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Sustainability report
1. Background.
1. Sustainable Development is development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.
2. To prove that a plan is sustainable, a Sustainability Assessment (SA) considers impact on:
a. Air quality.
b. Biodiversity and green infrastructure.
c. Climate change adaptation and flood risk.
d. Climate change mitigation and energy.
e. Community wellbeing – including equality and health.
f. Economy and employment.
g. Historic environment.
h. Housing.
i. Land use (agricultural and brown field).
j. Landscape character.
k. Transport.
l. Waste.
m. Water.
3. A Strategic Environmental Assessment (SAE) looks only at the environmental impact of a plan.
4. A Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) examines the potential impact of a plan on the network
of sites (Natura 2000 sites or ‘European Sites’) which are critical to the conservation of natural
habitats and wild species across Europe. An Appropriate Assessment (AA) looks at the potential
effect of a Plan on a specific European Site.
5. These considerations need to be taken against the background of National Policies and
Rutland County Council Policies and Plans on:
a. Housing.
b. The Environment and Habitats.
c. The Community.
d. The Local Economy.

2. Introduction
6. The purpose of this screening report is to determine whether the Langham Neighbourhood Plan
(LNP) needs a Sustainability Appraisal (SA), or just a Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA).This is in accordance with the European Directive 2001/42/ex and associated
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.
7. This report will also help determine whether or not the LNP requires a Habitat Regulations
Assessment (HRA) or an AA. This is in accordance with Article 6(3) of the EU Habitats Directive
and with Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as
amended). The need for an HRA is dependent on whether the implementation of the plan
concerned is likely to have a detrimental effect on a protected European Site (Natural 2000
sites). This is generally taken to mean any such site that falls within 15km of the boundary of the
plan. In the case of the LNP the nearest internationally designated site is Rutland Water Special
Protection Area which lies 5.3 km from Langham.
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8. The LNP looks to grow and develop Langham as a small rural parish with historical roots,
enhancing the traditional values and character of the community whilst ensuring that future
development reflects its needs and aspirations.
9. The following section describes the legislation and regulations that dictate the need for this
screening exercise. Section 4 provides a screening assessment of the environmental impact of
the LNP and whether that calls for a full SEA. Section 5 does the same for the need for a full
HRA.

3. Legislation
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).
10. European Directive 2001/42/EC, which was transposed into English law by the Environmental
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (SEA Regulations), provides the basis
for Strategic Environmental Assessments and Sustainability Appraisal legislation. For more
details on this, detailed guidance can be found in the government publication 'A Practical Guide to
the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive' (ODPM 2005).
11. The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 required Local Authorities to produce
Sustainability Appraisals (SA) for all local development documents to meet the European Directive
on SEA. It is considered 'best practice' to incorporate requirements of the SEA
Directive into an SA, the matter being further discussed in the NPPF para 165.
12. The Planning Act of 2008 amended this requirement for the undertaking of an SA to development
plan documents (DPDs) only, but did not remove the requirement for an SEA. A Neighbourhood
Plan is not a DPD and so does not legally require an SA. Where appropriate, however, an SEA
assessment does need to be undertaken in line with SEA regulations.
13. To determine whether a full SEA is appropriate to the LNP, an SEA screening exercise was
carried out, as described in Section 4 of this report.

Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA).
14. Article 6(3) of the EU Habitats Directive and regulation 61 of the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) both require an assessment to be made to identify
whether the LNP will have any significant effect on any European Site. This assessment is
carried out with regard to the Conservation Objectives of the European Sites and with reference
to other plans and projects.
15. A screening assessment has been carried out in Section 5 of this report to ascertain the need
for a full HRA.

Back>>>>
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4. SEA Screening
16. The significance of effects referred to in Article 3(5) of Directive 2001/42/EC are measured against
the following two criteria:
a. The characteristics of plans, having regard, in particular, to:
i. the degree to which the plan or programme sets a framework for projects and other
activities, either with regard to the location, nature, size and operating conditions or
by allocating resources,
ii. the degree to which the plan influences other plans and programmes including
those in a hierarchy,
iii. the relevance to the plan of the integration of environmental considerations in
particular with a view to promoting sustainable development,
iv. environmental problems relevant to the plan,
v. the relevance to the plan of the implementation of Community legislation on the
environment (e.g. Plans and programmes linked to waste management or water
protection).
b. The characteristics of the effects and of the area likely to be affected, having regard, in
particular, to:
the probability, duration, frequency and reversibility of the effects,
i.
the cumulative nature of the effects,
ii.
the trans-boundary nature of the effects,
iii.
the risks to human health or the environment (e.g. due to accidents),
iv.
the magnitude and special extent of the effects (geographical area and size of the
v.
population likely to be affected),
the value and vulnerability of the area likely to be affected due to:
vi.
 special natural characteristics or cultural heritage,
 exceeded environmental quality standards or limit values,
 intensive land use,
the effects on areas or landscapes that have a recognised national
vii.
Community or international protection status.

Assessment
17. The Localism Act 2011 requires that a Neighbourhood Plan must conform, in general, to the strategic
policies of the Local Plan - for Rutland County Council this is the Local Plan, comprising the Core
Strategy, adopted in July 2011, and associated documents. The Core Strategy was subject to a full
Sustainability Assessment that included an SEA assessment. This ensured that either there were no
‘likely significant effects’ resulting from its implementation, or, where there may be significant effects,
measures were in place to mitigate them. An assessment of the LNP policies and their conformity to
the adopted Core Strategy has been undertaken and can be seen in Appendix 1. It can be seen that
there is general conformity between the Core Strategy DPD and the LNP and there are no significant
changes introduced by the LNP.
18. It is therefore concluded that the implementation of the LNP would not result in any likely
significant effects upon the environment.
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19. Rutland County Council also has a Site Allocations and Policies DPD that has undergone
examination and modification. This document has also been subject to a Sustainability Appraisal that
included an SEA assessment. In this case also, there were either no predicted significant effects
from the implementation of the SAPDPD or, where significant impacts were predicted, clear
measures were in place to mitigate them. An assessment of the LNP policies and their conformity to
the SAPDPD (October 2014) has been undertaken and can be seen in Appendix 1. This confirms
that there are no significant changes introduced by the LNP.
20. It is once again concluded that the implementation of the LNP would not result in any
likely significant effects upon the environment.
21. The LNP has allocated sites for potential housing development (See SD4 Housing and Renewal).
Every site has undergone rigorous assessment using RCC's Issues and Options Site Assessment
Criteria (see SD4a), and this assessment has highlighted six small sites for development. These
sites are in conformity with the Core Strategy Policies in terms of preferred sites, protection of the
countryside, and housing density. The LNP has further identified two secondary sites that could be
used for residential development; these still conform to RCC policies, but the congruence is less
exact. This second tier has been identified to accommodate the fact that it is likely that RCC will redesignate Langham from a Small to a Local Service centre in the near future and the additional
housing would then ensure complete alignment between the LNP and the new Housing Allocation for
a Local Service Centre. Furthermore, this additional housing is seen to be more in line with the
predicted population growth of Langham over the next 20 years (see Core Strategy, and SD4
Appendices for Census 2011 and Rutland Pharmaceutical Needs assessment 2015). The LNP does,
however, stipulate that if, as a result of RCC’s most recent ‘Call for Sites’, any brownfield sites are
identified that are in accordance with the principles of the National Planning Policy Framework and
meet the criteria of RCC Planning Policy and LNP policies, these sites would be supported in
preference to the identified secondary sites. Furthermore, no more than 58 homes will be built in
Langham Parish between 2016 and 2036 across all sites, identified, windfall and emerging.
The LNP further considers protection of Rights of Way, Biodiversity, attention to Climate Change and
Flooding (including the management of sewage) as well as the use of energy efficient and
environmentally friendly approaches to development; this is detailed in SD7 Natural Environment.
The impact of Traffic is addressed in SD5 Essential Infrastructure.
22. The Department of the Environment has produced guidance for determining whether an SEA is
required and this is shown in Figure 1.
23. This process has been carefully followed by the LNP group and the findings can be viewed in Table
1.
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Stage
1. Is the Plan subject to preparation and/or
adoption by a national, regional or local
authority OR prepared by an authority for
adoption through a legislative procedure by
Parliament or Government? (Art. 2(a)).
2. Is the Plan required by legislative,
regulatory or administrative provisions? (Art.
2(a)).

Y/N
Y

Reason
This Neighbourhood Plan is not a DPD,
however if the document received 50% or
more ‘yes’ votes through a referendum it will
be adopted by Rutland County Council.

N

3. Is the Plan prepared for agriculture,
forestry, fisheries, energy, industry, transport,
waste management, water management,
telecommunications, tourism, town and
country planning or land use, AND does it set
a framework for future development consent
of projects in Annexes I and II to the EIA
Directive? (Art 3.2(a)).
4. Will the Plan, in view of its likely effect on
sites, require an assessment for future
development under Article 6 or 7 of the
Habitats Directive?
(Art. 3.2 (b)).
5. Does the Plan determine the use of small
areas at local level, OR is it a minor
modification of a Plan subject to Art. 3.2? (Art.
3.3).
6. Does the Plan set the framework for future
development consent of projects (not just
projects in annexes to the EIA Directive)? (Art
3.4).
7. Is the Plan’s sole purpose to serve the
national defense or civil emergency, OR is it a
financial or budget PP, OR is it co-financed by
structural funds or EAGGF programmes 2000
to 2006/7? (Art 3.8, 3.9).
8. Is it likely to have a significant effect on the
environment? (Art. 3.5).

Y

Communities have a right to be able to
produce a Neighbourhood Plan, however
communities are not required by legislative,
regulatory or administrative purposes to
produce a Neighbourhood Plan. This plan
however, if adopted, would form part of the
statutory development plan, therefore it is
considered necessary to answer the
following questions to determine further if
an SEA is required.
The LNP is prepared for village and country
planning and land use and does set out a
framework for future development in
Langham, including Employment, which may
fall under 10(a & b) of Annex II of the EIA
directive.

N

See screening assessment for HRA in
following section of this report.

Y

LNP identifies specific uses for sites within
the LNP area for housing.

Y

LNP sets policies which planning applications
within the LNP area must adhere to.

N

N/A

N

No likely significant effects upon the
environment have been identified.

Table 1. Establishing the need for an SEA

24. This screening exercise suggests there are unlikely to be any significant
environmental effects arising from the Langham Neighbourhood Plan and so no
requirement, by the Directive, for a full SEA.
Back>>>>
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5. HRA Screening
HRA Process
25. The HRA process has three stages, the first of which, the Screening stage, determines if an
appropriate assessment (AA) is needed. This determination is made as a result of looking at any
likely significant effects possible as a result of the implementation of the plan.
26. To do this screening it is necessary first of all to identify any Natura 2000 sites within a 15km radius
of Langham, and then to look at all the policies in the LNP to see if any of them could possibly have
any significant impact on that site.
27. Rutland Water is both a Special Protection Area (SPA) and a wetland of international importance
designated under the Ramsar Convention (RAMSAR). It is the only international designated site in
Rutland and is 5.3km from Langham. Therefore the HRS screening assessment needs to evaluate
any potential significant impact of the LNP on this site.
Rutland Water SPA/RAMSAR
28. Rutland Water is a man-made pump reservoir created by the damming of the Gwash Valley in 1975
and is the largest reservoir in the UK. Generally, the reservoir is drawn down in the summer and
filled during the autumn and winter when the river levels are high.
29. The main habitats are open water, a mosaic of lagoons, reed swamp, marsh, old meadows, scrub
and woodland. The lagoons provide important areas for wintering wildfowl.
30. Rutland Water earned its SPA designation under Article 4.2 as it supports populations of migratory
species of European Importance that over winter there and regularly supports at least 20,000
waterfowl.
31. It earned its RAMSAR designation by fitting RAMSAR criterion 5 (Assemblages of
international importance) and criterion 6 (Species/populations occurring at levels of
international importance).
32. The features of interest in Rutland Water under the SPA and RAMSAR designations are listed in
Table 2 below.
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Designation
SPA
(Site of Special Interest).

Features of Interest
Shoveler Anas clypeata
Teal Anas crecca*
Wigeon Anas Penelope*
Gadwall Anas strepera
Tufted Duck Aythya fuligula*
Goldeneye Bucephala clangula*
Mute Swan Cygnus atra*
Goosander Mergus merganser*
Great Creased Grebe Podiceps cristatus*

* Species that may be removed following the SPA Review (Stroud et al, 2001; The UK SPA
network: its scope and content, JNCC)
RAMSAR
Criterion 5 - Species with Peak Counts in winter:
(Wetlands of International
Mean count between 1998/99 and 2002/3 of 19274
Importance).
waterfowl.
Criterion 6 – Qualifying Species:
Gadwall Anas strepera
Northern shoveler Anas clypeata
Table 2. SPA & RAMSAR Features of Interest in Rutland Water
33. The principal sensitivities and vulnerabilities of the site have been identified in HRA assessments for
Rutland County Council’s Core Strategy and Site Allocations and Policies Development Plan
Documents.
34. It is identified that the most noticeable species are the populations of Gadwall and Shoveler
- it is likely that all other species will be removed from the site citation (other than as Assemblage
species) by the SPA Review, when adopted. Data on the use of the site by these species indicate
that Gadwall and Shoveler numbers peak in the autumn, generally around September/October,
before declining over the winter period. This suggests that Rutland is mainly used as a refuge whilst
species are moulting in early autumn, before dispersing from the site to other wintering areas as
winter progresses. During the winter, Gadwall and Shoveler occupy more extensive open waters of
lakes, reservoirs and gravel pits.
35. Threats include disturbance and water pollution. The principle sensitivities and vulnerabilities of
Rutland Water therefore include:
a. Water Quality. The level of phosphate can vary above the recommended level at certain
times of the year. This increases the risk of a shift in the trophic status of the water body to
an algae dominated system, which would adversely affect the site.
b. Water level. The water level is linked to abstraction and affects accessible aquatic plants for
wildfowl feeding on the site. The ecological disturbance that frequent lowering and raising of
water levels causes could be an important factor in whether or not a switch in trophic status
occurs.
c. Recreation. Management of the trout fishery has caused some debate over potential effects
on site ecology. In addition, water sports such as sailing have the potential to affect the site
through disturbance. Casual recreation around the site margins may also affect some
interest features. The site and the interest features are most likely to be vulnerable to
disturbance during the key autumn period.
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Assessment of effects
36. There are four categories of possible effect on any Natura 2000 site as described in table 3
below.

Category

Sub
Category
A

B
1. No
negative
effect.

C

D

2. No significant effect.

3. Likely significant effect
alone.

4. Likely significant effects
in combination.

Description
Policy will not lead to development. For example it relates to
design or other qualitative criteria, or it is not a land-use planning
policy.
Policy intended to conserve or enhance the nature, built or historic
environment, where enhancement measures will not be likely to
have any negative effect on a European Site.
Policy would have no effect because no development could occur
through the policy itself, the development being implemented
through later policies in the same plan, which are more specific
and therefore more appropriate to assess for their effects on
European Sites and associated sensitive areas.
Policy is similar to existing Rutland Local Plan policy which has
been assessed as having no negative effects by a HRA.
No significant effect either, along with or in combination with
other plans or projects, because effects are trivial or minimal.

Policy could indirectly affect a European Site, because it provides
for, or steers, a quantity or type of development that may be very
close to it, or ecologically, hydrologically or physically connected
to it, or it may increase disturbance as a result of increased
recreational pressure.
The policy alone would not be likely to have significant effects but
if its effects are combined with the effects of other policies or
proposals (provided for or coordinated by the relevant plans or
projects) the cumulative effects would likely be significant.

Table 3. Categories of possible effects on Natura 2000 sites.

37. This table has been used to help assess the possible impact of the LNP on Rutland Water
SPA/RAMSAR. Each policy of the LNP has been assessed against the criteria and given a
rating accordingly. The details of this assessment are in Appendix 1.

Key to Table 4 The assessment of likely significant effects
A
B
C
D

1. No negative effect.
2. No significant effect.
3. Likely significant effect alone.
4. Likely significant effects in combination.
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LNP Policies
Policy HR1a

Category of Possible Effects on Rutland Water
2
2
1A
1A
1A
2
2
2
1C
2
2
1A
1A
1A
2
1A
1D
1C
1A
1A
1B
1D
1C
1C
1B
1B
1B
1B
1B
1A
1C
1A
1B
1B
1B
1B
1B

Policy HR1b
Policy HR1c
Policy HR2a
Policy HR2b
Policy HR2c
Policy HR3a
Policy HR3b
Policy HR3c
Policy HR4a
Policy HR4b
Policy HR5a
Policy HR5b
Policy PSS1a
Policy PSS1b
Policy PSS3
Policy PSS4
Policy PSS5
Policy CH1
Policy CH2
Policy CH3
Policy NE1
Policy NE2a
Policy NE2b
Policy NE3
Policy NE4a
Policy NE4b
Policy NE5a
Policy NE5b
Policy NE5c
Policy CE1
Policy CE4
Policy D1
Policy D2
Policy D3
Policy D4
Policy D5

Table 4. Overview of the assessment of likely significant effects through implementation of the LNP
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‘In combination’ effects
38. Existing plans and proposals must be considered when assessing new plans for likely
significant effects as they may create ‘in combination’ effects.
39. For reference the relevant plans or programmes which should be considered when
reviewing 'in combination' effects are listed below:
a. Rutland Core Strategy DPD.
b. Rutland Site Allocations and Policies DPD.
c. Rutland Local Plan Saved Policies.
d. National Planning Policy Framework.
40. An HRA has been undertaken for Rutland County Council’s Core Strategy and Site
Allocations and Policies DPDs and serves as a useful starting point. These HRAs both
identify possible ‘in combination’ effects in regards to development and regional water
resource demands on Rutland Water. However, it is identified in the Water Cycle Study that
there is either sufficient capacity within the sewerage network to avoid significant effects on
Rutland Water, or works will be able to improve their treatment levels within the limits of
conventional wastewater treatment technology to allow for increased discharges from the
Waste water Treatment Works (WwTWs).
41. It is therefore concluded that no significant ‘in combination’ likely effects will occur due to the
implementation of the LNP.
Screening Outcome
42. The screening assessment undertaken here concludes that no likely significant effects on the
Rutland Water SPA/RAMSAR site will occur as a result of the implementation of the LNP. As
such, the LNP does not require a full HRA.

Back>>>>

6. Conclusions and Recommendations of the Screening Assessments
SEA
43. A screening assessment to determine the need for a SEA in line with regulations and
guidance was undertaken and can be found in chapter 4 of this report. The assessment
finds no negative significant effects will occur as a result of the LNP. The assessment
also finds that the policies are in conformity with the local plan policies that have a full
SA/SEA which identified no significant effects would occur as a result of the
implementation of policies.
44. From the findings of the screening assessment it is recommended that a full SEA does
not need to be undertaken for the LNP.
HRA
45. A screening assessment to determine the need for a HRA in line with regulations and
guidance was undertaken and can be found in section 5 of this report. The assessment
finds no likely significant effects will occur as a result of the LNP, nor any likely ‘in
combination’ significant effects. The policies are in conformity with the local plan
policies, which have undergone a full HRA that identified no likely significant effects
will occur as a result of the implementation of policies.
46. From the findings of the screening assessment it is recommended that a full HRA
does not need to be undertaken for the LNP.
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Appendix 1: Alignment of LNP Policies with National and Local Policies

LNP Policies

National/Local Policies
Aligned?

Policy HR1a
Demographics and
Housing – Number of
Houses.
Three houses per year
to 2036.
Policy HR1b
Demographics and
Housing –
Demographic
Provision.
Mixed, with focus on
over-55s homes and
affordable homes for first
time buyers.
Policy HR1c
Demographics and
Housing –
Gypsy/Traveller Sites.
No requirement for
further sites in Langham.

Policy HR2a Important
Green Spaces –
Preservation of Green
Separation Zone.
A Green Separation
Zone between the
southern Planned Limit
of Development and the
southern parish
boundary.

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS4 – The location of development.
CS9 – Provision and distribution of
new Houses.
CS10 – Housing and density mix.
SP5 – Built development in towns and
Villages.
CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS10 – Housing and density mix.
CS11 – Affordable housing.
CS19 – Promoting good design.
SP15 – Design and amenity.

Yes

RCC Gypsy & Traveller
Accommodation Study 2013.
CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS3 – The Settlement Hierarchy.
CS10 – Housing and density mix.
SP8 – Mobile homes and residential
Caravans.
Draft Housing Strategy, 2012 - 17.
Review of Important Green Spaces
2012 (point 3.4.)
CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS3 – The Settlement Hierarchy.
CS9 – Provision and distribution of
new Houses.
CS21 – The natural environment.
CS23 – Green infrastructure etc.
SP5 – Built development in towns and
Villages.
SP 21 – Important open spaces and
frontages.

Yes

Yes

Category of
Possible
Effects on
Rutland Water
2
No significant
effect.

2
No significant
effect.

1A

No negative
effect.

Yes

1A

No negative
effect.

14
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CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy…
CS4 – The location of development.
CS21 – The natural environment.
CS23 – Green infrastructure etc.
SP5 – Built development in towns and
Villages.
SP6 – Housing in the countryside.
SP 21 – Important open spaces and
Frontages.

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS10 – Housing and density mix.
CS21 – The natural environment.
SP5 – Built development in towns and
Villages.
SP15 – Design and amenity SP 21 –
Important open spaces and frontages

Yes

22
No significant
effect.

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS4 – The location of development.
CS10 – Housing and density mix.
SP5 – Built development in towns and
Windfall sites and suitable
locations within sites
Villages, SP15.
LNP01, LNP02 and LNP03, Windfall Housing Study June 2013.
all within the
PLD will be the
preferred sites for
development.

Yes

2

Policy HR2b Important
Green Spaces –
Preservation of the
Important Open
Spaces.
No further development
on protected Green
Space within the
Planned Limits of
Development.
Policy HR2c Important
Green Spaces –
Preservation of
Housing Densities.
Maintaining housing
densities to reflect
locality and/or fewer than
30 houses per hectare.
Policy HR3a Land
Allocation – Windfall and
Planned Limits of
Development.

Policy HR3b Land
Allocation – Secondary.
Small developments on
the following sites in priority
order:
 Secondary LNP04
 Brownfield sites from
RCC’s Call for Sites
(N, W and E only)
 LNP06 and LNP14
only as a last resort.

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS4 – The location of development.
CS9 – Provision and distribution of new
Houses.
CS10 – Housing and density mix.
CS11 – Affordable housing.
CS13 – Employment and economic
Development.
CS16 – The rural economy.
SP5 – Built development in towns and
Villages, SP15.

14

1A

No negative
effect.

No significant
effect.

Yes

2
No significant
effect.
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CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS3 – The Settlement Hierarchy. CS4
– The location of development SP8 –
Mobile homes and residential
caravans.
SP15 – Design and amenity.

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS10 – Housing and density mix.
CS19 – Promoting good design.
SP5 – Built development in towns and
Villages, SP15.

Yes

2
No significant
effect.

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS10 – Housing and density mix.
CS19 – Promoting good design.
SP5 – Built development in towns and
Villages, SP15.

Yes

2
No significant
effect

Policy HR5a Developer /
CS1 – Sustainable Development
Community Collaboration. Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
Design and Access
CS8 – Developer contributions.
Statement to show how
CS11 – Affordable housing.
development reinforces
CS18 – Sustainable transport and
Langham’s character
Accessibility.
and heritage and addresses CS20 – Energy efficiency etc.
key criteria.
CS21 – The natural environment.

Yes

1A

Policy HR5b Developer
Principles.
CS1
– Sustainable Development
Contributions/
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
Community Collaboration CS8 – Developer contributions.
– CIL.

Yes

Policy HR3c Land
Allocation –
Retrospective
Planning.
No retrospective Planning
Permission for sites
occupied without
permission.
Policy HR4 a Housing
Design & Layout –
Multiple New Housing.
New builds are grouped,
packed, designed and
built to agreed standards
and with energy
efficiency in mind.
Policy HR4b Housing
Design and Layout –
Single New Houses
and Extensions.
Reflect the building
density of their locality
and comply with the
design criteria in Policy
HR4a.

Support of CIL Policy and
how CIL money is spent.

15

1C

No negative
effect.

No negative
effect

1A
No negative

effect
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Policy PSS 1a:
Public Safety Traffic A606.
Safety and environmental
improvements to the
A606.
Policy PSS 1b:
Public Safety –
Bypass

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy CS18
– Sustainable transport and
accessibility

CS1 – Sustainable Development Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy CS18 –
Sustainable transport and accessibility

Yes

1A

No negative
effect

Yes

2
No significant
effect

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS18 – Sustainable transport and
accessibility

Yes

1A

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS13 – Employment and economic
development
CS16 – The rural economy
SP14 – Telecommunications and high
speed broadband

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS19 – Promoting good design
CS21 – The natural environment
CS25 – Waste management

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS22 – The historic and cultural
environment
SP20 – The historic environment

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS22 – The historic & cultural
environment
SP20 – The historic environment

Yes

Bypass route
protected for future
development.
Policy PSS 3: Public
Services - Public
Transport.
Extend and improve an
integrated bus service.
Policy PSS 4: Public
Services Communication
Technology.
Digital Rutland Initiative.

Policy PSS 5: Public
Services - Utilities
Provision.
Water management –
flood risk, water supply
and sewage.
Policy CH1: Village
Conservation Status.
Conservation status
maintained and updated.

Policy CH2: Sites of
Historical Importance.
New developments
require historical and
cultural assessment.

16

No negative
effect

1D

No negative
effect

1C

No negative
effect

1A

No negative
effect

1A

No negative
effect
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Policy CH3: Ancient
Parish Boundaries.
Repair, protection and
enhancement of
historical parish
boundaries.
Policy NE1: Rights of
Way.
Protect, maintain and
enhance Public Rights of
Way network.
Policy NE2a: Flooding.
Flood Risk Assessment for
any development that is
within a flood risk area
and/or could potentially
affect one.
Policy NE2b: Flooding.
Maintenance and
enhancement of the
brook.
Policy NE2c: Flooding.
Improvements to
sewage system and
infrastructure.

Policy NE3: Green
Spaces.
Greens, open spaces,
hedges and trees to be
protected and
maintained.

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS22 – The historic and cultural
environment
SP19 – Biodiversity conservation
SP20 – The historic environment

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS21 – The natural environment
CS23 – Green infrastructure etc.

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS16 – The rural economy
CS19 – Promoting good design
CS25 – Waste management

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS21 – The natural environment
CS23 – Green infrastructure etc.
SP19 – Biodiversity conservation
SP 21 – Important open spaces and
frontages

Yes

17

1B

No negative
effect

1D

No negative
effect

1C

No negative
effect

1B

No negative
effect

1C

No negative
effect

1B

No negative
effect
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Policy NE4a:
Biodiversity.
Preservation and
enhancement of nature
corridor along Brook.

Policy NE4b:
Biodiversity.
No development to
impinge on wildlife
habitats in key areas in
parish.

Policy NE4c:
Biodiversity.
Protection of important
verges for wildlife.

Policy NE5a:
Renewable Energy.
Energy efficiency and
renewable energy in new
developments.
Policy NE5b:
Renewable Energy.
Adoption of affordable
energy efficient/
renewable energy
options by existing
homeowners.
Policy NE5c:
Renewable Energy.
Large scale renewable
energy options
unacceptable.

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy CS21 –
The natural environment CS23 –
Green infrastructure etc. SP19 –
Biodiversity conservation
SP 21 – Important open spaces and
frontages

Yes

1B

No negative
effect

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy CS21 – The
natural environment
CS23 – Green infrastructure etc.
SP19 – Biodiversity conservation
SP 21 – Important open spaces and
frontages

Yes

1B
No negative
effect

RCC/Leicestershire & Rutland
Wildlife Trust
CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS21 – The natural environment
CS23 – Green infrastructure etc.
SP19 – Biodiversity conservation
SP 21 – Important open spaces and
frontages

Yes

1B

Code for Sustainable Homes.
CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS19 – Promoting good design
CS20 – Energy efficiency etc.

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
SP19 – Biodiversity conservation
CS20 – Energy efficiency etc.

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS20 – Energy efficiency etc.
CS21 – The natural environment
CS23

Yes

18

No negative
effect

1B

No negative
effect

1B

No negative
effect

1A

No negative
effect
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Policy CE1: Community
Needs – Shop and Post
Office.
A village shop
A parish business hub

Policy CE4: Health and
Wellbeing.
Improved access and
availability to medical
services.
Policy D1: Character of
the Landscape.
Unique character of the
village and parish is
preserved and sustained.

Policy D2: Settlement
Pattern and Character.
House design, verges,
trees etc. ensure
sustainability of settlement
character.

Policy D3: Parish
Architecture.
Design, materials and
positioning of new buildings
and extensions fit with
existing ones to maintain
character.

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS7 – Delivering socially
inclusive communities CS13 –
Employment and economic
development
CS16 – The rural economy
SP15 – Design and amenity

Yes

1C

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS7 – Delivering socially
inclusive communities SP15 –
Design and amenity

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy…
CS4 – The location of development.
CS21 – The natural environment.
CS23 – Green infrastructure etc.
SP5 – Built development in towns
and villages.
SP6 – Housing in the countryside.
SP 21 – Important open spaces and
Frontages.

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS10 – Housing and density mix.
CS21 – The natural environment.
SP5 – Built development in towns
and villages.
SP15 – Design and amenity SP 21 –
Important open spaces and
frontages.

Yes

22
No significant
effect.

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS10 – Housing and density mix.
CS19 – Promoting good design.
SP5 – Built development in towns
and villages, SP15.

Yes

2
No significant
effect.

No negative
effect

1A

No negative
effect

1A

No negative
effect.

20

19

Final - January 2017

Policy D4: Highways and
Traffic.
Roads and street furniture
in the village are practical
but in character.

Policy D5: Footpaths.
Footpaths are maintained
and in keeping with rural
nature of Langham.

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles.
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy.
CS8 – Developer contributions.
CS11 – Affordable housing.
CS18 – Sustainable transport and
Accessibility.
CS20 – Energy efficiency etc.
CS21 – The natural environment.

Yes

CS1 – Sustainable Development
Principles
CS2 – The Spatial Strategy
CS21 – The natural environment
CS23 – Green infrastructure etc.

Yes

1A

No negative
effect

1D

No negative
effect

Back>>>>
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