist has sent Natural England a copy of his report entitled “North Luffenham Airfield
Wildlife Report 20177, a copy of which is being sent to you with his permission, following your
request at our meeting.

The wildlife report does not represent the views or opinions of Natural England or the staff giving

advice. However, it gives details of a vaniety of wildiife interest on the site, which we advised should
be validated by the developer as it could be relevant to a future planning application.

The report suggests that there may be locally important reptile and butterfly populations which
would need to be properly quantified and qualified. This work should start as soon as possible, since
the presence of such species would be material to any planning decision.

For most of the wildlife mentioned in the report, which includes birds, the habitats on which they



depend will be crucial to sustaining them into the future. The report suggests that there may be
some interesting calcareous and neutral grassland habitats which could be nationally important.
This should be clarified by undertaking appropriate surveys as soon as possible to determine their
extent and quality. Gaining this |nfotmabon ‘would be really helpful because without it, acceptance
of any proposed or proposed will be made much more difficult.

Protected Species

Badgers and bats are also presenl and you repurted tha1 there may be other protected species.
Whilst bats and badgers could site, how this could be
achieved needs to be clarified, gwen the scale ofme pmpnsed changes that will occur as a result of
constructing a large number D‘f new dwellings and guamying mineral from a large part of the site.

Natural England has produced Standing Advice on protected species which is available on its
website. Whilst this advice is primarily designed to assist local planning authorities better
understand the information required when the impact of de upon

species, it also contains a wealth of information to help applicants ensure that their applications
comply with good practice guidelines and contribute to sustainable development. In particular |
‘would draw your attention to the flow chart which gives guidance on the species that are likely to be
present on the application site based upon readily identifiable habitat features. Please refer to this
Standing Advice for further information on what information the authority may require in terms of
survey and mitigation proposals.

Further information can also be DLrLamed from The Inshtuis of Ecology and Environmental
Mar The Bat Cor Trust and B Planning Toolkit.

Biodiversity Net Gain

The concept of biodiversity Net Gain may be usefully employed in this development proposal.
Biodiversity net gain is a demonstrable gain in biodiversity assets as a result of a development
project that may or may not cause biodiversity loss, but where the final output is an overall net gain.
Net gain outcomes can be achieved both on and/or off the development site and should be
embedded into the development process at the earliest stages.

Metrics exist for calculating the amount of biodiversity required to achieve net gain. The most
commonly used are variants of the Defra metric which calculates the biodiversity units required to
achieve biodiversity net gain. The advantage of using a recognised metric to deliver net gain is that
it provides a clear, transparent and evidence-based approach to assessing a project’s biodiversity
impacts that can assist with “de-risking” a development through the planning process and confribute
‘o wider place-making.

Natural England would be happy to advise further on this approach and there is further information
available on the Deim websne

¥ erm
Mlng-gllat—m-em\am

Other advice

There are also other possible impacts resulting from this proposal that you should consider when
developing your planning application. These issues, together with where you may find further
guidance, are summarised below.

Green Infrastructure

The proposed development is within an area that Natural England considers could benefit from
enhanced green infrasiructure provision. Multi-functional green infrastructure can perform a range of
functions including ecological netwurks \mpmved ﬂood risk provision of

green space, climate change and Evidence and advice on
green infrastructure, (GI) including the economlc benefits can be found on the gov.uk website
Green Infrastructure

v) E-mail exchanges

From: Decming, Roshyn (maito (.

Sent: 04 November 2019 16:40
To: Paul Tebbitt
Subject: Rutland Local Plan

Dear Paul

Delivery of Gl is considered a key aspect for the area_ A Gl approach to include ecological
networks would provide further opportunities to enhance the natural environment in the area whilst
delivering multiple benefits. There is for instance scope to improve access into and within the site.
There is also an opportunity to explore parinership working with local organisations and educational
establishments at the various stages of the development. We would encourage some community
engagement at the relevant time as the site will potentially offer health and wellbeing in terms of
access to the countryside and walking opportunities.

Best and most versatile agricultural land and soils

The developer should ensure that sufficient detailed agricultural land classification (ALC) information
is provided to apply the reguirements of the NPPF. Further information is contained in Natural
England's Technical Infermation Mote 049. Agricultural Land Classification information is available
on the Magic website on the Data.Gov.uk website. If you consider the proposal has significant
implications for further loss of ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land, we would be pleased to
discuss the matter further.

Guidance on soil protection is available in the Defra Consfruction Code of Practice for the
Sustainable Use of Seils on Construction Sites, and we recommend its use in the design and
construction of development. We advise that you uses an appropnately experienced soil specialist
to advise on, and supenvise soil handling, including identifying when soils are dry enough to be
handled and how to make the best use of soils on site.

Local wildlife sites

Local wildlife or geclogical sites remain material considerations in the determination of planning
applications. Further information in relation fo may be available from Rutland County Council: . A
more comprehensive, but not exhaustive, list can be found at Wildlife and Counfryside link.

Local landscape

The impact of this proposal on a local Iandscape character will be a material consideration when the
authority determines your planning 1. Further i 1 on any local

character assessment may be available.

For clarification of any points in this letter, please contact Kristina Cox on_

This letter concludes Matural England’s Advice within the Quotation and Agreement DAS 3662
dated 10/05/2018.

E The advice provided in this letter has been through Natural England’s Quality Assurance
process

The advice provided within the Discretionary Advice Service is the professional advice of the Natural
England adviser named below. It is the best advice that can be given based on the information
provided so far. Its quality and detail is dependent upon the quality and depth of the information
which has been provided. It does not constitute a statutory response or decision, which will be made
by Natural England acting corporately in its role as statutory consultee to the competent authority
after an application has been submitted. The advice given is therefore not binding in any way and is
provided without prejudice to the consideration of any statutory consultation response or decision
‘which may be made by Natural England in due course. The final judgement on any proposals by
Natural England is reserved until an application is made and will be made on the information then
available, including any medifications to the proposal made after receipt of discretionary advice. All
pre-application advice is subject to review and revision in the light of changes in relevant
considerafions, including changes in relation to the facts, scientific knowledge/evidence, policy,
guidance or law. Natural England will not accept any liability for the accuracy, adequacy or
completeness of, nor will any express or implied warranty be given for, the advice. This exclusion
does not extend to any fraudulent misrepresentation made by or on behalf of Natural England.

Thank you consulting Natural England regarding the emerging Rutland Local Plan by your email of 23° October.

In your email you have identified the main Strategic Matters related to the Natural Environment which will form the basis of a statement of Common Ground. | can confirm that Natural

England agrees with the matters that you have set out but we would also suggest that you may also want to consider the following matters:

The protection and enhancement of Green Infrastructure - Multi-functional green infrastructure can perform a range of functions including improved flood risk management, provision of
accessible green space, climate change adaptation and biodiversity enhancement.

Biodiversity Net Gain - The government announced in July this year that it will mandate net gains for biodiversity on new developments in England to deliver an overall increase in
biodiversity. Furthermore net gain is referenced in the new NPPF, and is included within the government's 25 year plan “A Green Future”. Biodiversity net gain is a demonstrable gain in
biodiversity assets as a result of a development project that may or may not cause biodiversity loss, but where the final output is an overall net gain. Net gain outcomes can be achieved both

on and/or off the development site and should be embedded into the development process at the earliest stages.

‘You may also be interested to know that the new Biodiversity metric 2.0 (beta test version) 2.0 has now been published. The user guide, calculation tool and detailed technical supplement can
all be downloaded from hitp:/nepubprod.appspot.com/publication/5850908674228224 .

| hope this is of assistance to you and | would be happy to discuss the environmental policies further as the Plan progresses.

Kind regards
Roslyn

Roslyn Deeming

Senior Adviser

Planning for a Better Environment Team
East Midlands Area



Appendix 3.6 - Highways England (HIE)

i) E-mail from AECOM (HiE’s agents) January 2018 — Re: St George’s Barracks

From: Romanowski, Mark [maito RN

Sent: 19 January 2018 15:27

Tos Neil Tomlinson < SEEG— - o'yn Green -
cc: Frth, peter < S

Subject: RE: St Georges Barracks, Edith Weston - Transport Assessment Rev 1 (Draft)
Neil/ Robyn,
Please zee attached Revision 1 of the St. George’s Barracks TA, which incorporates the comments below

We've assessed the AG06 / Al junction with the St Georges Barracks traffic and traffic from the Stamford development. Traffic for the Stamford development has been derrved from TRICS based on the quantums you
provided

In summary, the east and west priority junctions with the AG06 cutrently operate approaching / over capacity. The amount of St George's Barracks traffic though this junction is low, therefore has no impact on the operation.
However, the Stam ford development traffic would force the junction significantly over capacity without mitigation mtroduced

Please let me know if you’d kke to meet to discuss - Peter and I would be happy to come to vour offices.
Kind regards,
Mark

Mark Romanowskd, BSc (Hons) CMILT
Principal Consultant, Transportation, Strategic Planning & Advisory

ii) E-mail from AECOM (HiE’s agents) April 2019 — re: development at Stamford North

Fri 12/04/2019 08:50

Lepidi, Sara </
RE: St Georges Barracks, Rutland

~

Cc  HE instructions; Pinnock, Samantha; Griffiths, Scarlett; Gogna, Sunil; Neil Tomlinson

OF\ag for follow up.
Click here to download pictures. Te help protect your privacy, Outlock prevented automatic download of some pictures in this message.

Hi Chris,
‘We hope this email arrives in time for your meeting tomorrow.
‘We have reviewed your queries below and comment as follows:

* We are aware that the transport modelling work undertaken in support of the Stamford North development included the collection of traffic survey data (from June 2016) which covered
observation of queue lengths. The surveys were commissioned by PBA in 2016 on behalf of Burghley Estates and we recommend you liaise directly with PBA in order to have access to this
information. We note that, as previously mentioned, the transport assessment work undertaken in support of the development should be based on survey data not older than 3 years.

* With regards to your second query, we note that the Stamford North development was tested for 2036 using the Stamford VISUM transport model. The traffic flows included background growth
derived using TEMPro and the committed Stamford West Development (planning reference $12/0864). In order for you to understand if the St George Barrack development was included within
the Stamford North assessment you will need to review the TEMPro growth assumptions applied in that assessment.

& With regards to the last two points of your email, Highways England is aware of the future development pressures in the area and is keen to work with the relevant Local Planning Authorities to
understand the combined impact of future developments on the Strategic Road Network {SRN) junctions in the area. However, discussions regarding such study are ongoing and not committed
at this stage. Notwithstanding the above, we consider that it is the developer’s responsibility to demonstrate that their development can either be accommodated by the existing infrastructure
or its impact mitigated through improvement schemes. Please note that Highways England’s position is reliant on the provision of suitable transport assessments and investigation/ provision of
any mitigation schemes that may be required on the SRN to accommodate the development traffic at the planning stage.

‘We hope this helps.

Kind regards,
Sara

Sara Lepidi
Engineer, Transportation & Traffic



iii) E-mail from HiE copied to RCC March 2019 — re: development at Stamford North

srom: G, scaent (s

Sant: 26 March 2019 10044

Tao: Paul Wilson 4

Swhject: RE: 190307 Stamford Morth - Quanry Farm site (up ba G50 g units] - ranspart scaping
exeroise amail

Hi Paul,

Thank you for your email enquiry of 7 March 2018, regarding the propesed Quarry
Farm residential-led development located to the north of Stamford.

W understand that this proposal for up to 850- dwellings (ncleding a local centre
and caurntry park) is part of the wider Stamfard Morth development (for up to 2000
dwellings and twa local centres) promioted throwgh the South Kasiswen and Rutiand
Local Plan revizws. Highways England was consulted on the proposed Stamford
Morth allacation in February 2017 by Peter Brett Associates (PEA) which, as
mentioned in your ernail, was undertsking assessments for the wider site using the
WISUM “Updated Stamford Maodel” on behalf of Burghley Estates and Lagdiest
Homes.

Our comments on the work underiaken st the fime are included in the atiached
Technical Mate 2 (TMZ2) prepared by our consutants AECOM. We recommend you to
take info account the commenis ratsed in this TM when preparing the Transport
Aszzsessment (TA) for the proposed development.

W have now reviewed the proposed TA methodology detailed in your email below
and hawe the following comments.

Assessmment Methodology

From your email below, it is our understanding that you are suggesting to assess the
impact of the proposed development on the surrounding network using the VISUM
model for Stamford. Can you please clarfy whather the WISUM model version that
you are gaing to use is the same that AECOM reviewed in their THN27

‘W recommend that the assumptions undertying the medelling work ane reviewsd
and agresd with Highways England before the assessments sre camied out, also in
light of the comments provided in THZ

Trip generstion

The trip rates for the residential element of the development shown in your email
below have been previously agreed by Highways England in support of the Stamford
Morth allaeation. We find their use in the forthecoming TA suitsble.

W note that you are suggesting not to include trips from the local centre and
courtry park in the overzll trip peneration for the site based on the fact that the local
centre would generate inksd and pass-by frips only and the country park is expected
to generate trips outside netwark peak hours. These assumptions appear reasonable
atthis stage, howewer in arder for us to confirmn that, further details regarding the
land use mix of the local cantre will have to be provided in support of the planning

apglication. Similarty, further details on the type of activities that the country park will
host should be provided.

Assessment Scenarios
Please note that, in ine with Department for Transport's ([Es) Circular 022013, the
following assessment scenarios need to be carried out and subrmitted for our review:

= @an Opening Year Scenanio (the year in which the development is expecied to
be opened). From your email this appears to be 2021, but it should be
confirmed.

« an Opening Year Plus Committed Development Scenario; and

= an'Opening Year Scenario Test' - Opening Year plus Committed
Development plus the proposed developrment, {in other words, Baseline +
Cormmitted Developments + 100% of Developrrent Flows) which will
determine whether any mitigation is required for the Strategic Foad Network

(SRM).

In line with the work undertaken in 2017, we would expect thess asseszments to be
undertaken for the following junctions as 3 minirmum:

« A1/ AS121 Junction;
= A1/ AB0E Empmgham Read Junction: and
= A1/B81081 Qld Great Morth Road Junction.

Please note that the oversll mitigstion packape wil need to be identified for the
opening year with the full development traffic in place. Following that, fripgers for the
proposed improvement works can be identified based on the level of development
that can be safely accommeodated by the existing network.

The irmpact of the developrnent should also be zszessed for ten years after the date
«of registration of a planning apglication ar the end of the relevant Local Plan,
whichever is the greater. This is for information so that Highways England can inform
their programme of works for the future.

‘Committed developments
Please note that all committed devslopments and infrastructure on the suroundings
of the site should be induded in the future year scenario assessments.

We note that the VISUM modal updated in 201702018 included the committed Land
West of Stamford dewsloprrent (planning

referenge 51200884) in the Do Minimum and Do Something scenarios tested. We
recommend you lisise with relevant local planning authonties to determing all the
committed developments that should be included in the asza=sment. We nate that
some developments may have received planning permission following the
development of the VISUM model.

Cumulative Impact Asseszment [C1A)

We note that you are proposing to undertake a Cumulative Impact Assessment (CLA)
for the owerall Stamford Morth site, which we welcome a5 this would allow us
understanding the ability of the A1 Trunk Road to accommadats the overall forecast

traffic flows in terms of capacity and =afety. For Highways England punposes, this
should be undertaken for both opening year and design year scenarios.

These commends are only advisory and imply no pre-detsrmined view as to the
accaptabiity of the proposed development in traffic, environmental or highway terms.
We would be happy to review a draft Transport Assessment prior te its submission
a5 part of & planning application to confirm that everything has been addressed and
determing whether further assessment is required. In the measntime, we hops you

find this advice useful.

Kind regards
ristt

Scarlett Griffithe

iv) Letter from HiE September 2017 — re: emerging Local Plan



} highways
england

Our ref: Martin Seldon

Your ref: Asgistant Spatial Planning & Economic
Development Manager
Floar @

Rutland County Cowncil The Cubs

Planning Pelicy Team 192 Wharfside Street

Birmingham B1 1RN

Direct Line: (NN ENENENENND

5 September 2017

We do however, acknowledged that a cross boundary development opportunity has
been identified in the Local Plan at Stamford North which is in close proximity to the A1,
Whilst a large proportion of growth has been allecated to the neighbouring South
Kesteven District Council area, a total of 800 dwellings have been allocated to be
deliverad to the portion of land within Rutland known as Quamry Farm. We consider that
there is likely to be a cumulative impact on the A1 as a result of growth in both Rutland
and Scuth Kestewen which will need to be considered further through the undertaking of
a Transport Assessment. We would also expect that as part of the 'duty to co-operate’
agenda. Rutland County Council would engage with South Kesteven District Council
and Highways England during this process.

We have no further comments to provide, and trust that the abowve is useful in the
progression of the Rutland Local Plan.

Dear SirMadam Yours faithful ly

CONSULTATION — RUTLAND DRAFT LOCAL PLAN .r{
o1
Al
Highways England welcomes the opportunity to comment on the draft Rutland Local
Plan that covers the period 2015-2038. We understand that this consultation follows on
from the Isswes and Options consultation which took place in early 2018. Martin Seldon

0D Midlands Spatial Planning & Economic Development Team
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as Ema il:*

strategic highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is
the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic Road
Metwork (SRM). It is cur role to maintain the safe and efficient cperation of the SRN
whilst acting as a delivery partner to naticnal economic growth. In relation to the Rutland
Local Plan, our principle interest is safeguarding a section of the A1, which routes
through the east of the Local Plan area.

We understand that the Objectively Assessed Need for Rutland is 4,000 dwellings of
which there is a residual requirement fo deliver 1.503 dwelling by 2038, We note that
this has reduced slightty since the previous consultation which sat out a residual
requirement of 1,580 dwellings. However based on the housing allocations set out in the
draft Local Plan, we note that 1,678 dwellings have been identified to be delivered
alomgside 25 hectares of employment land.

Approcimately 70% of the dwellings will be delivered in Oakham and Uppingham which
are located to the west of Rutland. We expect that a significant amount of vehicle trips
associated with these developments would route to and from Leicester and therefore
would not use the A1. However given the scale of residual development being
proposad, together with axisting allocations, we consider that there could be some
impacts on the operation of the& 1, particularly at the A1 / AB0S junction and that the
cumulative impacts of growth in Oakham should be subject to a transport assessment in
order to better understand the impacts and potential need for mitigation.

Appendix 3.7 - Rutland County Council (Local Highway Authority)

i) Meeting between Local Planning Authority and Local Highway Authority 18/12/19

Rutland Local Plan
Meeting between Rutland County Council - Local Plans and Local Highway Authority.

Rutland County Council Offices (2pm — 18/12/19)

Notes of meeting
Attendees:
Paul Tebbitt (PT): Rutland County Council (RCC)

Robyn Green (RG): Rutland County Council (RCC)
Chris Capps (CC): Rutland County Council (RCC)

1. Background and Rutland Local Plan update

e PT advised that the meeting was primarily to discuss Strategic matters in relation to
the emerging Rutland Local Plan and in particular potential transport impacts.

2. Key issues



Key issues and questions included:

What are the main transport issues that have been identified as a result of the growth
proposed in the plan? (mainly St George’s Barracks & Stamford North)

e The transport impacts from St George’s barracks were assessed as part of the
HIF bid. No insurmountable impacts were identified as part of the TA work. Some
mitigation measures are required on site and on the wider highway network. No
material adverse impact arises on the Strategic Road Network. The policy will
require criteria that seeks to mitigate any adverse transport impacts.

e The proposed growth at Stamford North has been jointly assessed as part of the
emerging South Kesteven Local Plan. The impacts will require mitigation
measures and detailed Transport Assessments will inform these.

What are the main mitigation measures proposed to address any issues identified?
Would these satisfactorily mitigate the impacts?

¢ The main impacts identified are on the A1/ A606 junction. Mitigation measures
are proposed as part of the proposed development at Stamford north.

e Some work is already in progress in order to improve the junction.

Would the mitigation measures on the A606 / Al junction proposed as part of the
Stamford north development mitigate the impacts arising from St George’s as well as
Stamford North?

o RCC LHA Officers were not aware of any evidence that the proposed works
arising from the Stamford North development would mitigate any impacts arising
from St George’s barracks.

e RCC LHA Officers did not anticipate any ‘Severe’ impacts on the A1 arising from
development at St George’s but this would be considered in more detail by
Highways England who are responsible for the Strategic Road Network.

Do we have any e-mails or other evidence from Highways England to suggest that
they have no concerns?

¢ RG advised that she would seek to identify these. Notwithstanding this, no
insurmountable objections have been raised by HiE.

Is there any evidence (e-mails / meeting notes / evidence reports etc.) that | can use
to demonstrate that there has been cooperation between RCC and Highways
England / neighbouring LHAs in preparing the local plan.

e RCC LHA Officers indicated that multiple discussions / correspondence had
occurred between RCC (LHA) and Highways England. RG advised that e-mails
would be provided to demonstrate engagement.



vi.  Were RCC LHA Officers aware of any cross-boundary implications in
Northamptonshire, Lincolnshire & Leicestershire?

e RCC LHA Officers were aware that there may be some implications for Rutland
County as a result of growth in Corby. The implications for growth on Caldecote
had previously been considered but insufficient evidence existed to demonstrate
severe impacts.

3. Statement of Engagement

e PT advised that a Statement of Engagement would be prepared to demonstrate
that ongoing discussions had been held with the appropriate departments within
the Local Authority. RG advised that the ‘Director of Place’ might be best placed
to sign this.

4, Other Strategic Matters that need to be discussed

e None were identified.

5. Future stages of plan production

e PT advised that consultation on the Draft Plan (Publication Version) would likely
be late winter / early spring 2020.

6. AOB

e No other issues were identified.

ii) Email dated 20" March 2018 confirming engagement on site assessment

Local Plan - Site Appraisals

haron Baker
Egress Switch: Unprotected

Message 0" SHELAA Site List inc. Old & New Ref. RGxlsx | All Maps for Sites Appraised - March 2018.pdf %] LPR_new sites to be appraised (March 2018).pdf

HiRobyn,

Following your meeting with Sharon regarding the Local Plan sites, please find attached a spreadsheet of all the sites, some of which you have already appraised and some additional sites e.g. St. George's Barracks. As you will see they have been re-referenced to
SHELAA/0¢/xx but | have also included a column with the old LPR references.

Please check through the list to make sure all sites have been appralsed. Please nate that if the cell Is greyed out, the site does not need to be appraised. The maps can be found at the attached ‘All Maps for Sites Appralsed PDF. This Is also 3 good opportunity to add
any additional information to the sites already appraised e.g. Brook Road

You will also see at the bottom of the spreadsheet that there are 9 new sites which have recently been submitted and have nat yet been formally mapped nor referenced. The relevant maps can be found at the attached ‘LPR_new sites to be appraised’ PDF.

Any querles, give me a call.

Many thanks,
Shaza
Shaza Mark MRTPI | Seni lannir

Rutiand Gounty Council



i) Highway Comments on site options 22" August 2019

Thu 22/08/2019 12:04

Robyn Green
RE: Highways Comments

To Rachel Armstrong; Sharon Baker

O vou replied to this message on 22/08/2019 12:19.

Towns & Local Service Impact on wider

Centres Access from/to the site netwaork Lead Loczl Flood Autharity

RHY¥03

WHILZ

LANDZ

BAED3

| think this site slready has
BAEDS4 planning permizsion.

CLID1 - Wooflox

COT12b - this stie has been
refused on sustzinzbility
grounds by &n inspector

Appendix 3.8 - Rutland County Council (Local Education Authority)

i) Correspondence between LPA and LEA



From: Karen Sinclair

Sent: 28 October 2018 15:55

Tor il Curts <.

Subject: Rutland Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update

Dear Gill

I am writing in relation to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (1DP) for Rutland County Council.

You have previously provided information to assist the Council’s consultants (AECOM) prepare a draft IDP. The Council is now finalising the review of the Rutland Local Plan with a view to publishing it in

the next few months for statutory consultation prior to it being submitted for examination. Alongside this we are reviewing and updating the IDP to ensure that it accurately reflects the infrastructure

required to support the housing and employment growth being put forward in the Local Plan and | would be grateful for your assistance as part of this process.

I have attached an excel spreadsheet (Proposed Development Allocations) which sets out:

+ details of the preferred housing and employment allocations (Preferred Allocations)

* details of reserve housing and employment allocations [Reserve Allocations), which will only come forward in the event that the development of a new garden village at St George’s Barracks, Edith
Weston does not come forward.

Maps showing the location of each of the sites is also attached.

I have also attached an extract from the draft IDP Project Schedule with sets out the education projects identified as being required to support the intended level of future growth in the County and the
development site allocations.

I would be grateful if you could review the project schedule details and:

+  Confirm whether the identified projects remain current or provide updated details if the projects have progressed/further information is available;

+ Identify any additional infrastructure requirements or service delivery projects relating to the preferred allocations either on a site specific basis or broader settlement context. If possible, it would
be helpful to know if there were specific primary/secondary schools which would require additional spaces to be provided and, if so, whether there are any constraints to providing this i.e. lack of
available land;

s Identify any additional infrastructure requirements or service delivery projects relating to the reserve allocations either on a site specific basis or broader settlement context if they were come
forward in addition to the preferred allocations {excluding St George’s Barracks); and

+ Identify any infrastructure investment projects/proposals programmed to come forward during the Local Plan period (to 2036) that would not necessarily be directly related to the allocated sites.

Your response be the 11" November 2018 would be appreciated.

If you have any queries then please to not hesitate to contact me.

From: Gill Curtis
Sent: 22 November 2015 16:40

To: Andrew vierr <SR <= o' S o+ ele: <

Subject: RE: Rutland Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update

Thank you for this Andrew

There is currently a feasibility study being prepared to look at potential site(s) for expansion at secondary school level but only at the briefing stage.
Uppingham Primary School has been put to one side at this time — no pressures in the area. Oakham Primary still in the pipeline but not required at this stage.
Nothing in the programmed stage though.

Nothing else to add from me

Regards

Gill

Gill Curtis| Head of Learning and Skills
Rutland County Council
Catmose, Oakham, Rutland LE15 6HP

From: Jonathan Weller
Sent: 22 November 2015 15:44

To: Gill curtis < G ; - e Merry_>: Karen S\'nc\a\'r_
Subject: RE: Rutland Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update

Hiall

I'm not sure | can add too much more to this.

My school capacity forecasts (annual SCAP return) cover five-year (primary) and seven-year (secondary) periods.

Latest forecasts indicate plenty of capacity county-wide at primary level, and some potential future capacity issues in the secondary schools.

The IDP document describes a project concerning net demand for primary school schools of 404 places, and 154 for secondary. These must be for the whole local plan timeframe and include things like St
George’s.

Thanks,

Jonathan Weller | Business Intelligence Manager
Rutland County Council
Catmose, Oakham, Rutland LE15 6HP

ii) Education Workshop notes relating to St George’s Barracks.

Future Development of St George’s Barracks: Education Workshop

Council Chamber, Ipm 7 June 2018



(Clir Wilby): would be useful to model pupil forecasts for 2022, 2025, 2030, 2036.

(CS) It will be important to look at pupil forecasts for North Stamford development
alongside forecasts for St George’s.

(SM) Edith Weston would struggle to continue if they get any smaller. They monitor
numbers weekly as changes on this basis — e.g. unexpectedly had 4 children leave this week.
‘Expecting real problems by 2020/2021

(FW) St Mary & St John — holding firm at the moment, seeing increase form Northants.
Fewer army children then ever (29) & losing a couple of those.

(SW) — interested in looking at yield figures. Oakham housing developments not finished yet.
Primary school plans on hold as pupil yield does not currently warrant it. Currently
pressures — e.g. Catmose Primary turned away |3 for intake of 30 this year. For first time
Catmose has bus running from Uppingham to Oakham and drawing in students from North
Luffenham etc. St George’s Development wouldn’t create a primary problem for Oakham
(or alleviate it) but it would create a different primary problem elsewhere in the County.

(SW & CS) Need to consider issues about geographic placement — roughly equidistant for 3
existing Rutland colleges — however, road networks and also travel patterns are key here.
For example, if parents working in Oakham or Stamford then may prefer to have children in
those secondary schools, even if Uppingham is slightly closer geographically.

(IS) may want to consider whether the length (time) of journey to secondary school from
the proposed development at St George’s may discourage families with children of
secondary age from moving into houses on that site. [In urban areas distance to school may
be 2miles primary and 3 miles secondary; in rural authorities 7miles to primary and |5miles
to secondary not uncommon.]

(Cllr DW) Other key areas to consider:

e (SM) Crucial to have nursery attached to school.

¢ Need to consider associated facilities — swimming pool (jointly funded and accessed
by local schools), school fields, play park, sports hall

e Safeguarding, fencing, access control, Central First Aid & Fire Prevention area(?)

e Governance!?

e Access, drop-off parking etc

e Janitorial facilities, storage & logistics

e [T Networks and displays

e Utilities — gas/electricity/water/broadband, but inc waste removal too

e Further Education

(IS) Important difference between closing a school (e.g. Edith Weston) and opening/building)
a new school, versus, expanding/redeveloping/re-siting and existing school (e.g. Edith
Weston (for example) as a much bigger primary school.



How do we manage the interim period where numbers dip a little when the Barracks close
and then increasing demand once development starts. Might there be initial big rise in
families moving in, which then tails off in future years?

(GR) Need to consider links to FE and STEM employers in the County (e.g. Ketton Cement)
use of better Apprenticeships. What role is there for the LEP here? Important to get
Careers planning and work experience in place at schools.

(JH) Harington planned intake of 150 this year and received 230 applications so far. Growth
rapid and sustained. Possibly looking at extending Harrington soon.

(CS) Casterton have STEM conference/careers event planned for Stamford and Rutland.



Appendix 3.9 - East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG)

i) Meeting note regarding Primary Care implications of St Georges development

Meeting between Paul Tebbitt (PTTP Planning Services) and East Leicestershire &
Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group 11" June 2019 — County Hall, Glenfield

Attendees:

Paul Tebbitt (PTTP Planning Services)

Khatija Hajat (East Leicestershire and Rutland CCG)
Jamie Barrett (East Leicestershire and Rutland CCG)
Chris Lyon (East Leicestershire and Rutland CCG)
Background

The meeting was structured around questions that had been sent to the CCG in
advance. In addition, some background information and a map of the two sites was
sent.

ltems for discussion

1) What are the existing primary care facilities (GP practices) that serve the sites?

Woolfox St George’s
The nearest practices / health There are 4 practices nearby. The
centres are in Empingham / Market nearest practices / health centres are
Overton. in Empingham / Uppingham

[Post meeting note: KH provided
details of the nearest health practices
to Woolfox, these included:

* The Glenside Country Practice in
Castle Bytham — 3.6 miles via road

* Dr Paula Welsh in South Witham —
5.3 miles by road

* Empingham — 7.6 miles

* Mkt Overton — 6.3 miles

* Colsterworth Surgery — 8.1 miles]

2) Are there any capacity constraints in these practices?

Woolfox St George’s




The ‘lists’ for both are at or near
capacity

The lists are currently ‘open’ but
unable to deal with this scale of
growth

No available to expand facilities at
Empingham / Market Overton

e Empingham is at or near capacity.
e Uppingham has some capacity

3) Would the CCG be seeking a new practice on sites of ¢.2500 dwellings
(c.6000 new people) in these locations?

Woolfox

St George’s

Yes. A new facility will be
required.

It may be an existing practice that
operates it.

e Yes. A new facility will be

required.

e It may be an existing practice that

operates it.

4) Is there any ‘in principle’ concerns about providing new facilities on site

(ongoing management etc.)?

Woolfox

St George’s

A new practice has long ‘lead-in’
times.

Resources are currently an issue.
If the practice is part of a ‘shared
service’ and not just a GP practice
this adds further issues.

The type of lease needs careful
consideration.

e A new practice has long ‘lead-in’

times.
Resources are currently an issue.

e If the practice is part of a ‘shared

service’ and not just a GP practice
this adds further issues.

e The type of lease needs careful

consideration.

5) If not, would the CCG be requiring funds to expand existing facilities?

Woolfox

St George’s

The CCG would potentially be
seeking funds but unlikely to be at
Market Overton. Empingham is
closest but is constrained.

e The CCG would potentially be
seeking funds for Empingham
but this is constrained.
Uppingham is land-locked with
no space to expand outwards.
A new build at St George’s
could be purpose designed
and built with sustainability in
mind.




6) Is there capacity to expand existing facilities?

Woolfox St George’s
e Thereis no capacity to expand e Thereis no scope to expand
Empingham / Market Overton Empingham and limited scope
to expand Uppingham.

7) Rutland has a CIL charging schedule that determines the financial
contribution rate per head of population for extensions t new facilities. Is there

a formula for calculating new premises?

EL&RCCG to provide details of the funding formula. [Post meeting note. KH
provided a spreadsheet outlining the funding formula].

8) Has any approach been made from either site to discuss the requirements for
primary care?

Woolfox St George’s
e No approach had been made by e EL&RCCG were aware of the
the Woolfox promoters. proposed development at St

Georges and have been
involved in discussions and

workshops.
i) E-mail correspondence with CCG in relation to the evolving Statement of Common Ground
]
RE: Draft IDP for Rutland

@ vou replied to this message on 16/10/2020 09:32

Message B | SoCG - CCG- TS comments 15-10-20.docx (194 KB)

Appendix 3.10 - South Kesteven District Council

i) Meeting note recording meeting between RCC and South Kesteven DC 4™ December 2020

Rutland Local Plan




Duty to Cooperate meeting between Rutland County Council and South Kesteven
District Council.

Oakham (11am — 4/12/19)

Notes of meeting
Attendees:

Shaza Brannon (SB): South Kesteven District Council (SKDC)
Paul Tebbitt (PT): Rutland County Council (RCC)

1. Introductions

e PT advised the meeting was primarily to discuss Strategic matters and to
inform a potential ‘Statement of Common Ground’ (SoCG).

2. Background and Rutland Local Plan update

South Kesteven

e SM indicated that SKDC were still in examination following hearing sessions
and main modifications on the emerging plan.

e The Inspector’s report was anticipated in December (following the General
election) and scheduled to be considered for adoption late January 2020
(subject to no significant issues).

e There is a review trigger policy that seeks to deliver an April 2020 review and
update by 2023 — mainly resulting from the implications of the Standard
Method.

Rutland

e PT advised that the ‘Spatial Strategy’ underpinning the emerging Rutland
Local Plan was scheduled to be considered by the Council’s Cabinet on 23
December.

e The Draft Publication Version of the Plan was likely to be considered by Full
Council early on 2020 with Consultation likely in February / March 2020.

e PT advised that the Local Plan was for the period 2018-2036. Some of the key
issues include:

o OAN using standard method + 130pa (2,340 over the plan period)

o The plan allows for 160 dwellings pa to provide c.20% flexibility.

o No unmet needs have been identified (but the plan partly meets SK’s
need).

o The plan provides some 44ha of employment land above the identified
need for 29ha.



o A New Garden Village is proposed at St Georges Barracks, Edith
Weston c¢.2,215 houses, employment and associated infrastructure.

3. Potential Strategic matters

Each of the identified Strategic matters was addressed in turn:

Development of a Strategic Development Area at ‘Stamford North’ — The proposal
crosses the administrative boundaries of Rutland County and South Kesteven
District. SB / PT confirmed that that the Stamford North site was a proposed
allocation in both the emerging SKDC and RCC Local Plans. PT and SB identified
the following issues to be included in the SoCG:

o Support for the principle of development at Stamford North.

o The proposed development is for 1,300 houses within South Kesteven and
650 houses within Rutland’s administrative area.

o Necessary community infrastructure to support the scale of development
proposed will be provided within the administrative areas of Rutland County
and South Kesteven District

o Ajointly prepared development brief containing a masterplan is required.

o Measures to mitigate environmental impacts (surface water flooding, ecology
& biodiversity etc.) will be required in emerging policies of both plans

The distribution of housing requirements between Rutland CC and South
Kesteven DC and in particular a portion of South Kesteven’s Objectively Assessed
Housing Need being met by Rutland County Council (as part of the development
of Stamford North). PT and SB agreed:

o 650 houses at Stamford North (within the administrative area of Rutland
County) will contribute to South Kesteven'’s housing need.
o There are no further ‘unmet’ housing needs in South Kesteven.

Transport implications arising from growth in the respective Local Authority areas,
in particular impacts on the Al and Local Highway network arising from growth in
both authorities — PT and SB agreed that cumulative growth in South Kesteven
and Rutland (mainly at Stamford) could result in cross boundary transport impacts.
Measures should be required by policies in both plans to mitigate impacts
including the Al / A606 junction and provision of a link road facilitating the east /
west connection at Stamford North.

Any other Strategic Matters that need to be discussed?

e SB suggested that the provision of sites for Gypsies & Travellers was a
potential Strategic Matter. SB indicated that SKDC had a requirement for 16
permanent pitches for Gypsies & Travellers up to 2036. The emerging SKDC



Local Plan does not allocate sufficient sites to meet need and there is
potentially an unmet need. SB considered this to be a Strategic Matter.

e PT advised that RCC was dealing with the need in Rutland but would consider
some appropriate form of wording for this issue for the SoCG. This will be sent
to SB for comment.

5. Future stages of plan production

e PT advised that a new Local Development Scheme was being prepared that
will set out the timetable in more detail.

e PT advised that he would circulate a copy of the meeting note for comment.

e PT advised that a draft ‘Statement of Common Ground’ would be prepared
and circulated.

6. AOB

e No other issues were identified.

3.11 Greater Lincolnshire Local Enterprise Partnership

i) E-mail dated 27" January 2021 confirming engagement and support for the Local Plan

Rutland Local Plan 2018 - 2036
0 You replied to this message on 28/01/2021 11:06.

Dear Paul

Thank you for taking the time to discuss Rutland County Council's local plan 2018 -2036 with us this week.

e that due to the LEP trar
observations to make:

n process and Rutland not officially joining the Greater Lincolnshire LEP until 2019, we were later to engage than we normally would be in this regard, however we welcome the apportunity to comment on the Plan and have

Chapter 6 on Employment and Economic Development in particular is very relevant to the LEP and we are pleased to see references to future employment appartunities and consideration of the Employment Land review (2016). Indeed, we have already had some

interesting discussion with colleagues at Rutland in relation to the brownfield site at St Georges. We support the aim to achieve strong and sustainable local economic growth in Rutland

We are also pleased to see reference to growth of some of our priority sectors including argi-food and visitor economy as identified in the emerging Greater Lincolnshire Local Industrial Strategy {LIS) and supporting evidence base, althaugh we would have liked to see
the LIS referred to within the Local Plan.

On the objective to maintain and promote your market town centres of Oakham and Uppingham we recommend that a post Covid plan is considered in this regard given the significant impact the pandemic has had and will continue to have on our retail centres.
We look forward to working with you to enable delivery of what is a very comprehensive document
Kind regards, Halina

HALINA DAVIES
LEP PROGRAMME MANAGER



hu 28/01/2021 12:59

RE: Rutland Local Plan 2018 - 2036
To Paul Tebbitt

O vou replied to this message on 28/01/2021 13:01.
Hi Paul
Yes we are happy that you have complied with your duty to cooperate with us bearing in mind the circumstances we found ourselves in with the transition.

Kind regards, Halina

HALINA DAVIES
LEP PROGRAMME MANAGER

v

Greater ™
Lincolnshire

3.11 Minerals and Waste

Minerals movements to Rutimineralsand: NCC analysis of responses for DtC 2017

Leicestershire (50 — 60% S&G, 90 — 100% CR) - No future CR supply issues anticipated but
uncertainty regarding future supplies of S&G. More than sufficient crushed rock reserves to meet
requirements up to 2031. Current permitted reserves sufficient to maintain 10 year landbank
throughout plan period. Shortfall in S&G supply despite the emerging plan allocating extensions to
4 existing sites.

Staffordshire (10 — 20% S&G) - No future supply issues anticipated. Plan aims to provide capacity
to produce 5 Mtpa of sand and gravel up to the end of 2030 and ensure that a minimum landbank
of 7 years is maintained.

Nottinghamshire (1 — 10% S&G) — No future supply issues anticipated that would impact on
continuation of small scale cross boundary movements.

Powys (<1% CR) — No future supply issues anticipated.

13 sites permitted for hard rock extraction — 10 have permissions that extend beyond plan period
(2042). Remaining 3 permitted sandstone extraction sites - permissions end within plan period. No
sites allocated in plan due to large landbank.

Norfolk (<1% S&G) — No future supply issues anticipated that would impact on continuation of small
scale cross boundary movements.

Gloucestershire (<1% CR) — Possible future supply issues (partic for S&G).
Aggregate landbanks presently insufficient to sustain current levels of supply in long-term
(particularly for S&G). A possible emerging trend towards a reduction in exports from the county.

Cambridgeshire & Peterborough (<1% CR) — No future supply issues anticipated for S&G if
continued on a small scale. Possible future supply issues with CR (supplied by Peterborough) due
to a declining no. of limestone quarries and limestone resource.

Neath Port Talbot (<1% CR) — Possible future CR supply issues.
Only 2 CR quarries operational, one almost fully worked.

Solihull (<1% S&G) — No future supply issues anticipated. <500t exported to LCC & RCC.

Lincolnshire (1 — 10% S&G, <1% CR) — No future supply issues anticipated.

Derbyshire (1-10% S&G, <1% CR) — No future supply issues anticipated.

Devon (<1% CR) — No future supply issues anticipated. Very small amount of CR exported to RCC
& LCC. Devon has a CR landbank of 48 years.




Northamptonshire (<1% S&G, <1% CR) - No future supply issues anticipated that would impact on
continuation of strategic cross boundary movements of CR and small scale movements of S&G.
Landbank of 42 years for CR.

Central Bedfordshire (<1% S&G) - No future supply issues anticipated that would impact on
continuation of small scale movements of S&G.

Cumbria (<1% CR) - No future supply issues anticipated for CR. CR landbank over 40 years &
S&G landbank 12 years.

S&G: Sand and gravel
CR: Crushed rock

Authorities that have not responded

e PDNP - supplied <1% CR

e Shropshire - supplied 1-10% CR
e Warwickshire - supplied <1% CR
e Yorkshire Dales - <1% CR

e Rhondda — supplied <1% CR



Appendix 4 — Memorandum of understanding with Peterborough Sub-
Regional Housing Market Area (2017)

PETERBOROUGH

l ‘l|l\ COUNCHL

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

1.1.  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires local planning
authorities to have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area. To
achieve this, they should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) to assess their full housing needs, working with neighbouring
authorities where housing market areas cross administrative boundaries. The
SHMA should identify the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures
that the local population is likely to need over the plan period’. This is a key part
of the evidence base to address the NPPF requirement of ensuring that Local
Plans meet the full, objectively-assessed needs for market and affordable
housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set
out in the Framework?.

1.2. The Localism Act 2011 places a Duty to Co-operate on local planning
authorities and county councils®. This requires them to engage constructively,
actively and on an ongoing basis in the preparation of development plan
documents where this involves strategic matters. National policy in the NPPF
adds to this statutory duty as it expects local planning authorities to
demonstrate evidence of having effectively cooperated to plan for issues with
cross-boundary impacts.

2. The Peterborough Sub- Regional Housing Market Area
2.1. The Peterborough Sub-Regional Housing Market Area covers the
administrative areas of four local authorities, all of whom are signatories to this
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), namely:

¢ Peterborough City Council;

! National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 159.
“ NPPF, paragraph 47.
* Localism Act 2011, section 110



e Rutland County Council
e South Holland District Council; and
e South Kesteven District Council

3. Demonstrating the Duty to Co-operate and meeting the requirements of
the National Planning Policy Framework

3.1. The purpose of this MOU between the authorities is to support the pre-
submission version of the South East Lincoinshire Local Plan (SELLP), which
will be consulted upon from Monday, 10 Apnil 2017 to Monday, 22 May 2017.
The MOU sets out the agreed position between the four local authorities with
respect to objectively-assessed housing need. The MOU provides a clear
demonstration that the four authorities have effectively cooperated to plan for
issues related to objectively-assessed housing need and consequential cross-
boundary impacts.

3.2. The four planning authorities within the Housing Market Area have been
collaborating on an ongoing basis to meet the requirements of the NPPF as set
out in section one. The main outputs from this collaboration have been a joint
SHMA and two subsequent updates®, which identify the scale and mix of
housing needed across the Housing Market Area between 2011 and 2036. This
sets out the definitive position on objectively-assessed housing need for each
of the four local authorities.

3.3. Table 1 sets out the objectively-assessed need by local authority for additional
housing in the Housing Market Area between 2011 and 2036 derived from the
latest update of the SHMA. This is the figure South Holland District Council has
used to derive its housing requirement set out in the pre-submission
‘Publication’ Draft of the SELLP.

Table 1: Objectively-assessed housing noid
{7 _ gl“!! iy A ed Housing Need
Peterborough City Council 981
Rutland County Council 159
South Holland District 445
Council
South Kesteven District 624

Council

¢ GL Hearn for the Peterborough sub-region local authorities - Peterborough Sub-Regional Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (July 2014)

GL Hearn for the Peterborough sub-region local authorities - Peterborough Sub-Regional Strategic Housing
Market Assessment, 2015 Update Report (October 2015)




34.

3.5

In determining housing targets in their Local Plans, local authorities should take
account of the requirements of national policy and local circumstances,
including basing those plans on a strategy that seeks to meet the objectively-
assessed need for homes. In this regard, it should be noted that all authorities
in the Housing Market Area are at different stages of plan preparation. In
determining their housing target over the relevant plan period each authority
will take account of all relevant evidence.

Against this background, the authorities are able to confirm that, for the
purposes of the pre-submission Publication Draft SELLP, the full need for
homes within the Housing Market Area set out in Table 1 can be met by each

local authority.

4. Conclusion

411

412

The purpose of this MOU is formally to record and make public the local
authorities' agreement under the Duty to Co-operate to the position as set out
in this Memorandum. This MOU has been endorsed by each of the four local
authorities.

The four authorities that form signatories to this Memorandum agree, therefore,
that the figures in Table 1 represent the level of objectively-assessed need in
each district in order to meet the overall identified need for additional housing
within the Peterborough Sub-Regional Housing Market Area between 2011 and
2036; and that such levels of additional housing are able to be accommodated
by each district in which the need arises.



Appendix 5 — Statements of Common Ground

Appendix 5.1 — Housing Market Area Partners Statement of Common Ground
Rutland Local Plan

+ % Rutland

County Council

SOUTH
KESTEVEN
DISTRICT
COUNCIL

PETERBOROUGH

‘ CITY COUNCIL

S 0 U TMH

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Statement of Common Ground between Rutland County Council,
Peterborough City Council, South Holland District Council and
South Kesteven District Council

Peterborough Housing Market Area / Functional Economic Market
Area

December 2020



11

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

Introduction

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been developed in order to
address Strategic Planning Matters between the parties consisting of Rutland
County Council, Peterborough City Council, South Holland District Council and
South Kesteven District Council. The four Authorities constitute the
Peterborough Sub-Regional Housing Market Area (HMA) and Functional
Economic Market Area (FEMA). A map of the area is shown in section 4.

The Statement has been prepared in the context of paragraphs 24 to 27 of the
National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance relating
to Maintaining Effective Cooperation.

The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the parties
with regard to:

e Defining the Housing Market Area and Functional Economic Market
Area

e The Quantity and distribution of housing and unmet need in the HMA
including cross boundary housing delivery

e The Provision of Employment Land and unmet need in the FEMA

o St George’s Barracks New Garden Village

e Cross boundary transport issues

e Other issues including Water supply and waste water disposal, Flood
risk, Bio-diversity, Provision of infrastructure (Including social and
utilities infrastructure) and Climate Change

The purpose of the Statement of Common Ground is to inform the Inspector of
the Rutland Local Plan and other parties about the areas of agreement between
Rutland County Council, Peterborough City Council, South Holland District
Council and South Kesteven District Council in relation to key strategic matters
contained in the Rutland Local Plan (2016 - 2036).

The Statement of Common Ground builds on a Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU) signed by the partners in April 2017 and updated in January 2018. It
updates changes in circumstance in relation to progress on each partner’s Local
Plans including the introduction of the Standard Method for calculating housing
need introduced through revised National Planning Policy Framework in 20184,
The main purpose of the MoU was for the partners to ‘seek to ensure the
development requirements of the HMA are met’. The MoU states:

“The MOU sets out the agreed position between the four local authorities
with respect to objectively assessed housing need. The MOU provides a

14 Now contained in the NPPF 2019 and in Planning Practice Guidance



1.6

clear demonstration that the four authorities have effectively cooperated to
plan for issues related to objectively assessed housing need and cross
boundary impacts”

The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) addresses strategic matters and
shared issues between the parties. It provides a framework for the delivery of
the Duty to Co-operate duties and obligations arising from Section 110 of the
Localism Act 2011 and paragraphs 24 to 27 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2019). The statement is prepared in accordance with the Planning
Practice Guidance.

2. Background

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

3.1

Rutland County Council, Peterborough City Council, South Holland District
Council and South Kesteven District Council are public bodies that are the Local
Planning Authority (LPA) for their respective administrative areas. They are
prescribed Bodies for the purposes of the Duty to Cooperate.

The development of the Local Plans for each County, City and District has
involved ongoing cooperation between the parties in order to ensure that
strategic issues are appropriately addressed. This has resulted in the
production of some key evidence documents for the wider area including a
Strategic Housing Market Area Assessment (SHMA) in 2014 with updates in
2015 and March 2017.

This Statement of Common Ground reflects the agreed position between
Rutland County Council, Peterborough City Council, South Holland District
Council and South Kesteven District Council for submission to the Inspector for
the Rutland Local Plan Examination.

At the time of signing this SoCG, the Peterborough Local Plan the South
Kesteven District Local Plan and the joint South Holland District Council -
Boston Borough Council (‘South East Lincolnshire’) Local Plan have all been
recently adopted. The housing requirements for all authorities was based on
the Objectively Assessed Needs contained in the SHMA. The Rutland Local
plan housing requirements are based on the Standard Method introduced
through the National Planning Policy Framework and associated Planning
Practice Guidance in 2018 but are mindful of the SHMA.

Areas of Common Ground

Defining the Housing Market Area and Functional Economic Market Area

The Local Authority parties of Rutland County Council, Peterborough City
Council, South Holland District Council and South Kesteven District Councils



3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.2.1

3.2.2

are currently all part of the Peterborough Sub-Regional Housing Market Area
and Functional Economic market Area. The parties have worked jointly to
assess and seek to deliver housing and employment needs.

The parties agree that:

They are currently all part of the Peterborough Sub-Regional Housing Market
Area and that this is an appropriate area to plan strategically for the delivery of
housing;

They will work collectively as a Housing Market Area to seek to deliver the
objectively assessed requirement for housing and employment for each of the
constituent Local Authorities and those of the wider Housing Market Area;

The role of the Housing Market Area will be reviewed from time to time in order
to assess whether it is fit for purpose or requires amendment or review. In
particular, the role of South Holland District Council within the HMA will be re-
assessed in order to ensure that it reflects the most appropriate Housing Market
Area.

Quantity and distribution of housing and unmet needs

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment update (March 2017) identified an
annual housing requirement of 2,209 homes across the HMA up to 2036 (the
distribution is set out in table 1 below). Peterborough CC, South Holland DC
and South Kesteven DC used this as the basis for establishing the Full
Objectively Assessed Need (FOAN) for Housing in their adopted Local Plans;

The standard method for calculating objectively assessed housing needs was
introduced in the National Planning Policy Framework in September 2018. The
standard method results in an annual housing requirement for Rutland County
of approximately 13075,

Housing requirements
SHMA Standard Method Local Plans
Rutland 159 130 1301
Peterborough 981 94217 94218
South Kesteven 624 783 650
South Holland 445 416 467

15 Rounded up from 128 per year.

16 The Rutland Local Plan seeks to accommodate some 160 dwellings per year in order to provide flexibility.
17 At the time of preparing the Local Plan. The requirement may have changed subsequently.

18 Takes account of completions 2016 - 2018



| Total

| 2,209 | 2,271 | 2,189 |

3.2.3

3.24

3.2.5

3.2.6

3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

Table 1. Housing requirements based on SHMA, Standard method and Local Plan provision.

The emerging Rutland Local Plan identifies a minimum requirement of 130
dwellings per year but allows for some 2,925 houses over the plan period (160
dpa) to provide flexibility. RCC consider the 25% buffer above the ‘minimum’
requirement is appropriate in order to: provide choice and contingency to the
market, to reflect current housing market signals and address the issue of
affordability. It would help to provide flexibility and boost the supply of housing.
All parties agree that:

Each authority has met the need for housing without generating any unmet
need.

The 130 houses per year target contained in the Rutland Local Plan is not
objected to by any party.

Stamford North is a strategic allocation for 1,950 homes to create a
comprehensive sustainable urban extension to Stamford. As part of the
allocation 650 houses at Stamford North lie within the administrative area of
Rutland County. The 650 houses will contribute to South Kesteven’s, rather
than Rutland’s, assessed housing need™®.

Provision of Employment Land

The provision of employment land and meeting the economic needs of
individual Local Authorities and the wider Functional Economic Market Area is
a key strategic matter. The boundaries of the Functional Economic Market Area
contain the administrative areas of Rutland County, Peterborough City, South
Holland District and South Kesteven District. There are influences beyond these
administrative areas including parts of Corby, Melton Borough, Harborough
District and parts of Cambridgeshire.

All parties agree that:

Rutland County Council, Peterborough City Council, South Holland District
Council and South Kesteven District are all part of the same Functional
Economic Market Area but with wider economic influences;

The appropriate requirement and identified supply for employment land in each
of the Local Planning Authorities within the FEMA is set out in table 2 below:

Employment (Bla & B1b, Blc, B2 and B8)
Required (ha) Supply and
allocations (ha)
Rutland 29 44

1% The issue has been considered and agreed as part of the examination of the South Kesteven Local Plan.



3.3.3

3.34

3.3.5

3.4

3.4.1

3.4.2

3.5

Peterborough 76 158
South Kesteven 47 — 792 179.2
South Holland 82 127
Total 234 - 266 484

Table 2. Employment land requirements and provision.

All parties are able to demonstrate sufficient sites to meet identified
requirements for employment land during their respective plan periods (up to
2036).

Total completions, commitments and proposed allocations result in a
substantial over-provision of some 200 hectares of employment land when
compared against identified needs. An oversupply across the FEMA during the
plan period is an appropriate response which allows sufficient flexibility should:
any sites fail to deliver; changing market circumstances; or slower than
anticipated rates of delivery.

The partners are satisfied that sufficient employment land can be provided in
Rutland County and the wider Functional Economic Market Area collectively

during the respective Local Plan periods.

St George’s Barracks New Garden Village

Rutland County Council is seeking to allocate land for a New Garden
Community at the former St George’s Barracks site (Edith Weston). The
allocation, which includes provision of some 2,215 houses, 14 hectares of
employment land and supporting infrastructure, forms a key part of Rutland
County Council’s approach to delivering growth and is a Strategic Matter.

The parties agree that:
They have no objection to the proposed New Garden Community;

No material adverse impacts resulting from the proposed allocation have been
identified by the HMA partners in terms of environmental, social and economic
considerations.

Cross boundary transport issues

The cross boundary transport implications resulting from proposed levels of
growth are a key Strategic Matter. Growth in each of the Local Authority areas
has the potential to result in adverse cross-boundary impacts in another
partner’'s administrative area.

20 Figures for South Kesteven are expressed as a range and have been rounded.



3.5.1

3.5.2

3.5.3

354

3.5.5

3.5.6

3.6

3.6.1

Rutland County Council and HMA partners have all produced Transport
Assessments to understand the implications of growth on the local and wider
network. In addition, evidence has sought to understand the transport
implications of growth arising from the proposed New Garden Community at St
Georges Barracks, Edith Weston.

The A1l trunk road falls within the administrative areas of both Rutland County
and South Kesteven District. Proposed growth in both authorities (and in
particular at Stamford North) has the potential to increase vehicular movements
that access the strategic and local highway network.

All parties agree that:

All Local Authorities have assessed the transport implications of planned levels
of growth within their emerging Local Plans and shared the information with the
other HMA partners, the respective Local Highway Authorities?! and Highways
England;

The findings of the transport assessments have not identified any material or
insurmountable impacts or constraints on the transport network within the HMA
arising from proposed levels of growth in Rutland;

All parties have cooperated with Highways England and adjoining Local
Highway Authorities throughout the process and no ‘show-stopping’ transport
constraints have been identified by these organisations;

South Kesteven DC and Rutland CC will work together with the Highways
England to identify and apply mitigation measures to manage traffic demand
along the A1l arising from the proposed growth at Stamford North. Contributions
from new development towards the necessary mitigation requirements will be
sought where necessary.

Other issues - Water supply and waste water disposal, Flood risk, Bio-diversity,
Provision of social and utilities infrastructure and Climate Change.

The HMA partners have identified other cross boundary issues resulting from
proposed growth that require ongoing engagement, along with other partners.
The issues, which are Strategic Matters include: water supply and waste water
disposal; Flood risk; Bio-diversity; provision of social and utilities infrastructure
and Climate Change.

Infrastructure delivery partners have been engaged in the development of the
Rutland local Plan including: Environment Agency (Flooding); Severn Trent and
Anglian Water (water supply and waste water disposal); Western Power

21 Rutland County Council, Peterborough City Council and Lincolnshire County Council.



3.6.2

3.6.3

3.6.4

3.6.5

3.6.6

4.1

4.2

(utilities infrastructure); Natural England (Bio-diversity), and; The Local
Education Authority and Clinical Commissioning Group (social infrastructure).

Rutland County Council have engaged with the relevant organisations in the
preparation of its Local Plan in the context of water supply and waste water
disposal; Flood risk; Bio-diversity; Provision of social and utilities infrastructure
and Climate Change.

The formal responses of Severn Trent & Anglian Water, The Environment
Agency, Natural England, Local Education Authority and Clinical
Commissioning Groups have been shared between the partners. The formal
responses demonstrate that planned levels of growth in the Rutland Local Plan
would not result in adverse impacts or are capable of being satisfactorily
mitigated in relation to flooding, bio-diversity, utilities provision and social
infrastructure.

No insurmountable bio-diversity, flooding, social or utilities infrastructure issues
have been identified for the respective partner's administrative areas arising
from development within Rutland.

All Local Authorities within the HMA will continue to engage with the relevant
infrastructure providers to understand the implications of proposed growth on
the delivery of necessary infrastructure within their emerging Local Plans.

In the context of Climate change, all Local Authorities within the Housing Market
Area are committed to addressing the causes and impacts of climate change
and all emerging and future Local Plans within the HMA will contain policies
which contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change, in line
with the Climate Change Act.

Governance

All parties agree that the Statement of Common Ground will be monitored,
reviewed and kept up to date.

In addition, the parties agree to:

e To keep each other well informed on both an informal and formal basis of
matters arising which are likely to have significant cross-boundary
implications;

e Work together to achieve identified outcomes in relation to strategic
matters;

e Review and update the Statement of Common Ground in light of any
material change in circumstance such as: Amended housing, employment
or other requirements; material changes to legislation, policy or guidance;
and proposed changes to policy and strategy in Local Plans;



e To adopt positive principles of cooperation.



5. Map of Housing Market Area
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Agreement

Signed on behalf of Rutland County Council

Mark Andrews

Chief Executive

Signed on behalf of Peterborough City Council

Gemma Wildman

Principal Planning officer

Signed on behalf of South Holland District Council

Phil Norman

Interim Executive Manager

Signed on behalf of South Kesteven District Council

Ken Lyon

- 20/1/2021
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11

1.2

1.3

1.4

15

1.6

Introduction

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been developed in order to
address Strategic Planning Matters between the parties of Rutland County
Council and South Kesteven District Council. A map of the area is shown in
section 4.

The two Authorities are part of the Peterborough Sub-Region Housing Market
Area (HMA) and Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA). A separate
Statement of Common Ground has been prepared in relation to the whole HMA.

A separate Statement of Common Ground is considered necessary in order to
address specific issues that relate to the two authorities.

The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the parties
with regard to:

e Development of a Strategic Development Area at ‘Stamford North’ that
crosses the administrative boundaries of Rutland County and South
Kesteven District;

e The distribution of housing requirements between Rutland CC and South
Kesteven DC and in particular a portion of South Kesteven’s Objectively
Assessed Housing Need being met by Rutland County Council (as part of
the development of Stamford North); and

e Transport implications arising from growth in the respective Local
Authority areas, in particular impacts on the Al and Local Highway
network arising from growth in both authorities.

The purpose of the Statement of Common Ground is to inform the Inspector of
the Rutland Local Plan and other parties about the areas of agreement between
Rutland County Council and South Kesteven District Council in relation to
strategic matters contained in the Rutland Local Plan (2016 - 2036).

The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) provides a framework for the
compliance of the Duty to Co-operate duties and obligations arising from
Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 and paragraphs 24 to 27 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (2019). The statement is prepared in accordance
with the Planning Practice Guidance.



2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

Background

Rutland County Council and South Kesteven District Council are public bodies
that are the Local Planning Authorities (LPA) for their respective administrative
areas. They are prescribed Bodies for the purposes of the Duty to Cooperate.

The development of ‘Local Plans’ for each Authority has involved ongoing
cooperation between the parties in order to ensure that cross boundary and
strategic issues are appropriately addressed. Both Authorities have been
involved in jointly developing key evidence for both Local Plans.

This Statement of Common Ground reflects the agreed position between
Rutland County Council and South Kesteven District Council for submission to
the Inspector for the Rutland Local Plan Examination.

At the time of drafting this SoCG the South Kesteven District Local Plan had
recently been adopted (January 2020) following completion of a Local Plan
examination. The housing requirement for South Kesteven was based on the
SHMAA 2017. The housing requirement for Rutland is based on the ‘Standard
Method’ introduced through the National Planning Policy Framework and
associated Planning Practice Guidance, but is mindful of the SHMAA findings.

The Stamford North Urban Extension is a strategic development area that
comprises a 153 hectare site, of which approximately 84 hectares is within
South Kesteven District and approximately 69 hectares in Rutland County. The
South Kesteven Local Plan allocates some 1,300 dwellings on the site with no
more than 650 proposed to be allocated within Rutland County.

A draft Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between Rutland County Council
(RCC), South Kesteven District Council (SKDC) and Lincolnshire County
Council (LCC) was prepared in June 2019 to assist the South Kesteven Local
Plan examination but is unsigned at December 2020. This broadly agreed a
joint position regarding: the context for the joint planning process; the
objectives of that process; development of a joint evidence base; development
of co-ordinated planning policies; governance of the planning process
(including roles and responsibilities); mitigation of risks; and implementation of
the joint planning process. In addition, a Memorandum of Understanding has
been agreed with respective landowners and development interests to work
together.

With regard to ‘Stamford North’, the purpose of this SoCG is to confirm ongoing
co-ordination between the parties. The MoU (2019) sought to agree that all
parties would agree to work within the context of a joint Development Brief and
site masterplan.



2.8

2.9

3.1

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.14

3.1.5

With regard to housing requirements and distribution, the SoCG seeks to agree
the position between the parties regarding the identified Full Objectively
Assessed Need for Housing and the redistribution of part of the housing need
from South Kesteven District to Rutland County Council.

With regard to the transport implications of the proposed Stamford North
development on the Al trunk road, the SoCG agrees the position between the
Authorities that proposed development within the respective authorities can be
satisfactorily addressed and that each of the partners are seeking the
necessary infrastructure to mitigate any adverse impacts. A separate SoCG has
been signed between Rutland County Council and Highways England.

Areas of Common Ground

Development of a Strategic Development Area at ‘Stamford North’

The South Kesteven Local Plan (SKLP) allocated a site of some 153 hectares
of land at Stamford North. The allocation sought to deliver some 1,950 houses
as well as the necessary supporting infrastructure.

The parties agree that:

The principle of development and associated infrastructure at Stamford North
as set out in draft policy H4 of the emerging Rutland Local Plan and STM1 of
the South Kesteven Local Plan is acceptable to both authorities.

The proposed quantity (1,300 houses within South Kesteven District and no
more than 650 houses within Rutland County’s administrative area) and extent
of the total 1,950 houses is agreed.

Development within Rutland County’s administrative area will include: a country
park; a link road facilitating the east / west connection of the Old Great North
Road, Little Casterton Road and Ryhall Road.

Necessary community infrastructure to support the scale of development
proposed will be provided within the administrative areas of Rutland County and
South Kesteven District and identified as part of a jointly prepared Development
Brief. Provision of infrastructure will be secured either by direct ‘on-site’
provision or through financial contributions via Section 106/Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) for off-site provision.



3.1.6

3.1.7

3.1.8

3.1.9

Joint working will take place at locations outside the immediate site boundary
of Stamford North, where necessary, to support and / or enable development
within that boundary (for example, necessary infrastructure upgrades).

A single Development Brief for the whole site shall be sought through the
policies of the respective Local Plans. The Development Brief will provide a
cross boundary strategic planning framework to guide the preparation of
planning applications to ensure a sustainable and comprehensive development
comes forward. The development brief will, amongst other things, set out a
vision, objectives and a site masterplan. It will also provide detail on the
transport and infrastructure delivery, timing and funding.

Measures to mitigate environmental impacts will be jointly pursued. These
include: surface water flooding; ecology & biodiversity; geotechnical issues; the
existing movement network across the site, including public footpaths; views to
and from heritage assets; and landscape and visual impacts.

Measures will be pursued to limit and mitigate any transport impacts,
particularly in relation to the Al which runs to the west of the proposed
development.

3.1.10 Ongoing discussions will take place between the partners during the

development and consideration of planning applications if any material cross
boundary issues or impacts are identified in relation to the proposal.

The distribution of Housing between Rutland County and South Kesteven District

3.2

3.21

The distribution of housing arising from the Stamford North site was considered
as part of the South Kesteven Local Plan. Evidence submitted to the
Inspectorate as part of the examination indicated that some 650%? of South
Kesteven'’s housing requirements would be accommodated in Rutland County
and would count towards the housing requirements of South Kesteven District
Council.

The parties agree that:

No more than 650 houses at Stamford North within the administrative area of
Rutland County will contribute to South Kesteven’s housing requirements?® and
not Rutland County’s.

22 Expressed as ‘no more than 650’ in the emerging Rutland Local Plan.
2 The issue has been considered and agreed as part of the examination of the South Kesteven Local Plan.



3.2.2

3.2.3

3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

4.0

4.1

Any CIL contributions arising from the proposed development that fall within
Rutland County will be received by Rutland County Council.

There is no ‘unmet’ housing needs arising within the administrative areas of
South Kesteven or Rutland County Council that need to be addressed in
neighbouring Local Planning Authorities. Notwithstanding paragraph 3.2.1
above, the parties will make provision to meet their Fully Objectively Assessed
Housing Needs within their respective Local Plans.

Transport implications for the A1 and Local Highway network

The Al trunk road falls within the administrative areas of both Rutland County
and South Kesteven District. Proposed growth in both authorities (and in
particular at Stamford North) have the potential to increase vehicular
movements that access the strategic and local highway network. Both South
Kesteven District Council and Rutland County Council have carried out
transport assessments in order to understand the impacts of proposed growth.
The assessments have identified that highway improvement schemes are
required to mitigate potential impacts. The findings of the transport
assessments have been shared with Highways England, Lincolnshire County
Council and Rutland County Council Local Highway Authority. None of the
parties have raised objections to the Local Plan based on transport grounds
and are satisfied that any adverse impacts are capable of being mitigated.

The parties agree that:

Based on available transport evidence, the impact of proposed growth identified
within the Rutland Local Plan, when considered cumulatively with growth
proposed in the South Kesteven Local Plan, is capable of being mitigated
through improvements to links and junctions including improvements to the Al
/ A606 junction and provision of a link road facilitating the east / west connection
of the Old Great North Road, Little Casterton Road and Ryhall Road.

The proposed New Garden Community at St George’s Barracks, Edith
Weston?* will result in modest impacts on the Al and other local roads within
South Kesteven and any potential adverse impacts are capable of being
mitigated.

Governance

This SoCG commits the strategic planning and democratic resources of both
Councils to work together in the joint planning process.

24 Including 2,215 houses and 14 ha of employment land.



4.2 Interms of governance arrangements the two authorities agree to adopt the
principles of open communication and the sharing of information. More
specifically both Councils agree:

That both parties will continue to work together to reach agreement
regarding a development brief, phasing plan and MoU/Position
Statement regarding the proposed development of a sustainable urban
extension to the north of Stamford;

To produce a Project Plan showing key work stages and timetable to
align and co-ordinate policy and evidence;

Align decision-making;

To keep each other well informed on both an informal and formal basis
of matters arising which are likely to have significant cross-boundary
implications;

To work together to achieve identified outcomes in relation to strategic
matters;

To review and update this Statement in light of any material change in
circumstance such as: major changes to legislation or guidance;
material changes to policy and strategy in the emerging plans;

To adopt positive principles of cooperation; and

Establish a bipartite structure of a Sponsors’ Board and a Project Board
for the purposes of the joint planning exercise.



5.0 Map of Strategic Planning Area
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Agreement

Signed on behalf of Rutland County Council

Mark Andrews

Chief Executive

Signed on behalf of South Kesteven District Council

Karen Bradford

Chief Executive
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1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been developed in order to
address Strategic Planning issues between the parties consisting of Rutland
County Council (RCC) and Natural England (NE). The parties have identified
Strategic Planning matters and the approach of the respective parties in
addressing these.

The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the parties
with regard to:

e The proposed allocation of a New Garden Community at St George’s
Barracks, Edith Weston and how the plan seeks to mitigate potential
impacts arising from growth.

e Other site allocations and whether these satisfactorily consider and
mitigate potential impacts on designated, protected and priority habitats,
species and geo-diversity, based on evidence.

e The wording of policies that seek to address good design, climate
change and deliver Biodiversity Net Gain.

e The wording of the natural environment policies.

e The protection and enhancement of Blue and Green Infrastructure
policies.

The purpose of the Statement of Common Ground is to inform the Inspector of
the Rutland Local Plan and other parties about the areas of agreement between
Rutland County Council and Natural England in relation to key strategic matters
contained in the Rutland Local Plan (2018-2036). The agreement has been in
a consideration in the development of the proposed allocations, policy wording
and supporting explanatory text within the plan.

The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) addresses strategic matters and
shared issues between the parties. It provides a framework for the delivery of
the Duty to Co-operate duties and obligations arising from Section 110 of the
Localism Act 2011 and paragraphs 24 to 27 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2019). The statement is prepared in accordance with the Planning
Practice Guidance.

2. Background



2.1

2.2

2.3

3.

Rutland County Council is a public body which is the Local Planning Authority
(LPA) for its administrative area. Natural England is a public body and the
government’s adviser for the natural environment in England. Its aim is to help
protect England’s nature and landscapes for people to enjoy and for the
services they provide. Both are ‘Prescribed Bodies’ for the purposes of the Duty
to Cooperate.

During development of the Rutland Local Plan, Natural England has made
representations which have informed the proposed allocations and policies.
In particular, NE has had substantial input into the proposed allocation of a New
Garden Community at St George’s Barracks, Edith Weston and associated
policy requirements. The development of the plan has been enhanced by
engagement with NE which helped to ensure that strategic issues and matters
are appropriately addressed.

This Statement of Common Ground reflects the agreed position between
Rutland Council and Natural England for submission to the Inspector for the
Local Plan Examination of the Rutland Local Plan.

Areas of Common Ground

3.1 Allocation of a New Garden Community at St George’s Barracks

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.14

3.2

Natural England’s advice was sought via workshops, meetings, discussions
and e-mail exchanges regarding the impact of proposed growth on important
heritage assets. In particular the Council engaged with NE in terms of the
potential impacts of the St George’s New Garden Community on Rutland Water
(A RAMSAR site, Special Protection Area, SSSI and Local Nature Reserve).

The parties agree that:

The proposed policies H2 and H3 that set a framework for development at St
George’s Barracks satisfactorily address potential impacts on Rutland Water
including on any species and habitats and provide a satisfactory approach to
mitigating any potentially adverse impacts arising from the proposed
development.

The evidence gathered to assess the potential impacts of proposed
development at St George’s Barracks on Rutland Water, including the ‘Habitats
Regulation Assessment’ and ‘Phase 1 Habitat Surveys’ provide a robust basis
that supports the proposed allocation.

Other site allocations and whether the evidence and policies satisfactorily
address potential impacts on habitats and species.




3.21

3.2.2

3.2.3

3.24

3.2.5

3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.34

Rutland County has 18 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) in addition to
Rutland Water, which are all protected under the Wildlife & Countryside
Act 1981 (As Amended).

The parties agree that:

The natural environment evidence indicates that the housing, employment and
other allocations proposed in the Rutland Local Plan are capable of being
developed without insurmountable adverse impacts on protected and priority
habitats and species. Where adverse impacts are identified these are capable
of being mitigated.

Further detailed evidence and proposed mitigation measures in relation to
potential impacts on habitats and species will be required upon submission of
planning applications in relation to the proposed allocation sites.

There has been engagement with Natural England regarding other proposed
allocations in the emerging Local Plan.

The evidence relating to the proposed allocations has not identified any
insurmountable direct or indirect adverse impacts on protected habitats and
species.

The wording of policies that seeks to address good design, climate change and
deliver Biodiversity Net Gain.

The National Planning Policy Framework (2019) and updated Planning practice
Guidance July 2019%° now seeks to ensure that net gains for biodiversity are
sought through planning policies and decisions. Early drafts of the Local Plan
were prepared in advance of the updated NPPF and Planning Practice
Guidance and did not include a net-gain policy. The introduction of a ‘net-gain’
policy (EN9) has evolved following changes to guidance.

The proposed wording changes set out below seek to address the increased
emphasis on Bio-diversity Net Gain (BNG) and reflect the latest Government
Guidance and legislation.

The parties have agreed that:
The following modifications to the Local Plan objectives and policies would

improve its robustness in terms of protecting the Natural Environment, securing
good design, addressing climate change and securing Bio-diversity Net gain:

%5 paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 8-022-20190721 was inserted on 21 July 2019.



3.4

3.4.1

3.4.2

Strategic Objective 16 - Reference should be made to ‘enhancement of Blue
and Green Infrastructure and the connectivity of natural habitats’.

Paragraphs 7.17 (justification to policy EN3: Delivering Good Design) should
be amended to state:

“Incorporating ecologically sensitive design and features for biodiversity
within a development scheme can achieve significant improvements for
biodiversity and climate change”.

Policy EN5 - ‘Surface water management, water supply, foul drainage and
sustainable drainage systems’ (explanatory text). An additional paragraph
should be added to state:

“In_areas where non-mains foul drainage solutions are necessary,
such as septic tanks and package treatment plants, which may impact
Rutland Water or other designated sites, they must be designed and
sited appropriately to _ensure no_impacts to the conservation
objectives of the designated site.”

Policy EN5 Paragraph 4 should be amended to read:

“‘Surface water management should be undertaken, wherever practicable
through the utilisation of appropriate SuDS techniques which mimic natural
drainage patterns, and where appropriate achieve net gains for nature
through the creation of ponds and wetlands onsite or within close proximity.
Where there is potential for surface water run-off into a water sensitive
designated site the SuDS must provide the highest level of water
guality protection as described within the CIRIA SuDS Manual (2015)
C753.”

The wording of the ‘Natural Environment’ policies

The National Planning Policy Framework (2019) and updated Planning practice
Guidance July 2019 now seeks to ensure that net gains for biodiversity are
sought through planning policies and decisions. Early drafts of the Local Plan
were prepared in advance of the updated NPPF and Planning Practice
Guidance and did not include a net-gain policy. The introduction of a ‘net-gain’
policy (EN9) has evolved following guidance changes.

The proposed wording changes set out below seek to address the increased
emphasis on Bio-diversity Net Gain (BNG) and reflect the latest Government
Guidance and legislation. The wording of the Council’s Natural Environment
strategic policies EN9 to EN11 have evolved and has been refined following
discussions between Rutland County Council and Natural England. At the time



3.4.3

of drafting this Statement of Common Ground, the Environment Bill is still
progressing through parliament and the Council does not want to try to pre-
empt the introduction of national BNG targets which would supersede any local
plan targets.

The parties have agreed that:
Policy EN9 Paragraph 2 should be amended to read:
“This includes seeking to enhance habitats which can contribute to the

Nature Recovery Network and seeking to deliver a net gain on all
proposals to meet agreed targets including any future national

targets”

Policy EN9 bullet point (h) should be amended to read:

“Maximise opportunities for the restoration, enhancement and connection
of ecological or geological assets, which can contribute to the Nature
Recovery Network, and are in _line with the Leicestershire, Leicester
and Rutland Biodiversity Action Plan (or its successive document).”

Policy EN9 explanatory text— Add justification text to support policy EN9 to

state:
“The Environment Bill is expected to _introduce a requirement for
applicants to demonstrate that there will be a Biodiversity net gain
post construction. The Defra Biodiversity Metric 2.0 can be used to
measure gains and losses to biodiversity resulting from development.
Any action, as a result of development, that creates or enhances
habitat features can be measured using the metric and as a result
count towards biodiversity net gain. The Biodiversity Metric 2.0 can
be used for this purpose as a fully tested metric that will ensure
consistency across the plan-area”

Policy EN9 explanatory text suggest adding this to para 7.44— Add justification
text to support policy EN9 to explain that further changes to legislation
governing biodiversity enhancement are imminent. Add text to state:

“It is anticipated that policies will need to be superseded following
changes in government legislation on biodiversity.”

Paragraphs 7.49 (justification to Policy EN9 - the natural environment) should
be amended to state:
“The Council and its partners will carry out further work, where resources
permit, to identify and map, where appropriate, any areas in Rutland for



3.4.4

3.5

3.5.1

3.5.2

3.5.3

354

4.0
4.1

4.2

5.0

habitat restoration and creation, Biodiversity Net Gain off-setting, Nature
Improvement Areas and ecological networks, including wildlife corridors
and stepping stones between them, which will contribute to the wider
Nature Recovery Network”

Subject to the proposed modifications above, the parties agree that the wording
of the Local Plan policies are broadly consistent with the National Planning
Policy Framework insofar as they refer to the Natural Environment and Bi-
diversity Net Gain.

Policies for the protection and enhancement of Blue and Green Infrastructure.

The wording of the Council’s policy concerning Blue and Green Infrastructure
(policy EN10) has evolved and has been refined following discussions between
Rutland County Council and Natural England.

The parties have agreed that:

The wording of the Blue and Green Infrastructure (EN10) policy is an
appropriate and proportionate approach to safeguarding, improving and
enhancing the blue and green infrastructure within Rutland County.

The policy is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework.

Governance

This SoCG commits the bodies to continue working together on planning
matters that have impacts on designated habitats and species, including
Rutland Water.

In terms of governance arrangements the two parties agree to:

e Keep a dialogue open on matters arising which are likely to have
significant impacts and implications for designated species and habitats;

e To work together to achieve identified outcomes in relation to strategic
matters;

e To review and update this Statement in light of any material change in
circumstance such as: major changes to legislation or guidance; material
changes to policy and strategy in the emerging plans;

e To adopt positive principles of cooperation.

Map of Strategic Area (Rutland County)






Agreement
Signed on behalf of Rutland County Council

Mark Andrews

Chief Executive

Signed on behalf of Natural England

Roslyn Deeming

Senior Adviser
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1.2

1.3

1.4

2.2

Introduction

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been developed in order to
address Strategic Planning Matters between the parties consisting of Rutland
County Council (RCC) and Historic England (HE). The parties have identified
Strategic Planning matters and the approach of the respective parties in
addressing these.

The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the
parties with regard to:

e The proposed allocation of a New Garden Village at St George’s
Barracks, Edith Weston including: the principle of development, policy
wording (including how the plan seeks to address potential impacts on
designated and non-designated heritage assets including the grade I1*
listed Thor missile site);

e Other allocations and their potential impacts on Heritage assets; and

e The wording of policies that seek to conserve and enhance the
County’s heritage assets and their settings.

The purpose of the Statement of Common Ground is to inform the Inspector of
the Rutland Local Plan and other interested parties about the areas of
agreement between Rutland County Council and Historic England in relation
to strategic matters contained in the Rutland Local Plan (2016-2036).
Engagement between the parties has informed the development of the
proposed allocations, policy wording and supporting explanatory text within
the plan.

The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) addresses strategic matters and
shared issues between the parties. It provides a framework for the delivery of
the Duty to Co-operate duties and obligations arising from Section 110 of the
Localism Act 2011 and paragraphs 24 to 27 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2019). The statement is prepared in accordance with the
Planning Practice Guidance.

Background

Rutland County Council is a public body which is the Local Planning Authority
(LPA) for its administrative area. Historic England is a public body that helps
people care for, enjoy and celebrate England's historic environment. Both are
‘Prescribed Bodies’ for the purposes of the Duty to Cooperate.

Historic England has been fully engaged during the development of the Rutland
Local Plan, and made representations which have informed the proposed
allocations and policies. In particular, HE has had substantial input in the



2.3

3.4.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

development of policies that seek to manage and secure high quality
development of a New Garden Community at St George’s Barracks, Edith
Weston which is proposed as an allocation and supported by policies H2 and
H3 of the emerging Local Plan. The development of the Local Plan has been
enhanced by engagement with HE who have helped to ensure that strategic
issues and matters are appropriately addressed.

This Statement of Common Ground reflects the agreed position between
Rutland Council and Historic England for submission to the Inspector for the
Local Plan Examination of the Rutland Local Plan.

Areas of Common Ground

New Garden Community at St George’s Barracks

Historic England’s advice was sought via workshops, meetings, discussions
and e-mail exchanges regarding the potential impact of a proposed New
Garden Community at St George’s Barracks, Edith Weston on important
designated and non-designated heritage assets. In particular, discussions
sought to develop policies that would protect the grade I1* listed THOR missile
site and non-designated buildings and features associated with the previous
military use of the site.

The parties agree that:

The proposed allocation of a mixed-use development including some 2,215
houses and 14 hectares of employment land at St George’s Barracks, Edith
Weston is ‘acceptable’ in principle subject to the modifications proposed
below. A robust masterplan will ensure that future developments will protect
the heritage assets and their settings.

The following wording changes to policy H2(6) would provide a sound Local
Plan policy basis setting out the principles for the protection of the heritage
assets on the site.

“The masterplan should demonstrate how the following principles will be
addressed in the design, development and delivery of the garden community:

....... creates a distinctive environment respecting the site’s character and
designated and non-designated heritage assets. The masterplan, should be
informed by a heritage impact assessment and archaeological assessment,
which demonstrates how the Thor Missile site (a grade II* listed building) and
its setting are satisfactorily protected. The masterplan should be designed to
reflect the historic character of the aerodrome taking inspiration from the
layout of the camp and runways.”



3.4.5

3.4.6

3.4.7

3.4.8

3.5
3.5.1
3.5.2

3.5.3
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The following wording changes to policy H3(e) would provide a sound basis for
setting out the development requirements arising from the site.

“Development will be supported where it:

...responds positively to the site’s heritage in particular the Thor Missile site
(grade II* listed building) and its setting and demonstrate how development
will take into account the impact on designated and non-designated heritage
assets and archaeology (identified following a robust Heritage Impact
assessment) within the site.”

The proposed changes to Policies H2 and H3 of the Local Plan would provide
a robust framework for the protection for designated heritage assets.

The changes will ensure a balanced consideration can be applied to
developments that have the potential for impacts on non-designated heritage
assets. The policies would ensure that proposals will only be supported where
the benefits of the scheme outweigh the scale of any harm or loss, having
regard to the significance of the heritage asset.

Both parties are mindful of Historic England’s proposal to designate part of the
proposed site allocation as a Scheduled Monument and designate other
currently non-designated heritage assets in the vicinity as listed buildings. Both
parties agree to work collaboratively to address any issues arising should
additional heritage assets be designated in the future and prior to determination
of any planning application on the site.

Other allocations

Historic England’s advice was sought via meetings, discussions and e-mail
exchanges throughout the development of the Local Plan regarding the
impact of other proposed allocations on heritage assets.

The parties have agreed that:

Subject to the proposed modification set out in paragraph 3.2.4 below, the
proposed housing and employment allocations in the emerging Rutland Local
Plan (Policies H1.1 to H1.18 (and associated implementation framework) and
policies E1 to E1.3) provide a robust policy basis which satisfactorily protect
heritage assets.

The following modifications to proposed allocations and associated policies

would improve policies in the context of heritage assets and protecting the

historic environment:

e Policy H1.13 - Criteria b should be expanded to include reference to the
Grade | Church of St Mary.



3.5.5

3.6

3.6.1

3.6.2

3.6.3

3.6.4

4.0
4.1

4.2

e Policy H4 — Amend criterion B of policy to add: “....... of the notable
species and providing an appropriate buffer for the protection and
enhancement of the scheduled monument at Great Casterton, as
shown on the policies map.”

Removal of ‘The Yews, Well Cross, Edith Weston’ as a proposed housing
allocation (EDI/02(A)) is supported.

The wording of the ‘Historic Environment’ policies and other text

The wording of the Council’s Historic Environment policies and Strategy has
evolved following discussions between Rutland County Council and Historic
England.

The parties have agreed that:

The following modifications to the Local Plan vision, objectives and policies
would improve its robustness in terms of protecting heritage assets:

e Vision (Chapter 3 pp24) - Reference should be made to ‘heritage’ within
the fifth bullet point.

e Strategic Objective 14 - Reference should be made to ‘heritage assets
and their settings’ within bullet point 14.

e SD7 (Criteria d) should include reference to ‘heritage assets and their
settings’.

e Policy EN1 — Add bullet point 6 to refer to “the historic landscape”

e Policy EN8 — Amend text to address the potential impact of wind turbines
on heritage assets and views important to their setting.

e Paragraphs 7.77 to 7.90 (The historic and cultural environment) should
refer to Scheduled Monuments and add a paragraph to describe non-
designated heritage assets and their settings within the supporting text.

The proposed full wording is attached as Appendix A.

Subject to the proposed modifications above, the parties agree that the
wording of the Local Plan policies are broadly consistent with the National
Planning Policy Framework insofar as they refer to ‘heritage assets’ and ‘their
settings’ being ‘conserved’ and ‘enhanced’ and that ‘heritage assets’ includes
both ‘designated’ and ‘non-designated’ assets.

Governance

This SoCG commits the bodies to continue working together on planning
matters that have impacts on designated and non-designated heritage assets
including those at St George’s Barracks.

In terms of governance arrangements the two parties agree to:



Keep a dialogue open on matters arising which are likely to have
significant impacts and implications for heritage assets;

To work together to achieve identified outcomes in relation to strategic
matters;

To review and update this Statement in light of any material change in
circumstance such as: major changes to legislation or guidance,;
material changes to policy and strategy in the emerging plans;

To adopt positive principles of cooperation.
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Agreement

Signed on behalf of Rutland County Council
Mark Andrews

Not Signed

Chief Executive

Signed on behalf of Historic England

Emilie Carr

Not Signed

Historic Environment Planning Adviser



Appendix A — Proposed modified wording

Proposed modified wording (shown in bold text) to Local Plan policies agreed between
Rutland County Council and Historic England.

Vision

Bullet point 5. “....... the individual character, heritage and attractiveness of each town
and village and the countryside will have been maintained and the quality of life for
residents improved;...”

Objectives

Strategic Objective 14. “To protect and enhance the built environment and open
spaces, historic environment, heritage assets and their settings and local
townscape associated with the historic core of the market towns, listed buildings and
conservation areas.....”

Policy H2 — St George’s garden community development and delivery principles

“The masterplan should demonstrate how the following principles will be
addressed in the design, development and delivery of the garden community:

....... creates a distinctive environment respecting the site’s character and
designated and non-designated heritage assets. The masterplan, should be
informed by a heritage impact assessment and archaeological assessment,
which demonstrates how the Thor Missile site (a grade II* listed building), and
the setting providing by the former airfield runways are satisfactorily protected
and its setting will be satisfactorily protected and shows how_development will
avoid, minimise and enhance or compensate any adverse effect on non-
designated heritage assets and archaeology within the site. The masterplan
should be designed to reflect the historic character of the aerodrome taking
inspiration from the layout of the camp and runways.”

Policy H3 - St George’s garden community development requirements

“Development will be supported where it:

...responds positively to the site’s heritage in particular the Thor Missile site
(grade II* listed building) and its setting and demonstrate how development will
avoid, minimise and enhance or compensate any adverse effect on designated
and non-designated heritage assets and archaeology within the site.”



Policy H1.13 - Home Farm, Ketton

o b) designed to retain buildings of local importance — in particular the Grade |

Church of St Mary, 19th Century barn and listed dovecote and preserves and
enhance the setting of these assets.....”

Policy H4 - — Cross boundary development opportunity — Stamford North

“The masterplan/planning application is expected to include:

....... country park incorporating the appropriate mitigation of potential harm to
biodiversity and wildlife assets, including the translocation of the notable species and
providing an appropriate buffer for the protection and enhancement of the
scheduled monument at Great Casterton, as shown on the policies map.”

Policy SD7 - — Use of military bases and prisons for operational or other purposes

“(d) protect and enhance the countryside and character of the landscape, natural and
cultural heritage including heritage assets and their settings;

Policy EN1 - — Landscape character Impact

New bullet point 6:
“5. Local distinctiveness and sense of place.

6. The historic landscape”

Policy ENS8 - Low-carbon energy generation

be addressed satisfactorily including:

¢ will be permitted provided that environmental, economic and social impacts can

i) the historic and cultural environment, heritage assets and views important to
their setting.”

New Paragraph 7.91

“The Planning Practice Guidance recognises that heritage assets are either
‘designated’ or ‘non-designated’. Legislation sets out the tests to avoid
substantial harm to ‘designated’ heritage assets. In the case of non-designated
assets, development proposals have an impact these should be considered
against the benefits of the scheme to determine whether the proposal outweighs
the scale of any harm or loss, having regard to the significance of the heritage
asset.”
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1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been developed in order to
address Strategic Planning issues between the parties consisting of Rutland
County Council (RCC) and the Environment Agency (EA).

The parties have identified the shared ‘Strategic Planning Matters’ that need to
be addressed and the approach of the respective parties in addressing these.
This Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the parties
with regard to:

e Proposed site allocations and whether these satisfactorily consider and
mitigate potential flooding and water quality impacts, based on
evidence.

e The wording of policies related to water quality, water efficiency and the
direct and indirect impacts of flooding.

e The proposed allocation of a New Garden Village at St George’s
Barracks, Edith Weston, and how the plan seeks to mitigate potential
adverse impacts including surface water drainage and effective waste
water management.

The purpose of the Statement of Common Ground is to inform the Inspector of
the Rutland Local Plan and other interested parties about the areas of
agreement between Rutland County Council and the Environment Agency in
relation to key strategic matters contained in the Rutland Local Plan (2016-
2036). The Statement demonstrates the discussions that have been a
consideration in the development of the proposed allocations, policy wording
and supporting explanatory text within the plan.

The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) addresses strategic matters and
shared issues between the parties. It provides a framework for the delivery of
the Duty to Co-operate duties and obligations arising from Section 110 of the
Localism Act 2011 and paragraphs 24 to 27 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2019). The statement is prepared in accordance with the Planning
Practice Guidance.

2. Background

2.1

Rutland County Council is a public body which is the Local Planning Authority
(LPA) for its administrative area. The Environment Agency is a public body that
seeks to protect and improve the environment, including treatment of



2.2

2.3

3.1

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.14

3.1.5

contaminated land, water quality and resources, managing the risk of flooding
and conservation and ecology. Both are ‘Prescribed Bodies’ for the purposes
of the Duty to Cooperate.

During development of the Rutland Local Plan, the Environment Agency has
made representations which have informed the proposed allocations and
policies. The development of the plan has been enhanced by engagement with
the EA which helped to ensure that strategic issues and matters are
appropriately addressed.

This Statement of Common Ground reflects the agreed position between
Rutland Council and the Environment Agency for submission to the Inspector
for the Local Plan Examination of the Rutland Local Plan.

Areas of Common Ground

Proposed site allocations and whether these satisfactorily consider and mitigate
potential flooding and water quality impacts, based on evidence.

The Council engaged with the Environment Agency via discussions and e-mail
exchanges in terms of potential impacts arising from the proposed scale of
growth and proposed allocations. The Environment Agency’s advice was
sought primarily in relation to flooding and water quality.

Engagement during the ‘Issues & Options’ stage of Local Plan preparation
identified that the scale of proposed growth at Oakham and Uppingham had the
potential to result in a lack of capacity at the waste water treatment works at
these settlements. This could result in potential impacts on compliance with the
‘Water Framework Directive’ and associated impact on Rutland Water (SPA
and Ramsar Site) in terms of impact on flood risk.

Early engagement also identified that two proposed allocations at ‘land south
of Brooke Road (Oakham) and ‘River Gwash Trout Farm, Belmesthorpe Lane
(Ryhall)’ had the potential to result in adverse impacts on flooding and water
quality.

The EA initially advised that a revised Water Cycle Study be undertaken.
Subsequent discussions have identified that a revised water cycle study is not
necessary and that the 2011 study offers a sufficiently robust evidence base.

The EA have identified that some additional work is needed on the Council’s
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment but that this can be satisfactorily resolved.



3.1.6

3.1.7

3.1.8

3.1.9

3.2

3.2.1

3.2.2

The parties agree that:

The confirmed upgrading of the Oakham Water Recycling Centre (WRC) (as
identified in the Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and Anglian
Water’s Investment Programme 2020 to 2025) will provide sufficient increased
capacity and improved performance to mitigate potential adverse impacts on
water quality resulting from the committed and proposed levels of growth in
Oakham identified in the emerging Local Plan. The WRC is currently flow
compliant with its permit but the improvements are essential to address
existing performance issues impacting on water quality, which would
otherwise become more severe with increased demand. The measures aim to
reduce storm spills and secure compliance with Water Framework Directive
requirements (ammonia and BOD — no deterioration). The reduction in
proposed growth in the Local Plan between early iterations and the
Publication version will also help to maintain adequate capacity.

The proposed housing and employment allocations in the emerging Local
Plan are appropriate and, subject to the associated policy wording requiring
mitigation measures, can be delivered without unacceptable harm in terms of
water quality and flooding.

The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) (2009) is out of date in parts
but this can be addressed through the production of an update or addendum
document to accompany the SFRA. The update published with the pre-
submission Local Plan needs some additional work but minor deficiencies can
be overcome. A modified SFRA and Water Cycle Study (2011) offer a
sufficiently robust evidence base to inform the policies and allocations in the
Local Plan.

The wording of policies related to water quality, water efficiency and the direct
and indirect impacts of flooding.

Early engagement with the Environment Agency identified concerns regarding
the wording of policies in the emerging plan. These included: Draft Policy RL2
‘Sustainable development principles’ — in relation to seeking ‘adequate waste
water treatment’; RLP33 (Good design) — in seeking ‘Sustainable urban
Drainage’ and ‘Specific Water Efficiency Standards’; RLP38 ‘The natural
environment’ and RLP42 (Green infrastructure, sport and recreation). In
addition, changes to the wording of paragraph 7.30 are proposed.

Discussions in relation to the ‘Publication Version’ of the Local Plan (2020)
suggested some minor wording to policy for clarification which are supported
by both parties. These will be provided to the Inspector.



3.2.3

3.24

3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.34

3.3.5

3.3.6

3.3.7

The parties have agreed that:

The revised wording of the ‘Sustainable development principles’ (policy SD1),
‘Delivering good design’ (policy EN3), ‘Surface water management, water
supply, foul drainage and sustainable drainage systems’ (policy EN5), ‘the
natural environment’ (policy EN9), and ‘Blue and Green infrastructure’ (policy
EN10) are supported by the Environment Agency and are consistent with the
National Planning Policy Framework and Water Framework Objective
requirements. Some minor re-wording to policy EN5 is agreed to improve
clarity.

The proposed allocation of a New Garden Community at St George’s
Barracks, Edith Weston, and how the plan seeks to mitigate potential impacts.

The Environment Agency’s advice was sought via workshops, meetings,
discussions and e-mail exchanges regarding the impacts of a proposed New
Garden Community at St George’s Barracks on water quality, water efficiency
and flooding.

In particular cooperation between the Council and EA sought to address the
impacts of development on water quality in relation to Rutland Water (A
Special Area of Conservation and RAMSAR site). A key issue was identified
in relation to the capacity of waste water treatment facilities at St George’s
Barracks and North Luffenham.

No issues were identified in terms of flooding.
The parties have agreed that:

The proposed allocation of a mixed-use development including some 2,215
houses and 14 hectares of employment land at St George’s Barracks, Edith
Weston is ‘acceptable’ in principle. Subject to the mitigation measures
identified in policies H2 and H3 of the emerging Local Plan the site is capable
of being satisfactorily developed without unacceptable impacts on water
quality (including impacts on Rutland Water SAC) and flooding.

Policy H2 (n) is supported. This seeks to provide improvements to the
treatment of waste water that meets the requirements of the Water
Framework Directive. In addition it provides a satisfactory basis to secure
improvements in water quality and surface water management.

Some minor re-wording to policy H3 is agreed to improve clarity.



4.0

4.1

4.2

Governance

This SoCG commits the bodies to continue working together on planning
matters that have impacts on water quality, water efficiency and the direct and
indirect impacts of flooding.

In terms of governance arrangements the two parties agree to:

o Keep a dialogue open on matters arising which are likely to have
significant impacts and implications for heritage assets;

o To work together to achieve identified outcomes in relation to strategic
matters;

o To review and update this Statement in light of any material change in
circumstance such as: major changes to legislation or guidance;
material changes to policy and strategy in the emerging plans;

o To adopt positive principles of cooperation.
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Agreement

Signed on behalf of Rutland County Council

Mark Andrews

Chief Executive

Signed on behalf of the Environment Agency

Nicola Farr

Sustainable Places - Planning Advisor
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1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been developed in order to
address Strategic Planning issues between the parties consisting of Rutland
County Council (RCC) and Highways England (HE). The parties have identified
Strategic Planning matters and the approach of the respective parties in
addressing these.

The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the parties
with regard to:

e The proposed allocation of a New Garden Village at St George’s
Barracks, Edith Weston including how the plan seeks to mitigate
potential impacts and whether this is supported by evidence.

e Impact of the proposed development at ‘Stamford North’ on the
Strategic Road Network (primarily the Al) when considered with
alongside other proposed growth in South Kesteven District.

e Whether the policies and infrastructure requirements contained in the
Local Plan satisfactorily mitigate other potential impacts on the Strategic
Road Network.
The purpose of the Statement of Common Ground is to inform the Inspector of
the Rutland Local Plan and other interested parties about the areas of
agreement between Rutland County Council and Highways England in relation
to key strategic matters contained in the Rutland Local Plan (2016-2036). The
agreement demonstrates the discussions that have been a consideration in the
development of the proposed allocations, policy wording and supporting
explanatory text within the plan.

The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) addresses strategic matters and
shared issues between the parties. It provides a framework for the delivery of
the Duty to Co-operate duties and obligations arising from Section 110 of the
Localism Act 2011 and paragraphs 24 to 27 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2019). The statement is prepared in accordance with the Planning
Practice Guidance.

2. Background

2.1

Rutland County Council is a public body which is the Local Planning Authority
(LPA) for its administrative area. Highways England is a government company
charged with operating, maintaining and improving England’'s motorways and
trunk roads, which include major A roads. Both are ‘Prescribed Bodies’ for the
purposes of the Duty to Cooperate.



2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.14

HE have proactively engaged with Rutland County Council during the
development and preparation of the Rutland Local Plan. This engagement has
sought to assess the potential impacts of future development with a view to
safeguarding the future operation of the Al (and other trunk roads) and its ability
to support economic growth in the area.

During development of the Rutland Local Plan, Highways England has made
representations which have informed the proposed allocations and policies.
In particular, HE has had an input into the proposed allocation of a New Garden
Village at St George’s Barracks, Edith Weston and proposed allocation at land
North of Stamford. HE have helped to develop the associated policy
requirements. The development of the Local Plan has been enhanced by
engagement with HE which helped to ensure that strategic issues and matters
are appropriately addressed.

Highways England has also engaged in joint discussions between South
Kesteven District Council, Lincolnshire County Council and Rutland County
Council concerning a strategic allocation to the north of Stamford that falls partly
within Rutland County and partly within South Kesteven’s administrative areas.

This Statement of Common Ground reflects the agreed position between
Rutland Council and Highways England for submission to the Inspector for the
Local Plan Examination of the Rutland Local Plan.

Areas of Common Ground

Allocation of a New Garden Village at St George’s Barracks

Highways England’s advice was sought via meetings, discussions and e-mail
exchanges regarding the impact of proposed growth at St George’s New
Garden Community on the Strategic Road Network (SRN) (alongside other
proposed and committed growth). In particular the potential impacts on the Al
were discussed.

The parties agree that:

The proposed development of a ‘New Garden Community’ of some 2,215
houses, employment land and associated infrastructure at the former St
George’s Barracks, Edith Weston results in only ‘modest’ additional vehicle
movements on the Al and other sections of the Strategic Road Network (SRN).
The proposed allocation would be unlikely to result in any material impacts on
the SRN in terms of capacity, congestion or highway safety. Impacts would not
be ‘severe’.

The Local Plan policies make sufficient provision to safeguard the operation of
the SRN, by requiring major development proposals (such as St George’s
Barracks) to assess the impact of the proposed growth and the need for



3.1.5

3.2

3.2.1

3.2.2

3.2.3

3.24

3.2.5

3.2.6

3.3

3.3.1

mitigation packages on the SRN through Transport Assessments (TAS) to be
undertaken at planning application stage.

The transport evidence gathered to assess the potential transport impacts of
proposed development at St George’s Barracks is a robust and proportionate
basis on which to allocate the New Garden Community.

Impact of the proposed development at Stamford North when considered

alongside other proposed growth.

A mixed-use development of some 1,950 houses is allocated in both the South
Kesteven District (1,350 dwellings) and Rutland County (650 dwellings) Local
Plans.

The allocation and associated policy within the South Kesteven Local Plan
requires an:

“.....appropriate full transport assessment and phasing plan....for the entire
site (to include for the land extending into Quarry Farm, Rutland.....”.

Discussions have been held with Highways England (alongside Lincolnshire
County Council and South Kesteven District Council) regarding the allocations.

The parties agree that:

Based on the evidence provided, the proposed transport improvement
measures at Stamford North identified in the emerging Local Plan Policy H426
and associated Infrastructure Delivery Plan would mitigate any adverse impacts
on the Strategic Road Network to an acceptable degree (in terms of capacity,
congestion and highway safety).

The evidence gathered to assess the potential transport impacts of proposed
development at Stamford North is robust and proportionate basis on which to
allocate residential development of up to 650 houses.

The wording of other transport objectives, policies and justifications in the
context of the Strategic Road Network

The Local Plan contains multiple objectives, policies and justifications that
seeks to deliver effective transportation including promoting sustainable modes
of transport. The Local Plan policy SC2 ‘Securing sustainable transport’

26 “pA distributor road facilitating the connection of the Old Great North Road, Little Casterton Road and Ryhall
Road and any associated junction improvements arising from this new road, including increasing capacity at
the A1/A606 junction.”



3.3.2

3.3.3

3.34

4.0

4.1

4.2

focusses mainly on promoting sustainable forms of transport whilst policy SC4
seeks to ensure that:

“...Proposals for major development will be expected to deliver any
additional on and off site infrastructure requirements that would mitigate
and/or compensate for the impacts generated by the new development....”.

The parties agree that:

The wording of the transport and infrastructure related policies SC2
(sustainable transport and accessibility) and SC4 (Developer contributions —
strategic policy) are an appropriate approach to mitigating any adverse impacts
on the Local and Strategic Road Network.

The policies are consistent with section 9 of the National Planning Policy
Framework 2019 (‘Promoting sustainable transport’) in seeking to ensure that
new developments promote sustainable forms of transport and ‘avoiding and
mitigating’ any adverse effects.

Governance

This SoCG commits the bodies to continue working together on planning
matters that have impacts on the Strategic Road Network.

In terms of governance arrangements the two parties agree to:

e Keep a dialogue open on matters arising which are likely to have
significant impacts and implications for the Al and other parts of the
SRN;

e Work together to achieve identified outcomes in relation to strategic
matters;

e Review and update this Statement in light of any material change in
circumstance such as: major changes to legislation or guidance; material
changes to policy and strategy in the emerging plans;

o Adopt positive principles of cooperation.
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Agreement

Signed on behalf of Rutland County Council

Mark Andrews

Chief Executive

Signed on behalf of Highways England

Martin Seldon

Assistant Spatial Planner
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1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been developed in order to
address Strategic Planning Matters in the emerging Rutland Local Plan 2018 —
2036. The SoCG seeks to identify the Strategic Matters and agree an approach
to addressing these between the parties consisting of Rutland County Council
(RCC) and East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group
(EL&RCCG).

The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the parties
with regard to:

e The requirements for primary health care arising from the proposed
housing and other growth contained within the Rutland Local Plan 2018
- 2036;

e The proposed delivery, timing and management of health care provision
associated with a proposed New Garden Community at St George’s
Barracks, Edith Weston;

e The proposed delivery, timing and management of health care provision
associated with development at Stamford North; and

e The amount, destination and timing of financial contributions required in
order to deliver the necessary infrastructure.

The purpose of the Statement of Common Ground is to inform the Inspector of
the Rutland Local Plan and other parties about the areas of agreement between
Rutland County Council and the CCG in relation to key strategic matters
contained in the Rutland Local Plan (2018 - 2036), primarily the delivery of
necessary primary care facilities associated with growth. The agreement has
been a consideration in the development of proposed Policies (H2 and H3) of
and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan within the Rutland Local Plan.

The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) addresses ‘strategic matters’ and
shared issues between the parties. It demonstrates engagement between the
parties in accordance with the ‘Duty to Co-operate’ obligations arising from
Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 and paragraphs 24 to 27 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (2019). The statement provides a framework for the
delivery of Primary Health care infrastructure arising from the proposed growth
and is prepared in accordance with the Planning Practice Guidance.



2.1

2.2

2.3

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

Background

Rutland County Council is a public body which is the Local Planning Authority
(LPA) for its administrative area. East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical
Commissioning Group (CCG) is a clinically-led public body that is responsible
for the planning and commissioning of health care services for the East
Leicestershire and Rutland area. Both are prescribed Bodies for the purposes
of the Duty to Cooperate.

In developing the Rutland Local Plan, the CCG have been engaged on an
ongoing basis in order to assess the impacts of growth on the provision of
primary health care. Discussions have sought to identify opportunities to
provide new or extend existing facilities to support growth where required.
Discussions also sought to identify the necessary financial contributions to
deliver new or expand existing facilities. Discussions have mainly been
between Rutland County Council and EL&RCCG who have, in turn, liaised with
Medical Practices within Rutland County.

This Statement of Common Ground provides a position statement between
Rutland County Council and East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical
Commissioning Group based on the best information currently available for
submission to the Inspector for the Rutland Local Plan Examination.

Areas of Common Ground

Requirements for new health care provision

The Publication version of the Local Plan proposes a minimum of 2,340%7 new
homes in Rutland County between 2018 and 2036. The increase in housing will
have a commensurate increase in population. As a result of the proposed
growth in population and changing demographic circumstances, there will be
additional pressures on social infrastructure including primary health care.

RCC have liaised with the CCG and produced an Infrastructure Delivery Plan
(IDP) as part of the emerging Local Plan. Amongst other things, the IDP seeks
to assess the implications of potential growth on health provision. This has
involved ongoing engagement with the CCG and in turn Medical Practices
within the County of Rutland.

The parties agree that:

The available capacity at existing medical practices that serve the current
residents of Rutland County is currently insufficient to meet the identified

27 Based on the Standard Method for calculating housing need which identifies a requirement for some 130
homes per year. The plan allows for some 2,940 homes 2018-2036 in order to allow for flexibility in delivery.



3.1.4

3.1.5

3.1.6

3.1.7

3.1.8

3.2

3.2.1

increases in homes and resulting increases in population. Any increase in
population will require a commensurate increases in GP practice facilities.

The proposed housing growth within the Local Plan could generate some
5,380 additional patients?® between 2018 and 2036. Using National Health
Service England (NHSE) standard calculations, this number of patients would
require additional capacity. The exact calculation of floorspace will be
assessed based on the scale of growth and the implications for each existing
building.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) identifies the need for necessary primary
care facilities arising from the levels of housing growth proposed in Rutland
County between 2018 and 2036.

Improvements to primary care provision arising from development identified in
the Local Plan can be delivered through extensions, expansion, relocation or
reconfiguration of existing practices. Where required and feasible, the delivery
of new primary care facilities will be explored — primarily at St George’s
Barracks. Based on the proposed quantity and distribution of growth and an
assessment of potential capacity, financial contributions could be spent at a
wide range of existing primary care facilities?°.

Given that patients have freedom of choice and to provide flexibility this list is
not prescriptive or exhaustive and other facilities may be expanded using
financial contributions®. In order to maintain a flexible approach that responds
to prevailing circumstances at the time of delivery of development both parties
will continue to engage throughout the development process in order to identify
and fund the most appropriate solution.

Both parties will continue to work collaboratively on joint initiatives such as ‘One
Public Estate’ and effective use of public sector property in Rutland.

Requirements arising from St George’s Barracks New Garden Community

The parties agree that:

The proposed development at St George’s Barracks will result in increased
demand for primary care facilities. The short term solution for meeting need will
utilise existing facilities®' (to be agreed between Rutland County Council and
the Clinical Commissioning Group). The provision of a new facility ‘on-site’ at
St George’s Barracks is the preferred longer term solution.

28 Assuming people 2.3 per household.

29 Current facilities are found at Oakham Medical practice, Uppingham Surgery and Empingham Medical
Centre with potential delivery at Rutland Memorial Hospital.

30 Where this is necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the
development, and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.

31 Likely to be at Empingham but other options will be considered to provide flexibility.



3.2.2

3.2.3

3.2.4

3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.4

3.4.1

3.3.3

Both parties agree to explore a robust approach to the delivery of a potential
new health and wellbeing centre at St George’s Barracks as part of a local
neighbourhood centre. The scale and design of any new facility will involve a
full design process for the new building based on NHSE standards.
Development will involve consultation and agreement between the Local
Planning Authority, East Leicestershire Clinical Commission Group and site
developers.

The future management arrangements, including any rental value, will be
subject to further agreement between Rutland County Council, EL&RCCG and
the landowner / developer.

Policy H3 of the emerging Rutland Local Plan sets out a satisfactory Framework

for the delivery of health care facilities.

Proposed development at Stamford North

Some 1,950 new homes are proposed at land north of Stamford. 1,300 homes
are proposed within the administrative area of South Kesteven (within the South
Lincolnshire Clinical Commissioning Group area). 650 homes are proposed
within Rutland County (within the East Leicestershire & Rutland Clinical
Commissioning Group area). The location of the development and freedom of
choice entails that residents may choose to register with practices in Stamford
or Rutland.

The parties agree that:

Subiject to further discussion with both EL&R CCG and South Lincolnshire CCG
it is proposed that developer contributions would be made towards improved
and enhanced primary care services in practices in Rutland County including,
but not exclusively, those at Empingham. In order to maintain a flexible
approach that responds to prevailing circumstances at the time of delivery of
development both parties will continue to engage throughout the development
process in order to identify and fund the most appropriate solution.

The amount, destination and timing of financial contributions required in order
to deliver the necessary infrastructure

Financial contributions towards provision of new primary healthcare facilities
resulting from growth will primarily be delivered through Community
Infrastructure Levy for most developments, other than for St George’s Barracks,
where on-site provision is the preferred approach. This is considered separately
in section 3.2 above.

Rutland County Council levies a charge on development through the
Community Infrastructure Levy. The money raised seeks to fund infrastructure



that the Council, local community and neighbourhoods need. The infrastructure
on which CIL is spent is identified in a ‘Regulation 123’ schedule, which lists
infrastructure projects or types of infrastructure that it intends to fund through
contributions. The list includes ‘New and expanded GP facilities’.

The parties agree that:

3.4.3 The level of financial contributions required to support the delivery of
infrastructure identified in the ‘Infrastructure Delivery Plan’ will be informed by
ongoing dialogue between the Local Planning Authority, East Leicestershire &
Rutland Clinical Commissioning Group and site developers. The Infrastructure
Delivery Plan is a ‘living’ document that can be updated in order to respond to
changing circumstances and priorities for the delivery of infrastructure. Both
parties agree to continue to work together to respond to the prevailing
circumstances in order to identify and deliver primary care facilities.
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Agreement

Signed on behalf of Rutland County Council

Mark Andrews

Chief Executive

Signed on behalf of East Leicestershire and Rutland Clinical Commissioning
Group

Andy Williams

Chief Executive LLR CCGs



Appendix 6 — Terms of reference for Leicestershire Development Plans Forum

LEICESTER, LEICESTERSHIRE AND RUTLAND PLANNING OFFICERS’ FORUM
TERMS OF REFERENCE

Description
1

The Planning Officers’ Forum is a formal meeting of Chief Officers (or their nominee)
responsible for planning and transport services within the Leicester City Council,
Leicestershire District Council’s, Leicestershire County Council and Rutland County
Council.

Purpose
2. The purpose of the Forum is to:

a. Keep abreast of land use planning and transport issues across the sub-region of
Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland,;

b. Engender cooperative and collaborative working across the sub-region and to assist
Council’s in demonstrating the Duty to Cooperate;,

c. Share knowledge and promote good practice in the delivery of effective and efficient
planning services within the sub-region including with Rutland,;

d. Provide an overarching governance structure to the Development Plans Forum and
the Development Management Forum

e.

To support and complement the work of the Strategic Planning Group

f. Provide collective professional technical planning advice and guidance to the Strategic
Planning Group as required

g. To advise the Strategic Planning Group on relevant planning issues and national
learning as identified and occurring through their professional networks.

h. To ensure strategic decisions that are collectively agreed by the Strategic Planning
Group are implemented at local level.

Meeting Frequency
3. The Forum will meet regularly throughout the year in synergy with the Strategic
Planning Group meeting or otherwise as required.

Chair & Secretariat

4, The Chair of the group will be elected for a 12 month period and will be rotated in
alphabetical order of each member organisation. The chairing authority will provide the
meeting venue.

5. The Chair, or a nominated representative in the chairs absence, will represent the
Planning Officers’ Forum on the Strategic Planning Group to report on the Forum’s work.

6. The previous chairing authority shall provide the secretariat for each meeting

June 2015 June 2015



Functions and responsibilities

7. The Forum will provide professional advice to the Strategic Planning Group that
supports its overall direction and work programme. From time to time this will involve the
Forum being tasked with specific pieces of work to be reported back to SPG. Task and
finish groups will be established as necessary to deliver specific projects.

8. The Forum will maintain an up to date work programme and provide monthly
highlight reports to the Strategic Planning Group on currently commissioned work.

9. The Chair of the Forum will represent the views of the Forum at Strategic
Planning Group or other appropriate meetings as may be necessary.

10.  The Forum will delegate work to, and ask for reports back from, other working
groups including the Development Plans Forum and Development Management Forum.

11.  The Planning Officers Forum will also have responsibility for overseeing and
reviewing the terms of reference for the Development Plans Forum and Development
Management Forum

12.  The Planning Officers Forum will receive the minutes of the Development Plans
Forum and Development Management Forum meetings



Appendix 7 — Rutland County Council Statement of Engagement - Local
Planning, Highway and Education Service Areas
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1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

1.12

December 2020

Introduction

This Statement of Engagement (SoE) has been developed in order to
demonstrate that Strategic Planning Matters have been satisfactorily addressed
by different services of Rutland County Council in the development of the Local
Plan. A map of the area is shown in section 4.

Rutland County Council is a Unitary Authority with the administrative functions
for Local Planning, Local Highways and Local Education.

The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the Local
Planning, Highways and Education service areas with regard to:

e Provision of education infrastructure arising from proposed growth —
including impacts arising from a New Garden Community at St George’s
Barracks;

e Addressing the impact of proposed growth on transport matters including
provision of infrastructure and measures to mitigate any adverse transport
impacts including those arising from a New Garden Community at St
George’s Barracks;

The purpose of the Statement of Engagement is to demonstrate to the Inspector
of the Rutland Local Plan and other parties that the service areas of Rutland
County Council have engaged effectively in developing the Rutland Local Plan
and in particular in relation to the key strategic matters above. The SoE seeks
to confirm that agreement has been reached between the relevant service
areas within the Council.

In two tier authorities a ‘Statement of Common Ground’ would be prepared
between the parties in order to demonstrate effective engagement. The Local
Highway Authority are a ‘prescribed body’ for the purposes of the Duty to
Cooperate. The Local Education Authority perform an essential function that
impacts on the ‘Strategic Planning Matters’ addressed in the Local Plan.

The Statement provides a framework for the delivery of the Duty to Co-operate
duties and obligations arising from Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 and
paragraphs 24 to 27 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019). The
statement is prepared in accordance with the Planning Practice Guidance.

Background



2.1

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

3.1.1

3.1.2

Rutland County Council is a public body that is the Local Planning, Highways
and Education Authority for its administrative area. The Local Highway
Authority is a ‘Prescribed Body’ for the purposes of the Duty to Cooperate.

The development of the ‘Rutland Local Plan’ has involved ongoing cooperation
between these service areas in order to ensure that strategic matters are
appropriately addressed.

This ‘Statement of Engagement’ reflects the agreed position between the
various service areas within Rutland County Council for submission to the
Inspector for the Rutland Local Plan Examination.

The Rutland Local Plan is seeking to deliver at least 2,340 houses during the
plan period (2018 to 2036) but has some flexibility which allows for some
2,940%3 houses during the plan period.

The emerging Rutland Local Plan seeks to allocate 18 housing sites and a new
Garden Community at the St George’s Barracks site at Edith Weston. The new
Garden Community proposes delivery of some 1,000 houses between 2018
and 2036 (as part of a larger development for some 2,215 houses). In addition,
policy H4 proposes ‘no more than 650 houses’ within Rutland County on land
north of Stamford as part of an ‘Urban Extension’ which falls mostly within South
Kesteven District. All new developments have the potential to impact on Local
Highways capacity and Education provision.

The purpose of this Statement of Engagement is to confirm ongoing and
effective co-ordination between the Rutland County Council service areas on
these matters. The statement seeks to confirm that effective discussions have
taken place and to agree the position between the parties regarding the
Strategic Matters referred to in paragraph 1.3 above.

Areas of Agreement

Provision of education infrastructure arising from proposed growth

The emerging Rutland Local Plan (RLP) seeks to deliver at least 2,340 houses
during the plan period and flexibility allows for some 2,940 dwellings. The
housing development proposed in the Rutland Local Plan will require
commensurate growth in social infrastructure including local schools34.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan sets out the necessary provision of new or
expanded schools and the financial contributions required in order to deliver
these facilities. It identifies the need for a new primary provision at Stamford

32 Some 130 per year based on the ‘Standard Method’ for calculating housing need.
33 Including Allocations, completions since 2018 and commitments.
34 Rutland County Council also has duty under Section 6 of the Childcare Act to secure sufficiency of childcare



3.1.3

3.14

3.1.5

north and St George’s Barracks, but that there is currently insufficient capacity
within secondary schools to accommodate growth proposed®. This will be
regularly reviewed.

A new two form entry primary school (with potential to expand to a three form
entry school) is proposed as part of the development of the St George's
Barracks New Garden Community and a new 2 form entry primary as part of
the Stamford north development

The financial contributions are primarily those required to increase capacity in
primary schools in Rutland County. There is currently insufficient capacity within
secondary schools to accommodate growth proposed in Rutland County. This
will continue to be monitored to ensure that there is capacity in the short and
longer term.

The provision of other education facilities are proposed as financial
contributions through the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to increase
capacity through extension or expansion at existing schools as required.

Local Planning Authority and Local Education Authority agree that:

3.1.6

The proposed additional school provision and financial contribution
requirements through CIL (as set out in the table below) represent the agreed
infrastructure improvements necessary to accommodate the increases in
student numbers at primary and secondary schools during the specified
timescales for delivery.

Location Infrastructure Required Timescale for Delivery
St George’s Barracks 2 Form Entry (420 place) | 2025 - 2030

primary School with
potential to expand to a 3
form entry school.
Stamford North Provision of a primary To be confirmed
School as part of the
development within the
administrative area of
South Kesteven District
All other sites Financial contributions to | Various
existing schools through
CIL including at Oakham
C of E Primary School
Table 1 — Proposed education requirements arising from allocations in the emerging Rutland
Local Plan.

35 School capacity assessment data (Nov 2020) indicates that this academic year secondary provision is at
97.5% of capacity and will be oversubscribed for each of the four academic years commencing between
September 2021 and September 2024 with the following 2 years approximately back to 99% capacity. A
feasibility study has been undertaken to increase capacity at Catmose College



3.1.7

3.1.8

3.1.9

Other than the proposed expansion and relocation of Edith Weston Academy
to St George’s Barracks New Garden Community to accommodate pupil
numbers generated by the additional growth, no additional primary schools
are currently required to be located within Rutland County.

A new primary school will be delivered as part of the development of Stamford
North but this will be located within the administrative are of South Kesteven
District and funded through developer contributions across the whole
development site.

The education requirements set out paragraphs 6.8 to 6.14 and Appendix 1 of
the ‘Infrastructure Delivery Plan’, which accompanies the Local Plan are an
accurate short term forecast of the likely student yields arising from growth
and the necessary funding required to deliver increases in capacity for
primary and secondary education. This will be regularly reviewed. Funding for
education provision will be sought through the Council’s Community
Infrastructure Levy.

3.1.10 Subject to provision of a new two form entry primary school (with potential to

expand to a three form entry school) at St George’s Barracks and provision of
new primary school to serve the Stamford north development, and financial
contributions through CIL towards extending existing schools, no
insurmountable school capacity issues have been identified as a result of the
proposed levels of growth in the emerging Local Plan.

3.1.11 There are currently no insurmountable capacity issues at secondary schools in

Rutland County although the most recent school capacity forecasts indicate that
there is some potential for this to change over the plan period, which would
result in the need for additional capacity which will be secured through CIL
contributions to expand existing secondary schools where necessary. This will
be addressed through ongoing monitoring.

3.2 Transport — mitigation and delivery of key infrastructure

3.2.1

3.2.2

Rutland County Council has produced evidence that seeks to assess the
transport impacts and implications of growth proposed in the emerging Local
Plan within and beyond the administrative boundaries of Rutland County.
Evidence has mainly been provided in the form of Transport Assessments.
The evidence seeks to assess impacts on the local and wider highway
network and suggest proposed mitigations measures.

The main impacts on the Local Highway network resulting from growth
proposed in the Local Plan arise from developments at St George’s Barracks
(policy H2&H3) and Stamford North (policy H4).



3.2.3 A Transport Assessment (TA) has been undertaken to understand and
identify any impacts on the existing local highway network (LHN) as a direct
result of the New Garden Community at St George’s Barracks. Four junctions
were identified as having insufficient capacity and requiring mitigation as a
result of the proposed development.

3.2.4 The Al trunk road passes through the administrative area of Rutland County.
Proposed growth at Stamford North Urban Extension has the potential to
increase vehicular movements on the strategic and local highway network.
Rutland County Council in conjunction with Lincolnshire County Council has
sought to assess the impacts of proposed growth on the Strategic Road
Network (Al). Highways England, the Authority responsible for the Strategic
and Trunk Road network have been engaged in the development of the
Rutland Local Plan in the context of the impacts of proposed growth on the Al
and this is the subject of a separate Statement of Common Ground. Highways
England has not raised objections to the Local Plan based on transport
grounds and are satisfied that any adverse impacts are capable of being
mitigated.

The Local Planning Authority and Local Highway Authority agree that:

3.2.5 The ‘Transport Assessments’ produced in association with the Local Plan and
those prepared as part of the consideration of St George’s Barracks (New
Garden Community) and Stamford North provide an appropriate evidence
base to understand the implications of growth on the highway network for the
purposes of the Local Plan allocations.

3.2.6 The findings of the Transport Assessments and associated reports have
identified impacts on links and junctions including the identification of
junctions that would, as a result of development, be above their operating
capacity.

3.2.7 The Junction improvements identified will mitigate the impacts of growth at St
George’s Barracks and on the surrounding highway network. The following
measures, as set out in paragraph 7.9 of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, are
appropriate improvements that will seek to mitigate the impacts of growth.

e A606/Normanton Road — Upgrading of the junction to a mini-roundabout;

e A6003/Lyndon Road — Provision of a new roundabout;

e A606/Main Street, Empingham — Proposed improvements to the junction
layout;

e Wytchley Road/Normanton Road — Installation of a mini-roundabout.

e Wytchley Road — carriageway widening

e Edith Weston Road/Manton Road/Pennine Drive — mini roundabout
improvements



3.2.8

3.2.9

The transport mitigation measures proposed to the junction of the Al and
A606 at Stamford will help to minimise the impacts of growth on the Local
Highway and Strategic Road Network.

Other measures incorporated within the emerging Local Plan (including policy

SD1(Sustainable development principles) and EN3 (Delivering good design)

offer a satisfactory approach to encouraging modal shift and future proofing

the transport network to respond to technological changes, including:

e The installation of bus priority measures to promote modal shift;

e Seeking to maximise sustainable travel take-up; and

e Encouraging the provision of electrical vehicle charging opportunities and
other responses to low carbon travel and improved technology.

3.2.10 The public transport improvements proposed in the Local Plan offer an

appropriate approach including:

e Pump priming to support bus service provision during the early phases of
development at St George’s Barracks;

e Support for additional school bus/taxi transport provision generated by
new developments.

3.2.11 Transport Assessments have provided robust evidence that any adverse

4.0

4.1

4.2

transport impacts resulting from the proposed New Garden Village at St
George’s Barracks and Urban Extension at Stamford North can be
satisfactorily mitigated by improvements to junctions and links and measures
to encourage modal shift.

Governance

Rutland County Council is the Local Authority for transport and education.
There is a commitment to work together as one Council in the delivery of
public services, including the production of the Local Plan.

In terms of governance arrangements the service areas agree to adopt the
principles of open communication and the sharing of information. More
specifically:

e To keep each service areas service areas well informed on both an
informal and formal basis of matters arising which are likely to have
significant cross-departmental implications;

e To work together to achieve identified outcomes in relation to strategic
matters;

e To review and update this Statement in light of any material change in
circumstance such as: major changes to legislation or guidance; material
changes to policy and strategy in the emerging plans; and



e To adopt positive principles of cooperation;

5.0 Map of Strategic Planning Area




Statement of Engagement

Signed on behalf of the Local Planning Authority

Roger Ranson

Planning Policy Manager

Signed on behalf of the Local Education Authority
Gill Curtis

Head of Learning and Skills

Signed on behalf of the Local Highway Authority
Andy Tatt

Interim Principal Highways Manager



Appendix 8 — Correspondence confirming satisfactory cooperation and that
Statements of Common Ground are not required

Appendix 8.1. Melton Borough Council

Thu 21/11/2019 11:49

RE: Rutland Local Plan
To Paul Tebbitt

0 vou replied to this message on 22/11/2019 08:18.

Hi Paul,
Good to have a catch up with you - you never know whao you're going to bump into at these events!

Thanks for the information. On the face of it, | can’t see that there would be any particular strategic cross boundary issues. The development promoted at Whissendine which is the closest to the border is
pretty modest, and your garden village is a fair distance from the Borough / County boundary. I'll take the info to my 1-2-1 with Jim next week to just check there’s nothing more strategic going on that I'm
not aware of just to make sure anyway.

| presume due to Rutland’s distance from Leicester City you're not involved in any of the discussions regarding taking on the City’s unmet need? | believe they're publishing the report today which gives
the actual numbers.

The only other thing | didn’t mention to you on Monday is that I'm leading on a project to look into enhanced connectivity between Melton and Nottingham — WSP are the contractors for it. We were
successful in getting LLEP Pooled Business Rates funding for it. It's almost come to an end now, as the options have been chosen that make the most sense, and they're working on finalising the report
now. It may be of interest to you as Oakham is on the same train line as Melton, and rail forms part of some of the options for exploring further. I'll let you have a copy of the final report when | have it.

Thanks, Sarah

Sarah Legge
Local Plans Manager

Appendix 8.2 — Harborough District Council

& Mon 02/12/2019 12:17

l» N Lesley Aspinall

Rutland Local Plan - cross boundary issues

To Paul Tebbitt

Tess Nelson
@ You replied to this message on 04/12/2019 08:49
Hello Paul
Further to our recent correspondence, | can confirm that based on current information there is unlikely to be a need for a SoCG as there don't appear to be any outstanding
Duty to Cooperate matters that need to be addressed at this stage. We will however review this position once the draft Local Plan is available, particularly in relation to draft
policies potentially affecting the Eyebrook Reservoir (i.e. green infrastructure, biodiversity and tourism).

In the meantime should you have any queries, please feel free to contact me on ([ IR

Kind regards
Lesley

Lesley Aspinall

Senior Planning Policy Officer
Strategic Planning Team

Appendix 8.3 — Homes England



St George's Garden Village

T Paul Tebbitt
@ vou forwarded this message on 07/10/2020 12:06

Suggested Meatings + Get more a

Good Morning Paul,

I hope your well. Good to talk to you last week .

Just to confirm following our conversation that we feel a Statement of Common Ground is not necessary. We are satisfied with Rutland Local Authorities approach and partnership arrangements, and the
engagement we have had on the Local Plan.

Hope this is ok, thanks again Paul.

Kind Regards
Claire

Claire Hemus | Planning and Enabling Manager
1 t Central

8.4 — Corby Borough Council

RE: Rutland Local Plan - Notes of meeting 27/11/19
Paul Tebbitt

Agreed, thank you

From: Paul Tebbitt [[’nalko_

Sent: 29 November 2019 09:04

Subject: Rutland Local Plan - Notes of meeting 27/11/19

Dear Richard, Simon and Terry,

Thank you for your comments on the draft note following our meeting on 27" November 2019.

| attach an updated note incorporating the suggested changes.

If there are any material changes in circumstances | will keep you informed. In the meantime, please would you confirm that, at this stage, you are happy that RCC have complied with the Duty to
Cooperate and are happy that a formal ‘Statement of Common Ground’ is not required.

8.5 Joint Strategic Planning Manager of Leicester & Leicestershire Local Planning
Authorities

L&L Housing & Employment Need

To  Paul Tebbitt
Cc Rachel Armstrang

@ vou replied to this message on 13/01/2021 16:06.

Click here to download pictures. To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of some pictures in this message

Message | ) L& Joint Statement Sept 2020 FINAL pdf (457 K8)

Hi Paul,

The attached joint statement sets out the latest published position on unmet need in Leicester & Leicestershire (L&L). As set out in the statement there is considerable flexibility to meet need within the
L&L HMA and FEMA (including taking into account the Cities and Urban Centres uplift introduced by Government in December 2020). The L&L authorities are therefore cooperating on the basis of
meeting their needs within the L&L HMA/FEMA - hence we have not made a request to Rutland for assistance in meeting need from our area.

Should the situation change in future we will of course engage through the Duty to Cooperate in the normal way.
Thanks,
Rob Thornhill

Joint Strategic Planning Manager
Leicester & Leicestershire






