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Chapter 5 – Introduction
The Draft of Langham’s Neighbourhood Plan was sent for consultation to all stakeholders on September 14 th 2015 with a request for all
responses to reach us by October 26th.
Some responses arrived well into November.
However, in the table below are listed all those who were consulted and the method of consultation used. The table shows who did and did not
respond; and of those responding, it shows whose response called for a detailed reply from the LNP Steering Group describing exactly what
changes were made to the draft plan in line with their comments.
In the pages of this document you will find a copy of
 All responses that required a LNP Steering Group reply
 A copy of each reply
These replies were assembled by all Working Groups and were signed off by the Steering group on December 3 rd 2015

Back>>>>
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Draft Langham Neighbourhood Plan.
Responses Received by LNPG and confirmation of actions sent back by LNPG
December 3rd 2015
Draft Sent to
1a

Residents

1b
1c

Landowners

2a
2b

Langham PC
(R Wright)
Ashwell PC

2c
2d

via
 LanghaminRutland
Website
 Hard copies church,
village hall, pubs
 Posters
 Invitation to open day
26 Sept 2015
Mahal
Marrons (N. Houghton)

Response
Answer
Received
required
COMMUNITY
Yes
Yes

Hard copy/e-mail

Yes

Yes
Yes
COUNCILS
Yes

e-mail

Yes

No

Barleythorpe CC

e-mail

No

No

Burley PC

e-mail

No

No

2e Knossington & Cold e-mail
Overton PC
2f
Whissendine PC
e-mail

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

2g

RCC

 E-mail
 Internet
 Hard copy

Yes
Yes

3

LNP
answered
Yes

via



Date

LinR
Public
Meeting Jan
2016

4/12/15

Yes
Yes

e-mail
e-mail

4/12/15
4/12/15

Yes

e-mail

4/12/15

Yes

e-mail

4/12/15

Comment
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Draft Sent to

via

Response
Answer
Received
required
STAKEHOLDERS
Yes
No

LNP
answered

via

Date

Yes

e-mail

4/12/15

3a

Anglian Water

e-mail

3b

e-mail

Yes

No

e-mail

Yes

Yes

e-mail

Yes

No

3e

Environment
Agency Lincoln
Environmental
Agency (Kettering)
Highways – Spatial
Planning
Natural England

No

No

3f

NHS

Yes

Yes

Yes

e-mail

4/12/15

3g Severn Trent Water e-mail
3h
Historic England
e-mail

No
Yes

Yes

Yes

e-mail

4/12/15

3i

Homes &
Community Agency

e-mail

No

4a
4b
4c
4d

Allen
Bell
Finnie
Tancock

e-mail
e-mail
e-mail
e-mail

5a

Non-landowner,
Non-resident CM

3c
3d

Yes

Not sent

Comment

SEA
needed?

NON-RESIDENT LANDOWNERS
No
No
No
No

Copied in on
RCC e-mail

OTHER
No

Back>>>>
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Comments
Overall
Agree

Ref
Page

Comment

Action

Comment

None

Thank you

None

Thank you

The comments below do not include the many helpful grammatical, punctuation,
continuity and typographical errors that were spotted - and for which, many thanks

Yes

Gen

Yes

Gen

Yes

Gen

Yes

Gen

Yes

Gen

Yes

Gen

What a terrific piece of work I agree with almost all of it. Some comments and a few typos
Thank you all for the huge amount of work you have put in.
An excellent piece of work. Thankyou
The colour coding of the different sections of the plan is a good idea as this makes it easier
to read in context
Many thanks for the work you have put in on the NP - the professionalism shines through
Fabulous piece of work by a group of focused, dedicated people who obviously care for the
future of the village
Verbal feedback - should Village Design Statement read as 2015 version rather than 2002
version?

Yes

CH
Would the Plan enable a move of the school to, say, north of Manor Lane? This would
alleviate parking trouble if grounds provided sufficient staff parking, and layout supported
careful management of pick up and drop off by parents

15

Yes

ED

5

VDS is now a
complete section
in the Plan with all
'Guidelines' now
worded as Policies
This has been
included as a
comment in the ED
section but is not a
recommendation
as it is from the
School Governors
to decide this.
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16

ED

19

ED

17

Yes

EI

EI

However, the main thing to me that comes over from the document, not surprisingly, is that
the school, placed where it is and with its current catchment area which involves children
arriving by car, is not sustainable without change. The main change the plan seems to
suggest is limiting the catchment area - which I suppose could have the desired effect re the
number of cars. I'm not entirely sure that that is enough. Should the plan be suggesting
alternative site/alternative arrangements? (I appreciate it may be too late for this)? Also, (i)
5.5 it speaks of the Rutland Learning Trust and a new primary school for the 'Oakham area'.
That's a broad statement encompassing a wide area. Does it mean a new school in
addition to Langham? It isn't clear, and there isn't any more detail/information? Do we
know what the local community wants?

Page 47. para 1 Harrington School should be added to this list.
Letter from Emma Stewart of Highways England 21 Oct 2015 ' Highways has no comments
to provide' (Complete letter available as attachment)
Thank you for the recent update on the village plan. I have just read a copy in the village
pub the other night and I would like to know why, in the village traffic section (E12c) the
following policies on parking, which were amongst the highest rated concerns of the
residents’ village survey, have been omitted? EI 2cThe plan will support any actions
concerning parking that will improve the accessibility for all. In particular, the plan will
support: Improved parking for both residents and the Langham Primary School especially
staff and helpers especially at am drop-off times and pm pick-up times during the school
term. The implementation of a one-way drop-off/pick-up system around the school using
Jubilee Drive. (Ref. ED1 a, b and c.) I do understand that we could only add a certain
number of policies in the plan however, if we look at the policies included in the plan both 2
and 3 (highlighted in bold), with regards to reducing the speed of traffic, these should have
been combined together as they are the same. This would leave space for a section on
parking as produced in our groups final draft. (see below); Policy EI 2 Traffic Within the
Village EI 2a The plan will support any surveys and reviews concerning traffic in and
through the Village. In particular, the plan will support: The provision of new footpaths where
necessary and the improvement and maintenance of the roads and footpaths within the

6

A comment in the
E&D section says
moving the school
would solve a lot of
problems, but is
likely never to
happen. RCC has
made it clear that
ED issues need to
be dealt with via
Proposals or
Community
Actions. Parking
improvements
issue will be
handed to LPC to
find a way forward
Done
No action
The Essential
Infrastructure team
revisited the
Proposals and reworked them as
Policies. However,
RCC has stipulated
clearly that
anything that does
not guide
decisions on
Planning
Applications by
RCC cannot be
called Policies.
This means that

Final - January 2017

EI

Village. Measures to slow down traffic to 20mmph especially along the Burley Road east to
the Ashwell Road junction. The employment of ‘Round Top’ deflectors on the Burley Road
between the junction with the A606 and Ashwell Road junction. The restriction of HGV
tonnage to 7.5 tonnes and the addition of signage to that effect on present directional signs.
Both myself and the residents along Burley Road are very disappointed that this has been
omitted when it was included in a copy of the final draft circulated on the 2nd August?
..................................................................................................................................................
.............

most community
desires in sections
other than Housing
and Renewal are
likely to be
Proposals (for LPC
or non-RCC bodies
to address) or
Community
Actions (for the
community to
address). It is also
noted that a
7.5tonne weight
limit exists and is
sign-posted.
Highways
department would
want to discuss
options rather than
accept ideas put
forward as
Proposals here

Parking issues not addressed in Policy EI2a. EI2, page 33 Policy EI2a - 89% of villagers
mentioned parking as an issue and the report does highlight the problem. However, in
Policy EI2a there is not mention of parking. Policies 2 and 3 related to speed of traffic
should be combined to make room for the previous proposal residents parking bays or
larger school car park for staff or pick up point and drop of points for parents

Parking is not a
Planning issue but
a Highways issue,
so LPC will be
asked to work with
Highways and the
community to find
a way forward via a
series of Proposals
in the Plan

7
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Mention of bypass missing as a Policy. Wording should at least be 'protect the route of the
bypass' 93% of people said they wanted a bypass.
3

Yes

2

EI

EI

E4 (I think should be EI4) - "promote the enhancement of high speed broadband…” Why
not say “Achieve 100MB/s broadband availability by 2020” or similar

Overall agree with the draft. Page 32 EI11 - speed countdown marker should be put up as a
priority whilst awaiting moving electronic activation. Extra 30mph. Through village
especially outbound to Melton between the Range and Whissendine turn as this is where
the right foot goes down.

4

Yes

EI

89% of villagers mentioned parking as an issue and the report does highlight this problem.
However, in Policy EI2a there is no mention of parking!! Policies 2 & 3 related to speed of
traffic should be combined to make room for the previous proposal residents parking bays
or larger school car park for staff or pick up and drop off points for parents
12

Yes

EI

8

As above. It is
being discussed
whether we should
insist that this is
land use and, as
such, should be a
policy
Changes to
wording offered by
RCC have been
used
Whilst seen as a
priority for the
village, it is not a
Policy but has
been kept as a
Proposal.
According to the
Highways
Department,
'legislation does
not prescribe the
use of countdown
markers on the
approach to speed
limit terminal
signs'
All of these have
been re-worked to
make them clearer
and better reflect
the views of the
public. However,
RCC has explained
that a Policy
guides decisions
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of Planning
Applications.
These do not, so
they can only be
called Proposals
Do not think we should detail possible 'solutions' to traffic /speeds. E.g. siting of pedestrian
crossings/speed bumps. These need careful consideration e.g. Speed bumps INCREASE
noise and pollution as trucks slow/brake and drive off. A more general set of remarks might
be more suitable at this stage e.g. 'significant traffic calming measures and facilities for
pedestrians to cross'. NB. we used to have volunteers with speed guns where we lived
before and it made people slow down.
13

EI

19

14

EI

Yes

EI

Page 33. Policy E12a para 3. A 30 mph speed limit within the village does exist. Delete
reference to imposing this limit. A 40 mph speed limit on all other minor roads in the parish
is not necessary. Do we want 40 mph signs at intervals all over the parish? This would be a
requirement. In any case, the speed limit would be impossible to police. This is
sledgehammer territory. However, LPC did approve a 40mph limit on the Burley Road.

Essential Infrastructure
The SD5 Essential Infrastructure Support Document states that on Initial Survey of village
residents, “92% supported the use of a By Pass to improve traffic conditions through the
village and lessen noise and environmental pollution”
This compares with 93% that supported the Green Separation Zone in the same survey.
The Green Separation Zone has become a major policy in the NP, but the By Pass is barely
mentioned other than support for the current policy that “Langham Parish Council will
ensure that the Langham By Pass scheme stays on RCC agenda”.
Unfortunately this policy, which presumably has been in place since 2007 when the
Oakham By Pass was completed, has not resulted in success in the last 8 years, and there

9

The fact that this
must be called a
Proposal not a
Policy means that
these suggestions
can be kept.
Important to say
that these
solutions need
careful validation
and research and
are, at present, just
suggestions.
Corrected. It is also
noted that this
needs to go back
to LPC to see
where we are with
the 40mph limit on
Burley Road East.
Protection of the
preferred route for
the Bypass has
been put down as a
Policy. Work has
been carried out to
ensure, wherever
possible, Policies
have been defined.
Where a Policy is
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is no obvious reason why it should succeed in the future, as the wording means very little.
The Langham By Pass would completely render all the remaining suggestions for traffic
management in Langham unnecessary, and at a stroke solve all the Essential Infrastructure
issues surrounding the A606. I believe it is key to meeting the overall aims of the Langham
NP.
If Langham do not make the Bypass a major policy in the Langham NP, the By Pass will
never happen. (If Langham residents don’t want a By Pass, why would anyone else think it
important?)
I would therefore propose:
• The need for a By Pass is made a policy in the NP (it is supported by 92% of the village)
• As a minimum, the route of the By Pass should be protected by and consistent with all the
policies of the NP
• That this protected route is shown on all the NP maps (based on the original Department
of Transport route for the Oakham/Langham bypass)
• Fears that a By Pass will lead to “infill up to the By Pass” are already dealt with by the
existing Housing & Renewal policies in the NP, namely:
• No development in the GSZ
• Policies HR1(a, b & c), HR2 (a, b & c) and HR3 (a, b & c)

e11

Gen

The Langham By Pass and the Green Separation Zone are the cornerstones of meeting the
aims of the Langham NP, and developing Langham for future generations whilst retaining its
special character.
I'm concerned that several key policies that were developed by working groups and
supported in the public consultation do not seem to have made their way into the final draft
document. Notably, the very strong village support for a bypass is hardly mentioned; the
policy recommendations regarding green spaces identified as needing enhanced protection
have been left out; strong public support to ensure that Langham children are guaranteed a
place in the school also seems to be missing from the final document. These are key
concerns expressed by villagers all through the process and are not adequately represented
in the final document, which it seems is primarily focussed on house building. The
Neighbourhood Plan is a unique opportunity to put the wishes of the village to the Rutland
Council and more broadly and we should be bolder in our vision for the future of the village.

10

not acceptable, the
issue has been
addressed via a
proposal or
community Action.
This Plan needs to
be passed by a
National Examiner
if it is to be
accepted by the
community and by
RCC - as such, we
need to ensure that
we word the
community desires
and wishes
appropriately, and
in accordance with
the Locality Act
and the rules of
Neighbourhood
Planning.
Agreed All Working
Group Meeting to
brief everyone on
what has happened
and why December
3rd 7.30 Village
Hall. Team Leaders
to invite. Followed
by an article in
Langham News to
tell the public
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Page 13. HR4. Extensions and additions. High class innovative design should also be
accepted. The use of energy efficient materials - please include sustainable materials.

19

e4

Gen

yes

HR

Unfortunate dismissal of three storey houses if aim of providing affordable housing for
young people is genuine

I think the Green Separation Zone is really important. We should say something more and
ensure there are no houses built on the Sports Field or on the Pony Club Land
e2

18

19

HR

HR

HR

We note the Fig 4.5b Proposed Primary and Secondary Sites for Development that site
LNP14 (secondary site) is partially within Flood Zone 3 defined by the technical Guide to the
NPPF as having 'high' probability of flooding. The Sequential Test should be taken into
consideration for future residential development. (Complete letter available as attachment)

Page 17. para 11. Has there been a survey to find out what older people really want? 15.3%
of older people live at Ranksborough and they are unlikely to want to downsize to a house.
Other older people can, if they so wish, downsize to existing smaller Langham properties
but this is generally unpopular and not always necessary with the availability of modern
living aids such as stair lifts and lifts for domestic properties. The majority of older people
like to retain space in order that friends and relatives can visit which is especially important
now that families no longer live close to other family members. Some elderly people feel
that they are being pressurised into downsizing when that is not something that they have
planned or wanted.

11

Wording to include
complementary
materials used.
Sustainable
materials seen to
be sub-set of ecofriendly but this
phrase has also
been inserted in
the text.
This is accepted
and these now
appear in the Plan
in moderation.
Agreed. However,
the 2 sites you
quote are outside
the limits of this
Plan
This has been
addressed by
referencing the
Sequential Test
and by clarifying
where flood areas
may exist within
proposed sites.
The Survey of
November 2014
gave some data
here. Community
has had every
chance to disagree
with this and noone has.
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19

HR

Page 20. Policy HR2b The plan appears to approve of building on an “Important Open
Space “(LNP02) which has been designated by Rutland County Council even though it
appears that the LNP support the existence and the retention of such green spaces. See
Objective HR2 .“Important Green Spaces and Frontages” are so important to the village.
There are few remaining green spaces which are the lungs of the village and which should
be retained for present and future generations. Refer to RCCs Review of Important Open
Spaces 2012.

19

HR

Page 22. para 6. Langham Parish Council should be added to this list. It owns Munday’s
Close including the Burial Ground, Playing Field, Allotments and Wildlife Site.

HR

Page 23. HR3c Is this legal? It does appear rather draconian and could apply to existing
developed sites e.g. a porch, conservatory, shed or small extension to an existing or new
dwelling.

19

19

HR

Page 26. para 13. Bungalows, an import from the India, are not typical of Langham or the
wider Rutland area. They take up considerably more land than houses and with modern
mobility aids such as lifts and stair lifts, they are no longer a necessity for the elderly.
There are security issues with bungalows too, making them a poor choice for older
residents.
Many older houses in the village do have three storeys. Three storey houses can be well
designed and form part of a development. A site should suggest, to a good architect, the
best solution for a particular development. Unfortunately, there is no requirement to use a
qualified architect for a development but perhaps this could be a requirement for the LNP.
No mention is made of dwellings consisting of one and a half storeys or even semibungalows.
These are popular with retired people and often give the flexible choice of either a ground
floor or a first floor bedroom for the occupant(s). There is also the advantage of using a
smaller plot for such a dwelling

12

This point has
been clarified. The
site has a house on
it already, and the
Important Green
Space is behind
the house. The
development is to
be in the footprint
of the house and
drive, and not on
the Important
Green Space.
Done
RCC agrees and so
the DAS part of the
Policy has been
amended (see
below)
A fuller description
of house types and
styles has now
been included
Page 26.12 Energy
efficient housing is
to be
encouraged……as
is the use of
sustainable
materials. Page
26.13 This Plan
would accept a mix
of housing
designs, a few 3storey homes
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outside the village
itself which could
be particularly
attractive as
shared
ownership/affordab
le homes, and
which complement
the character of the
locality.
Page 26. HR4a last para. Is this legal? LPC should see the DAS and comment but does the
council have the power to insist that their views are carried out?

19

HR

19

HR

e8

e8

Yes

Page 29. Policy HR5a Can LPC insist on modifications and is this legal?
1) Figure 4.5a, page 21: The title is incorrect.

HR

HR

2) HR3 land allocation – Proposed primary site LNP11: I do not believe that this field is a
suitable primary site to be put forward before others. It is isolated from services and
infrastructure. It is likely to be in, and affect the flood plain of the Langham Brook (note that
flood risk areas in Langham are currently poorly mapped). It appears to be in the prevailing
odour zone of the Langham sewage works so unsuitable for residential land use. It is in an
area which would prevent future development of the Langham sewage works.

13

RCC agrees and so
the DAS part of the
Policy has been
amended to read
The DAS must be
put to Langham
Parish Council for
comment and
review before
Planning
Permission is
granted.
As above
Changed Fig 4.5a
Location of Maps
in Fig 4b
It was assessed
against RCC
criteria. It is for a
single dwelling
only. Planning
would require a
complete
Sequential test for
flooding as is the
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case for LNP06 and
LNP02 and LNP14
HR5 Developer contributions and CIL Schedule for Langham:
e8

e9

HR

Yes

HR

e11

e11

HR

Main

NE4
1&
42

I wholeheartedly support any action to provide suitable housing for younger age groups and
families. I understand that there has been increase in the village's population of older adults
over 65 and a decrease in working age adults and children. Whilst this is not a problem per
se, it will not provide the community with the diversity and sustainability that it requires in
order to thrive on a long-term basis. I believe one of the reasons for this disparity may be
the lack of suitably sized and priced properties for younger people.
The policies on Green Spaces are insufficiently specific. In the public consultation, the
village supported enhanced recognition (Local Green Spaces/ Important Frontages) for
several specific locations. This seems to have been left out of the final draft document.
These specific proposals should be reinstated, as should the recommendation that specific
measures be taken to protect hedges in and around the village (noting that several have
been destroyed recently despite the perception (inaccurate it seems) that the Conservation
status protects hedges. The draft document reverts back too much to the Village Design
statement of over a decade ago when the intention of the Neighbourhood Plan was to carry
these ideas forward in new, sustainable ways. Notice should surely be taken of the wishes
stated by the village in the public consultation and in the neighbourhood plan process with
regard to the protection of specific green spaces and verges, specifically referring to the
relatively new designation of Local Green Space. Indeed, much of the government's
advocacy of Neighbourhood Plans specifically promotes the idea of communities using the
Plans to designate Local Green Space for protection.

14

RCC has now
clarified the CIL
issue and this has
been re-written to
reflect RCC's most
recent CIL rules.
The H&R section
has beefed up the
provision of
affordable houses
as described on
P26 bullet 13
These are all in the
Plan.
Re-word Policy
NE3 Green Spaces
as follows: The
small greens and
open spaces
identified in the
Langham Village
Design Statement
2002 (which has
been updated and
is now the Design
section of this
Plan), and
including
specifically
Penman's Field
(see Fig. 7.3, top),

This
amendment
is necessary
because the
two sites
now named
specifically,
which were
identified
specifically
at the
consultation
stage, are
not coloured
dark green
on the map
on pp. 12-13
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must be
safeguarded and
enhanced. Similar
protection must be
afforded the
verges, hedges
and trees which
contribute to the
street scene of the
village, including
specifically the
verge and hedges
bordering
Penman's Field
and part of the
verge north of the
Ashwell Road (see
Fig. 7.3 bottom).
Page 42. para 9. If this plan endorses RCC’s Site Allocations and Policies Development
Plan of Oct 2014, why is one of these sites (LNP02) being proposed for development?

19

19

Main

NE
42

NE
43

Page 43. para 9 Development of site LNP02 will have a detrimental effect on the
biodiversity of the area and of the brook

15

of the
Village
Design
Statement
and were not
identified as
Important
Green
Spaces and
Frontages in
Fig. 4.3

No change to p.42,
para.9

Clarification
about site
LNP02 dealt
with
elsewhere in
the H&R
section of
the Plan, in
SD4 and in
SD4a, taking
into account
Policy NE2a

No change to p.43,
para.9

As above
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NE
44

19

Page 44. Paras 9 and 11 Solar panels. On behalf of another parish councillor, I recently
spoke to one of the planners at RCC regarding the installation of solar panels. I was told
that planning permission was not necessary. I believe that this applied to Listed buildings
too although panels at a certain angle would require permission. Confirmation of the rules
would be advisable. Policies NE5a and Ne5b may be affected by this. It should be noted
that with the planned further reductions in government subsidies for solar panels this form of
energy will not be economically viable in the future.
NE2 Flooding, paragraph 3: - The RSFRA “states”, not “suggests” the deficiencies in the
flood modelling. The significance is some areas marked ‘at risk’ may not be, and importantly
vice-versa

e7

Main

NE4
0

Policy NE5b has
been re-worded in
response to
another criticism
(see RCC 13), and
these changes also
address this point.

Re-word as: 3. The
RSFRA states that
these flood risk
areas are poorly
mapped. [See SD7,
page 8].

I disagree with an ‘extension’ to the burial ground at Mickley Lane if this destroys the
woodland and meadows there which were planted and maintained by the community for
years with help from the Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust and Tim Appleton MBE.

e7

SD7

NE
13

e8

Main

NE

No action

NE2 Flooding: The current text in paragraph 3 is incorrect. The RSFRA "states" that these
flood risk areas are poorly mapped. [See SD7, page 8].

16

Action taken on
this in response to
e7

Noted and
appropriate
action taken

Agreed.
Policy 2a
will also be
re-worded to
take into
account the
second
sentence of
this criticism
and others
similar.
There is no
proposal for
such an
'extension'
in the LNP
and advice
to the Parish
Council re
Proposal
NE4a
Biodiversity
will take
account of
this point.
Agreed
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NE 2 flooding, paragraph 5: This statement is incorrect. FUL/2009/0277 is an example of
planning application being granted for a dwelling, which is shown on the current
Environment Agency map as floodplain, without a robust flood risk assessment report. The
document which was submitted is poor and lacking substance and integrity. Suggest this
paragraph states that “a recent planning application for a development in Langham in Flood
Risk area 3 was granted without a robust flood risk assessment report. [See SD7, page 8]”
e8

Main

e8

SD7

e8

SD7

e8

SD7

e11

Main

NE4
0

NE
13
NE
17
(labe
l
d3)
NE
11

NE4
4

Replace p. 40,
para. 5 with:
5 A recent planning
application for a
development in
Langham in Flood
Risk area 3 was
granted without a
robust flood risk
assessment report.
[See SD7, pages 89] N.B. don’t lose
footnote 6,
following the word
'report'

I disagree with an ‘extension’ to the burial ground at Mickley Lane if this impacts the
woodland and meadows there.
I suggest money is spent on Biodiversity Action Plan habitat creation and maintenance in
the parish including the Mickley Lane woodland and meadows, roadside verges, nest boxes
for owls and bats.

No action

I suggest money is spent on maintenance of vegetation clearance and de-silting to the
Langham Brook to help residents.

No action

The neighbourhood plan does not put forward the recommendation that solar farm
developments be given opportunities to present their case to Langham. This was also
something supported by villagers in the public consultation and should be represented in the
final document as an important element of sustainable energy and sustainability more
broadly (as solar developments provide income, jobs and energy price reductions for
parishes in which they are located.)

17

As above

p. 44, para.6: In the
square brackets,
add these words:
'and SD2a pp. 1718'
See
also new version of
Policy NE5c
omitting mention
of solar farms.

As above
(e7)
Noted and
could be
addressed
via the
community
See
Community
Action NE2a
In the
consultation
, alternative
Policy NE5h
(ii) received
only 39.2%
support
despite the
extra
information
displayed
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Site Assessment for land identified as LNP06 - under heading 'Loss of Recreational/public
open space' this should acknowledge that it is crossed by a right of way (E151) and therefor
DOES have recognised recreational value to the community
HR

ED
EI

Education section notes potential of facilities available at the former Ashwell prison, and
there should therefore be greater emphasis placed on connecting this site to the village by a
cycle path that can be used by cyclists, pedestrians and motorised scooters. This is in line
with RCCs aims to promote alternative forms of transportation, notably cycling (this is
obviously relevant to EI too)
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This point has
been highlighted in
main Plan, SD4 and
SD2a

This can be
addressed in a
Community Action

(see SD7
Appendix
NE5(i) Solar
farms and
Biodiversity)
However,
this was
more than
the support
for
alternative
Policy NE5h
(i) (36.7%)
This RoW
needs to be
protected if
any
Planning
Application
is submitted
for this land
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HR

ALL

The policies on Green Spaces are insufficiently specific. In the public consultation, the
village supported enhanced recognition (Local Green Spaces/ Important Frontages) for
several specific locations. This seems to have been left out of the final draft document.
These specific proposals should be reinstated, as should the recommendation that specific
measures be taken to protect hedges in and around the village (noting that several have
been destroyed recently despite the perception (inaccurate it seems) that the Conservation
status protects hedges. The draft document reverts back too much to the Village Design
statement of over a decade ago when the intention of the Neighbourhood Plan was to carry
these ideas forward in new, sustainable ways. Notice should be taken of the wishes stated
by the village in the public consultation and in the neighbourhood plan process. Indeed, the
government promotion of Neighbourhood Plans emphasised specifically the use of the
Plans to protect Local Green Spaces for communities

I'm concerned that several key policies that were developed by working groups and
supported in the public consultation do not seem to have made their way into the final draft
document. Notably, the very strong village support for a bypass is hardly mentioned; the
policy recommendations regarding green spaces identified as needing enhanced protection
have been left out; strong public support to ensure that Langham children are guaranteed a
place in the school also seems to be missing from the final document. These are key
concerns expressed by villagers all through the process and are not adequately represented
in the final document, which it seems is primarily focussed on house building. The
Neighbourhood Plan is a unique opportunity to put the wishes of the village to the Rutland
Council and more broadly and we should be bolder in our vision for the future of the village.
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The inclusion of
the Village Design
Statement as an
integral part of the
Plan (section 7)
with all 'Guidelines'
becoming 'Policies'
PLUS the
emphasis in NE
section, and
clarification about
LNP02 in the HR
section now
ensures the
importance of
protection of Green
Spaces is strongly
supported.
Many of us feel the
same. However,
the LNP is a
PLANNING
document and RCC
is very clear that,
as such, the only
things to be called
Policies are those
that will drive the
Planning Decisions
of RCC. Traffic,
Rights of Way etc.
are not seen to be
Planning issues so
they are being
called either
Proposals (which
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will go to Langham
Parish Council to
address) or as
Community
Actions (which will
require volunteers
from the
community to
achieve)

Column1
ATTACHMENT: Final Policies, Proposals and Community Actions for LNP 2015
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Mahal Investments
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Replies to Mahal

LANGHAM NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
CONSULTATION REPLY
on behalf of
MAHAL LAND INVESTMENTS LTD.
(LOCAL LANDOWNER & RESIDENTS)
Andrew Granger & Co. Ltd.
Chartered Surveyors
Phoenix House
52 High Street
Market Harborough
Leicestershire
LE16 7AF LANGHAM NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION REPLY.

1. Introduction
1.1. This document offers a consultation response on the Langham Neighbourhood Plan 2016 - 2036 and has been prepared by Planning and Development Consultants,
Andrew Granger & Co. Ltd (AG & Co.), on behalf of a local landowner, Mahal Land Investments Ltd.
1.2. AG & Co. specialises in planning and the promotion of strategic land for residential development and commercial uses. As a company, we are heavily involved in the
promotion of client’s land through various Neighbourhood Plans and also have vast experience in contributing to the Local Plan preparation process throughout the UK.
1.3. Mahal Land Investments Ltd. are a local landowner with a recognised long-term connection with the village. They are seeking to work with the Langham
Neighbourhood Plan Group in promoting their site, land north of Cold Overton Road, for residential development as well as providing land for community benefit in the
form of enhanced footpaths, open space and children’s play facilities.
1.4. In addition, AG & Co. have made Rutland County Council aware of the sites availability for development through the current ‘Call for Sites’ as part of the Rutland Local
Development Plan review.
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LANGHAM NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION REPLY.

-3-

2. Proposed Site & Development Potential
2.1. The subject site (identified as Site LNP06 within the NP) comprises approximately 4.864 acres (1.968 hectares) of unused scrubland to the west of Langham. This is a
green field site, outside the Planned Limits of development and, as such, not seen as ideal. However, it has been put forward as a secondary development site as it is
recognized that, in order to meet the estimated requirement of 58 new homes over 20 years, windfall sites alone, and development within the PLD alone, will not deliver –
and so a larger development is needed. Ideally it would be a larger development on a brown field site, and ideally it would be adjacent to the Planned Limits of Development.
2.2. Sloping from north and north-west to south-east, the site is bordered to the north and north-west by residential properties located on The Range and within
Ranksborough Hall. A brook/stream runs along the south-eastern boundary of the site, with residential gardens beyond, and the site is bordered to the south-west by
agricultural land and the north-east by further unused scrubland. This means part of the site could be at risk of flooding and this is highlighted in the plan – where a
Sequential Flooding Test would be required to determine which parts of the site are safe (from flooding) for development.
2.3. A public right of way (PROW) runs from north to south across the site as indicated in purple on the image below (note: this outlines the trodden footpath across the site
rather than the official siting of the PROW). This footpath links Cold Overton Road with The Range. This too is highlighted in the plan and would need to be protected and/
or preserved in any planning application.
2.4. Whilst the subject site comprises approximately 4.864 acres, a section (approx. 1.147 acres) adjacent to the brook/stream is identified by the Environment Agency as
Flood Zone 3 (roughly shown hatched below). As such this area is deemed to be undevelopable.
Figure 1: Potential Land Allocation Site LNP06

2.5. While the remaining area of approximately 3.717 acres is deemed developable, it must be noted that there are further constraints, including the topography and
access, which will need to be examined thoroughly prior to development.
2.6. In promoting the site through the Neighbourhood Plan process we wish to suggest that the site could deliver approximately 25-30 dwellings, including a suitable mix of
market and affordable housing, with the potential for self-build plots. We propose that the site could deliver, subject to consultation with the local community, a mix of
starter homes, bungalows and larger family homes. We are happy to discuss this further and would welcome any feedback.
2.7. As part of the proposal we would also be looking to provide a number of local community benefits, including enhancement of the existing PROW and a large area of
public open space for community recreation or an enhanced play area for local children. This would be made available for the long term and enhanced equipment would be
delivered as part of the residential scheme.
All the above points are reasons why this site has been proposed in the plan as a secondary site.
LANGHAM NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION REPLY.
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-43. Response on draft Neighbourhood Plan
3.1. While we support the Langham Neighbourhood Plan and agree with the ‘Green Separation Zone’ and the housing target average of three new dwellings per year over
the plan period (up to 60 new dwellings before 2036), we feel that the focus upon small infill development, on a windfall basis, is highly unlikely to help deliver the managed
growth and improvements that the local community would like to see across the village as a whole. HR3b does in fact support small developments of no more than 30
houses per hectare.
3.2. The ‘Key Issues’ over the plan period, as set out in section 3 of the draft Plan, identify the desire to add to existing community facilities (by way of a new village shop or
extended post office), as well as to improve local highways (in terms of pedestrian lighting, pelican crossings and pavement maintenance) and broadband service provision
for the growing number of residents working from home. These improvements can only be provided from contributions made by developers, through Section 106 or
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) contributions. This is recognized in the Plan where the final section in the Housing and Renewal ‘chapter’ specifically looks at
collaboration between residents and developers to improve community facilities.
3.3. Policy HR5b (Developer Contributions - CIL) outlines the Plan’s endorsement of Rutland County Council’s CIL exemption level of ‘fewer than five houses’. However, with
the Plan’s preference for ‘ad-hoc planning applications for single houses’, it is likely that there will not be any contributions towards the CIL and wider community
improvements as part of the housing growth within Langham. The CIL rules have now been clarified by RCC – and the section of the Plan re-worded to reflect this. CIL is
charged on all residential developments with one or two exceptions – but CIL may be charged for a one-house development.
3.4. It is our recommendation that the Langham Neighbourhood Plan place greater focus of more comprehensive developments that will not only deliver the required
housing needed the sustain predicted growth, but will also contribute towards the improvement and regeneration of the wider community. We agree with this focus and
hope that the Plan does demonstrate that.
3.5. With regard to the preferred larger housing sites, it is our view that sites located to the east of the village boundary will have greater impact on the already raised issue
of traffic in and around the village. Its location means that additional traffic will be generated through the village in order to access the A606 towards Oakham and Melton
Mowbray, on roads described within the Plan as narrow with no pavements and a high percentage of on-street parking. Policy EI2a states the Plan will ‘support any actions
to reduce the size, volume and speed of traffic along village roads’. As such we believe development should be focused towards the west, on road with a capability for
additional traffic. It is difficult to say that development to the East or the West will have a greater impact on the A606 and village roads as any increase in housing in
Langham will put additional cars onto the A606; and any additional housing would mean more people needing to access the parish facilities which are all within the village
itself.
LANGHAM NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION REPLY.

-54. Conclusion
4.1. Andrew Granger & Co, on behalf of the local landowner, support the majority of the policies and proposals within the draft Langham Neighbourhood Plan. However,
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we believe that in order for the Plan to deliver its objectives of growth and improvement of all facilities across the village, it would be of greater benefit to reassess the
focus of development from ‘ad-hoc infill sites’ to comprehensive schemes that will contribute both physically and financially to the needs of the community. It is hoped that
the Plan focuses on both windfall sites within the PLD and larger sites outside it. It has been clearly stated that windfall sites alone will not provide for Langham’s future
needs to 2036.
4.2. The allocation of the residential development site through the Neighbourhood Plan would allow flexibility in the plan to support the delivery of residential dwellings to
accommodate future housing needs in the village. As communities grow and expand, we believe that development will be needed to provide for various household groups,
including those looking for starter homes, families who wish to remain living within Langham and for those who wish to downsize into smaller homes. Agreed.
4.3. Key response recommendations:
 Allocation of larger comprehensive residential development, such as LNP06, to deliver the required is an opportunity to provide further facilities for community
benefit in the form of enhanced footpaths, open space and children’s play facilities. It is felt that HR3b does, indeed, suggest LNP06 or LNP14 as larger development
sites, but it also recognizes that neither site is ideal and neither site fits all the Site Assessment Criteria stipulated by RCC – and so the Plan allows for any site that
better fits the criteria being offered and accepted.
 The preference for ‘ad-hoc infill sites’ will not deliver the Community Infrastructure Levy contributions that are vital to deliver the wider community infrastructure
improvements identified as ‘Key Issues’ within the draft Plan. The Plan does not state these as a preference but as an order of priority. It is also stipulated that
windfall sites will contribute to the housing requirement to 2036 but cannot, alone, fully meet it.
4.4. Andrew Granger & Co. would like to remain involved throughout the Langham Neighbourhood Plan process and therefore request to be informed on any future
consultation stages and when the document is submitted to Rutland County Council and the Independent Examiner.
Andrew Granger has, through Edward Finn, been very helpful and supportive in the development of this Plan, and our hope is that the Parish Council and Andrew Granger
will continue to collaborate in the future, for the benefit of Langham.

Back>>>>

28

Final - January 2017

Marrons Planning
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Replies to Marrons Planning
Langham Neighbourhood Plan (LNP)Steering Group (Two-page Reply)
3rd December 2015
Thank you for sending us the plan for development of land at Ranksborough Farm and for your comments pertaining to the Draft of Langham
Neighbourhood Plan.
We would respond to your points as follows:
Point 1. Background.
MR Houghton was invited formally to submit this site to Langham Neighbourhood Plan (‘the Plan’) in its ‘Call for Sites’ in August – along with all other
landowners in Langham.
Despite a conversation with Mrs. Houghton by one of our group saying that Mr. Houghton needs to propose his site to LNP if it was to be considered as
a named site in the Plan – the site was never put forward.
Point 2: 1.3 It is for this reason alone that the Site you refer to is not in the Langham Neighbourhood Plan – and cannot be specifically included at this
late stage without the whole process of Call for Sites and Consultation being repeated. This stage is past and we are now in the ‘post-draft’ stage of the
Plan’s evolution.
Point 3: However, HR3b is now worded thus:
In addition to Windfall Sites, this Plan supports small developments of a density no more than 30 houses per hectare (as described in HR4a) on the
following sites and in this order of priority:
 LNP01, LNP02, LNP03, LNP04, LNP11.
 Following RCC’s recent ‘Call for Sites’ and in accordance with the Principles of the National Planning Policy Framework, any identified
brownfield site, not of high environmental value that meets the criteria of RCC’s Planning Policies.
 LNP06 and LNP14 only to be considered to fulfil all or part of the requirement for 58 houses to 2036, after consideration of windfall and
brownfield sites and in line with RCC Policy.

As you see it does now state a priority listing for sites for development. Specifically named sites within the Planned Limits of Development are the first
priority; the third priority is for two specifically named sites that are not ideal, in that they are outside the Planned Limits of Development and are
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Green Field sites. That is why the second priority is labelled ‘any new site that better fits RCC’s assessment criteria and is a brown field site, ideally on
the edge of the PLD and with a low environmental impact’ This site MAY fit here – but as we have not assessed it we cannot say that is the case.
Point 4: Section 2 of your paper is really part of a Design and Access Statement and, as such, will not require a comment from LNP group.
Point 5: Section 3. Your comments reflect statements in the LNP with which we are in agreement. It also references potential changes in RCC
documentation – this Plan can only reference existing documentation – regular Monitoring and Reviewing will be required to ensure the Plan remains
congruent with changing Council and National Policies. At present the Plan is completely in accord with existing RCC Policies.
Point 6: 3.12 You suggest that Langham will be required to provide 260 houses over the next 10 years – we suspect this might be a typographical
error as there are only 620 houses in Langham today. If Langham were to be made a Local Service Centre in the future, it is likely that the present
requirement of 1 or 2 houses per year (the requirement of a Small Service Centre) may grow to 3 per year – which is actually what the Plan proposes.
But, again, this Plan cannot either predict the changes RCC may make to the Core Strategy, nor can the finalisation of the Plan be continually
postponed to await anticipated changes to any RCC documentation.
Point 7: Section 3. We believe the re-wording of Policy HR3b shows that the site you refer to here would be considered as long as it met all of the
planning policies and criteria for RCC and for the LNP.
Point 8: 3.21 Your reference to CIL is now incorrect. The wording in the Plan has been changed in light of recent publication of details of CIL charging
for Rutland. This means that RCC will charge CIL on all buildings of more than 100sq.m (with a couple of exceptions) This means than individual
houses, if not being built by the owner to live in for at least 3 years, may well be charged.
Point 9. 3.22 etc. It is recognised in the last part of the Housing and Renewal Section that collaboration with a developer who is building a number of
houses would prove beneficial to the community.
Point 10. This issue of ‘bad neighbours’ is not for this Plan but may be part of any Planning Application.
Point 11. 3.24 One of the Assessment Criteria that RCC applies to any site is its accessibility. Again, whether this site is sufficiently accessible is for the
Planning Application and Design & Access Statement and is not for this Plan. However, it is worth noting that a site that is slightly closer to Langham
Village than Ranksborough Farm (that was offered in the Plan’s Call for Sites) and which was then assessed, was given a red score against ‘Proximity to
services & facilities’ as there are ‘no facilities (shop, school, church etc.) within 800m of the nearest point’. The same site was scored amber against
‘Accessibility to Public Transport’ as ‘Bus routes at least 800m away’.

36

Final - January 2017

Point 12. 3.25 and 3.26 Hopefully Point 3 has addressed these.
Point 13 3.27 Indeed you are correct. That was a typographical error and has now been corrected to read 20-30 houses over 20 years from Windfall
Sites.
Response to Draft LNP 2015 - Comments from Rosemary Wright, Planning Group, Langham Parish Council 20 October 2015
Comment
1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
19

10
11
.12

Response

Page 9. para 12. It is accepted that the number of retired persons living in Langham is considerable. However,
these numbers are skewed because of the Ranksborough Caravan Park giving higher numbers of over 55s
than comparable villages. Occupancy of the mobile homes is almost entirely restricted to the over 55’s and
there are 180 adults on the electoral roll living in mobile homes which equates to a considerable 15.3% of the
total adults of the parish. The Ranksborough numbers are likely to increase along with the current sales
promotion of mobile homes.
Page 10. para 17. Suggest add “slate” after “Collyweston”
Page 10. para 26. Grade 1 and Grade 2* should be Grade I and Grade II*
Page 10. para 28. The entire village of Langham and its surrounding area is……. Substitute with “The entire
village and some of the surrounding area is…”
Page 11. para 33. As the school is now an academy, is the title in this para correct?
Page 11. para 41. Delete “health centre” insert either “Medical Practice” or “surgery”
Page 13. HR4. Extensions and additions. High class innovative design should also be accepted. The use of
energy efficient materials - please include sustainable materials.
Page 17. paras 7 and 9. The number of over 55’s is skewed by Ranksborough.
Page 17. para 11. Has there been a survey to find out what older people really want? 15.3% of older people
live at Ranksborough and they are unlikely to want to downsize to a house. Other older people can, if they so
wish, downsize to existing smaller Langham properties this is generally unpopular and not always necessary
with the availability of modern living aids but such as stair lifts and lifts for domestic properties. The majority
of older people like to retain space in order that friends and relatives can visit which is especially important
now that families no longer live close to other family members. Some elderly people feel that they are being
pressurised into downsizing when that is not something that they have planned or wanted
Page 18. para 9. The number of over 55s is skewed by the numbers on the Ranksborough site
Page 20. para 7. Substitute “play area” with “playing field” This has always been the official title
Page 20. Policy HR2b The plan appears to approve of building on an “Important Open Space ‘(LNP02) which
has been designated by Rutland County Council even though it appears that the LNP support the existence
and the retention of such green spaces. See Objective HR2. remaining green spaces which are the lungs of the
village and which should be retained for “Important Green Spaces and Frontages” are so important to the
village. There are few present and future generations. Refer to RCCs Review of Important Open Spaces 2012.
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Agree with your comments – this has
informed the document.

Done.
Done.
Done.
We have checked and it is.
Done.
Done -Included in the text.
This is known.
The choices have been open to public
comment and scrutiny. This proposal
aims to give older people the choice
which, at present, they do not have.

A repeat.
Done.
Policy has been re-written to clarify.
LNP02 – it has been clarified that
building here is to replace existing
house and outbuildings – not to build
on the protected Important Green
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13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

21
22

23

24

25

Page 20. Policy HR2c. Communal grassed areas are not practical or popular for small developments. Much
better to give each property a larger private amenity space.
Page 21. Note Important Green Spaces. See above HR2b.
Page 22. para 6. Langham Parish Council should be added to this list. It owns Munday’s Close including the
Burial Ground, Playing Field, Allotments and Wildlife Site.
Page 22. paras 7 and 8. An “Important Green Space” was included (LNP02) This was not acceptable. An
application for housing on this site was refused some years ago because of its importance as a green space.
Page 22. para 13. New homes - 30 per year? I understand that this has been amended.
Page 23. HR3b. It is not acceptable to include this site (LNP02) because of its importance as an “important
green space” and its designation by RCC.
Page 23. HR3c Is this legal? It does appear rather draconian and could apply to existing developed sites e.g. a
porch, conservatory, shed or small extension to an existing or new dwelling.
Page 25. para 9. The VDS was adopted as Supplementary Planning Guidance and often quoted by the
Planning Committee of Langham Parish Council. In practice, it appeared to have little influence with regard
to planning decisions by RCC
Page 25. para 10. This questionnaire consisted of only one copy per household which meant that only approx.
one half of adults were able to respond.
Page 26. para 13. Bungalows, an import from the India, are not typical of Langham or the wider Rutland area.
They take up considerably more land than houses and with modern mobility aids such as lifts and stair lifts,
they are no longer a necessity for the elderly. There are security issues with bungalows too, making them a
poor choice for older residents Many older houses in the village do have three storeys. Three-storey houses
can be well designed and form part of a development. A site should suggest, to a good architect, the best
solution for a particular development. Unfortunately, there is no requirement to use a qualified architect for a
development but perhaps this could be a requirement for the LNP.
No mention is made of dwellings consisting of one and a half storeys or even semi-bungalows. These are
popular with retired people and often give the flexible choice of either a ground floor or a first floor bedroom
for the occupant(s). There is also the advantage of using a smaller plot for such a dwelling.
Page 26. Objective HR4. There should be an opportunity to incorporate different materials and high quality
design to extensions that would complement rather than reflect the original building. The use of sustainable
materials must be encouraged. This is important if development is to be really sustainable.
Page 26. Policy HR4a Shared green space is not popular or practical. Residents prefer their own private
amenity space.
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Space (main doc, SD4 and SD4a
amended).
Opinion noted - again public had the
chance to comment.
Repeat.
Done.
Repeat.
Done – it reads ‘20-30 new homes over
20 years via windfall sites’.
Repeat.
Policy has been reworded to place
emphasis on even-handedly applying
planning laws and restrictions.
VDS has now become section 10
‘Design’ of the main Plan with all
‘Guidelines’ becoming ‘Policies’.
Acknowledged.
Text has been modified to include a
few three-storey houses (affordable)
and a range of designs from bungalow
through to a two-storey to allow
flexible living in line with
demographic predictions.
As above.
VDS has been made Section 10 –
Design of the Plan with all Guidelines
now becoming ‘Policies’.
Repeat.
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Page 26. HR4a last para. Is this legal? LPC should see the DAS and comment but does the council have the
power to insist that their views are carried out?

27
28
29
30

Page 26. HR4b See previous comments.
Page 29. Policy HR5a Can LPC insist on modifications and is this legal?
Page 31. para 8. Delete “train” insert “railway” as in para 5 above.
Page 32. Policy E11: Traffic. Mini roundabout at junction of A606 and Whissendine Road Whissendine turn}
Surely this is not necessary. If this junction qualifies, there will be mini roundabouts all over the country!
Re-siting the signs. This would clutter space and reduce the effectiveness of the gateways It would be too
early for drivers to be expected to reduce speed and would create confusion at this dangerous stretch of the
A606. Better to leave the positioning of these signs to the specialists.
Page 32. E12 Legislation which reduced the number of parking spaces to be allocated to new dwellings has
exacerbated the parking situation. e.g. Ruddle Way where houses with two garages have only two additional
parking spaces
Page 32/3 para 2. Delete “no” before “/insufficient”
Page 33. Policy E12a para 2. Delete “and improved” reference to imposing this limit. A 40 mph speed limit
on all other minor roads in the parish is not necessary. Do we want 40 mph signs at intervals all over the
parish? This would be a requirement. In any case, the speed limit would be impossible to police. This is
sledgehammer territory. However, LPC did approve a 40mph limit on the Burley Road.
Page 36. CH1. para 2 “The entire village and its surrounding area is ….. “Change to “The entire village and
part of the surrounding area is …..”
Page 36. para 2 lines 5/6 Delete “Bridge Street” Insert “Oakham Road, Melton Road and most dwellings in
the Cold Overton Road” Refer to map of Conservation Area for confirmation.
Page 36. para 3 Delete Grade 1, Grade 11, Grade 11* Insert Grade I, Grade II, Grade II*
Page 36. para 6 Delete Grade 11, insert Grade II. Number7. Old Hall Cottage, 36 Burley Road, not
“Cottages”
Page 36. Policy CH1 It appears that “Conservation” and “Listing” are being confused. There is no mention of
conservation status in the VDS as the VDS predates this. Instead of “conservation status” “Listed Buildings”
would be the appropriate term. Adding to the list would be a matter for the Conservation Officer.
Page 37. para 4. delete “The first house ……..” Insert “The earliest surviving house is at……”
Page 42. para 9. If this plan endorses RCC’s Site Allocations and Policies Development Plan of Oct 2014,
why is one of these sites (LNP02) being proposed for development?
Page 43. para 9 Development of site LNP02 will have a detrimental effect on the biodiversity of the area and
of the brook.

31

32

33
34

35
36
37
38
39

40
41
42

39

Amended to read ‘Where a DAS is
required it must be put to Langham
Parish Council for review and
comment prior to planning permission
being granted.’
Repeat.
As HR4a above.
Done.
No longer a Policy but a Proposal.
Again, these are now termed Proposals
and, as such, will be down to LPC to
drive (or not).
Noted.
It reads ‘there is no or insufficient…’
Done. LPC to be reminded that this
action point is still outstanding.

Done.
Done.
Done.
These references now sit in section 10
‘Design’ which is the updated VDS.
Policy now refers only to Conservation
Status. It is recognized that adding to
the list is not for this Plan.
Done.
Repeat.
Repeat.
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44
45

Page 44. Paras 9 and 11 Solar panels. On behalf of another parish councilor, I recently spoke to one of the
planners at RCC regarding the installation of solar panels. I was told that planning permission was not
necessary. I believe that this applied to Listed buildings too although panels at a certain angle would require
permission. Confirmation of the rules would be advisable. Policies NE5a and Ne5b may be affected by this. It
should be noted that with the planned further reductions in government subsidies for solar panels this form of
energy will not be economically viable in the future.
Page 47. para 1 Harrington School should be added to this list.
Page 47. para 7 Harrington School is now open.

48

Page 48. para 2 Delete “play area” insert “playing field”
Page 49. para 10. Delete “play area” Insert “playing field” (This is the correct title which has been in use
since the 1970s) It is best described as a playing field with play equipment. Delete “trim trail” (which is
mainly for teens and adults) Insert “Adventure Trail” (the term used by Playdale, the company who
manufactured and installed the apparatus) Please add “Springers” to the list of play equipment. There is also a
“Teenage Seating Unit” The play equipment is suitable for children from 18 months to 14 years and there is
also scope for creative and imaginative play. The playing field was originally provided for children in the
village as there was nowhere for them to play ball games. This situation is unlikely to change and it is
essential to retain this important facility.
Page 49. para 12 Delete “area” delete “play area” insert “playing field”

49
50

Page 51. para 6. last line. insert “usually “after “home” (Waitrose deliver free if over £60 - just up from £50!)
Page 51 para 8. Delete “close by” It will be adjacent to the garage in para 7 but not close by Langham

51

Page 52. para 2. Delete “cricket pitch” insert “cricket and football pitches” The football pitch was in existence
much more recently than the cricket pitch. (There was a Langham Football Club too)
Page 52. para 6 Delete “Garden Society, History Society” Insert “Langham Gardeners’ Association and
Langham Village History Group”
Page 52. para 7 The Playing Field was not established at the turn of the century. A Playing Field Committee
was set up in the 1970s and began fund raising but without trawling through the Parish Council minutes I
cannot give the date the playing field was actually established but it was definitely before 2000. I have been a
parish councilor since 1987 and the playing field had been in existence, if I remember correctly, for some
years at that time. A tree planting scheme for the field was carried out in 1991 The parish council installed the
first play equipment and football posts and Crosby homes provided some money for additional equipment
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Page 44 points 9 and 11, and SD7 Page
21 Point 8 are being re-written to
reflect this.

Harrington School is not a separate
school but an annex of Catmose
College. It has been added to the list in
point 1as suggested.
Done.
Page 49 para 10 replaced with three
paras, to reflect all of this information.
Ditto SD8 Page 8 where para 13 has
been replaced by three paragraphs.

This point specifically means areas for
children to play so has not been
changed.
Done.
Close by was meant to refer to the
garage in para 7. This has been
clarified.
Done.
Done.
Done.
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when the Ruddles site was developed for housing. The Parish Council have since provided additional
equipment for all age groups and ensured that an open area for football, ball games etc. remains.
Page 52. para 8 Delete “over the” insert “in recent” Historically, I think there were many more pubs or ale
houses, beer being safer to drink than water.
Page 52. para 11 Is this list correct? see para 6, above. I cannot seem to find this list to check
Page 52. para 16 Delete “one children’s play area” insert “a playing field with play equipment”
Page 53. para 20. This needs some explanation. What is meant by an overall offer?
Page 53. para 24 delete “play area” insert “playing field”
Page 53. para 25. Highly unlikely!
Page 54. para 6. Delete “Centre” after “Rutland Village”
Page 54. para 2. Significant numbers of Langham residents use Somerby and Market Overton Surgeries and
some even use Empingham
Page 54. Policy CE4 Delete “Medical Centre” Insert “Medical Practice” or “Surgery”
Page 55. para 13 It should be noted that spare copies are always available in the church.
Page 57. Policy HR3b Site LNP02 should not be in this list as it is an important open site as designated by
RCC
Page 57. Policy HR2c Communal space is unpopular and impractical. Better to allocate more private amenity
space. This policy may discourage developers and purchasers alike.
Page 57. Policy HR3b. Delete site LNP02.
Page 58. Policy HR3c. Is this legal? Draconian!
Page 58. Policy HR5a Is this legal?
Page 59. E11 No mini roundabout necessary at Whissendine turn. The speed limit in this area would have to
be reduced for a start. There is not enough traffic at this turn to warrant a roundabout.
Page 59. E12 A 30 mph speed limit already exists within the village. See road signs at vehicular entrances to
the village.
Page 60. Policy CH1 There is no Conservation status mentioned in the VDS as it was published before
Langham became a Conservation Area. If this statement refers to buildings, the matter should be referred to
as “Listed Buildings” which is the correct term.
Page 60. Policy NE3 Hedges. It would be preferable to retain hedges but I understand that planning consent is
not required for the removal of hedges within the village.
Page 61. Policy NE5b as commented on earlier, the planning law with regard to solar panels needs to be
clarified
Page 61. Policy NE5c What about food security? If land is used for the generation of energy, land available
for food production is considerably reduced
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Done.
In SD9 Appendix CE3. Modified to
make this clear.
Done.
Amended to remove this last piece.
Done.
But no reason not to include it.
Done.
Done.
Done.
Added.
Repeat.
Repeat.
Repeat.
Repeat.
Repeat.
Repeat.
Accepted and modified to read as
suggested.
Repeat.

This Policy has been re-worded but the
key elements remain the same.
This policy now clarifies that planning
permission is rarely needed for solar
panels on the roof.
Included.
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Page 62. Policy CE4 Delete “Medical Centre” and insert “Medical Practice” or “Surgery Doctors do carry out
house calls. Is this what is meant by mobile GP? This needs some” explanation.

Repeat.

Rosemary Wright October 20th 2015

Back>>>>

42

Final - January 2017

Rutland County Councils Response
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Replies to RCC
RCC Response to 1st Consultation Draft Langham Neighbourhood Plan (September 2015)
The comments below form Rutland County Council’s detailed DRAFT response for consideration by the Langham Neighbourhood Steering Group
subject to any further observations from the Places Scrutiny Panel which meets on 26th November 2015
RCC Comment

Our Response

Rationale

As well as Policies, we are including Proposals and
Community Actions in the Main Plan (Initially we
intended only to include Policies)

The Policies alone were
not seen to address all
the highlighted issue

A. General

1.1 The draft LNP appears generally supportive of the current planning

policy framework in Rutland set out in the National Planning Policy
Framework, Core Strategy Development Plan Development (DPD) (July
2011) and the Site Allocations and Policies DPD (October 2014).
1.2 The draft LNP sets out some defined policies in each of the main
sections of the NP including
(i) Recognising Langham’s status as a Smaller Service Centre and
the focus for a moderate growth strategy for Langham up to
2036
(ii) Recognising the moderate growth strategy up to 2036 is
unlikely to be met by windfall sites alone and identifying sites in
the parish for new dwellings
(iii) Supporting building of new homes to meet the needs of the
older population and supporting the building of homes that
provide buying or renting options to the younger population or

See Addendum Sheet showing all Policies, Proposals
and Community Actions
It has been noted the wording of the Essential
Infrastructure Section of the Plan is poor. It suggests
that Langham residents have an issue with traffic
per-se. In fact, the issue is for physical safety and
health & well-being of residents, which is most
threatened today by the traffic on the A606.
Because this Plan supports an increase in the
population of Langham to 2036, it is recognised that,
as stated in the NPPF, RCC’s Vision, RCC’s Strategic
Objectives 5, 6 and Point 1.44 of the Core Strategy –
the threat to safety and Health posed by the traffic
situation on the A606 is not acceptable for today’s
residents and will certainly, if left unaddressed, NOT
support further development.
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None sought
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those seeking their first home.
(iv) Identifying a Green Separation Zone to protect the setting
and character of the village and the southern parish boundary
from Oakham’s northern development
(v) Promoting housing densities/mix, layout, design, energy
efficiency in new development
(vi) Recognising the importance of natural and cultural
environment, conservation area and open spaces in and around
the village with reference to the VDS 2002.

To that end, this section has been re-named PSS –
Public Safety and Services – and all Policies and
Proposals re-visited and re-written accordingly.

B. Key issues that need to be addressed in the plan include
recognizing:
2.1 There are, however, a number of policies in the plan that are not
land use planning policies, which include proposals for highway/traffic
improvements in the village, which would have potential resourcing
implications for RCC; education and development and community and
economy

Some of the suggested Policies have been changed
to Proposals or Community Actions

Clarity from RCC about
what does and does
not constitute a Policy

2.2 The main issue appears to be to ensure the policies in the plan are
based on proportionate and robust evidence. If there is insufficient
evidence to justify a policy, it is unlikely that an examiner will consider it
meets the basic conditions.

All Policies were checked and the evidence clearly
indicated

Whilst references are
made throughout, a
careful check was
needed to ensure they
are available to the first
time reader.

2.3 It is not clear from the plan, how Langham Neighbourhood Plan
Group have assessed the area that forms the Green Separation Zone
designation, this may be supported if there is evidence for the
designation, for example, in the Landscape Character Assessment for

This was done and a better justification given using
Landscape Character Assessment for Rutland as
advised.

Rationale behind the
sizing was not put into
the text and should
have been
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Rutland or justified by other evidence.
2.4 Some other key issues to be addressed in the plan include
recognising:
(i) There are number of policies in the plan, which are not policies
that could be used to guide decision-making on planning
See 2.1 above
applications.
(ii) The plan needs to clearly distinguish between policies and
proposals, recent NP Examination report examples are showing
that examiners are recommending the inclusion of non-land use
policies from the Plan in an appendix entitled ‘community
aspirations’.
(iii) That the proposals for highway/traffic improvements in the
plan are not land use planning issues and there is need for close
liaison with RCC about the potential resourcing implications.
(iv) There is an opportunity to include elements and policies from
the 2002 Village Design Statement in the NP, as this will be
afforded more weight in planning decisions than as a supporting
document.

Have listed Policies, Proposals and Community
Actions

See 2.1 above. Also a discussion with a member of
Highways to discuss potential resourcing issues

The VDS has been re-visited and it is now an integral
part of the Plan, appearing as section 10, Design,
with all ‘Guidelines’ becoming ‘Policies’ as
recommended by RCC Planning.
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Original thought was, if
Proposals and CAs were
included it would
become cluttered.
However, decision by
SG was to include all,
otherwise not all issues
described are seen to
be addressed
Community passion
about this needs to be
mitigated with
practicality of solutions.
It was always a concern
that the VDS is a key
document and was its
location significant
enough. Better placed
within the body of the
Plan.
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C. Comments from Rutland County Council Service Leads
The consultation draft plan has been circulated to all relevant service
leads within the Council and the responses received are considered
below referring to the sections in Neighbourhood Plan order.

1. Introduction
Community Infrastructure and Planning Obligations Response:
Overall Plan:
Support attention given throughout plan to the need to ensure essential
infrastructure either is in place or can be secured through new
development to meet growth needs and ensure sustainable
development is achieved.

It was felt the wording was unclear, but general view
= these were not agreement statements, but advice.
Checked that references in HR4a and 5a are
sufficient.
Added a reference to RCC document in the
introduction as evidence

Agree this link is
important

Support recognition of role of LNP to seek to achieve consensus on
infrastructure priorities and link between this and the potential for CIL
arising from new residential development.
Introduction
Support narrative at paragraphs 22-25 and supplementary evidence on
essential infrastructure (referenced at figure 1.3).

Checked HR5b to ensure it addressed this, Brought
the CIL list into the Policy box

Many comments were
taken directly from RCC
document so a surprise
that it was not
recognised – so need to
point better.

Support reference to other critical community facilities and services
particularly “Education and Development” and “Community and
Economy” on page 11.
Information is available on current capacity levels in each year group at
Langham Primary School if required

Added in More references – Ofsted for ED and cites
current capacity levels at Langham School - Main
Plan Page 46 points 4&5

Points 24, 25 added in “Ref. Community Survey Oct
2014, see SD2a”
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Agree a stronger link
needed
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Economic Development & Tourism Response:
Essential Infrastructure paragraph 25, suggested rewording:
“The village benefits from fibre broadband offering good speed to the
majority of properties. Some further fibre roll out is planned under the
Digital Rutland project”

Planning Policy Response:
Background
The Plan states it is from 2016 to 2026 and beyond. Need to clarify in
paragraph 1 that beyond 2026 the plan will need to be reviewed every 35 years in accordance with Rutland County Council’s Local Plan Reviews
for the period up to 2036.
The Local Plan Review may identify further changes required for the
neighbourhood plan so it continues to be in general conformity. Reviews
will be dependent on a range of issues including changes in national
policy and new information (e.g. census) – It would be helpful to have a
paragraph explaining this under a heading ‘Monitoring and Review’.

Policy PSS 4: Public Services - Communication
Technology
The Plan supports the enhancement of high-speed
broadband provision in Langham 100Mb/s by 2020.

Re-wording to reference 2036 rather than 2026 and
beyond.
Also note added early in the Plan that review is
critical part of Plan.

Agreed that
introduction saying
2026 & beyond is not
consistent with the title
of the LNP (to 2036).

Third action was to include a Section in the Plan
entitled ‘Monitor and Review’ (Section 12)

This section is missing
and needs to be put in.

2. Community Visions and Objectives
Community Infrastructure and Planning Obligations Response:
Objective HR5
Supports objective HR5. Notes priority being given to need for
improvements to better manage traffic (Objective EI1), traffic through
the village (EI2), Public Transport (EI3), increased broadband speeds
(EI4), utilities provision (EI5) and the objective relating to education, and
other community needs.

Felt the original
wording was robust
enough, but
opportunity to point to
Digital Rutland had
been missed

No action requested
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Economic Development & Tourism Response:
Objective E4
Suggested rewording to part of the paragraph:
“To promote the enhancement and utilisation of high speed
broadband……”
Public Rights of Way Response:
Objective NE1: Rights of Way
To ensure that the rights of way network is protected and enhanced as
Langham grows and develops. Considered a sensible objective

Addressed above

No action required

3. Key Issues
Community Infrastructure and Planning Obligations Response:
The key issues of securing a village shop, improving traffic management
on the A606, and improving broadband speeds are noted as priorities
from the wider range of objectives identified in the previous chapter

No action required

4. Housing & Renewal
Housing Strategy and Enabling Officer Response:
Policy HR1b: Demographics & Housing – Demographic Provision
The Housing Strategy & Enabling Officer considers that the Policy says
that some types/roles of housing are supported and being silent on
others

Page 26.13 Main Plan and P 19.16 SD4 changed from
 Whilst bungalows and two-storey houses are Actioned
welcomed, three storey houses are out of
character and should not be built
To
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Within a mix of housing designs a few threestorey houses, which could be particularly
attractive as ‘shared ownership’/affordable
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Policy HR1c: Demographics & Housing – Gypsy/Traveller Sites
The current Rutland Local Plan Policy only looks to 2026 – effectively
rolling this onto 2036 without a further needs assessment is not
recommended. There is potential looking at the timescale for the RCC
Gypsy & Traveller need survey to feed into the Langham policy at the
next consultation stage (Submission stage). Also, there is a need to bear
in mind that there is a private park home site in Langham and a Gypsy &
Traveller site, and would need to consider need for further park home
accommodation (if any) – e.g. for Travellers who have ceased to travel
permanently (if any) as per new govt. planning policy

The Housing Strategy & Enabling Officer suggests there is a need to
evaluate whether or not park homes (a common form in Langham) is a
suitable form for the older people’s accommodation they are seeking.
HR 1 para.11 doesn’t deal with this well in his view (says another park
home site not needed but is silent about whether Ranksborough should
expand).

homes, and which complement the
character of the village, would be acceptable
An emphasis on single storey and flexible
living designs would be welcome to meet the
predicted demographic trends identified for
Langham

Policy HR1c demographics & Housing – Gypsy/Traveller Sites

The Plan supports the RCC Gypsy & Traveller
Accommodation Study of 2013, which states there is no
requirement for further sites in Langham – private, public
or transit
All housing to meet the Policies within this Plan

It was on the explicit
advice of RCC that the
timeline for the Plan
was pushed out from
2026 to 2036

It is not considered an
issue for LNP to provide
Monitor and Review
specifically for
A section added to the Plan that describes the Monitor
Travellers who have
and Review process to 2036 (Section 12)
chosen to put down
Introduction
roots. If they are no
Added Page 5 point 6 ‘Whilst all references in the Plan are longer travellers and
accurate and up to date at time of publication, it is
are on the housing list,
recognised that these documents may be amended and/
they are considered
or re-issued during the period of the Plan and so ongoing
along with all others
review of the Plan will be addressed as described in the
seeking first homes as
Monitor and Review section.
described in the Plan
Clarification - it was clarified that the call was for no Whether a Park Home
is suitable for older
more sites and no extension of existing sites. This
was clarified in Policy HR1c. Addition of final
people is for those who
sentence ‘Neither is there any requirement to
buy them to judge and
for Social
extend the existing sites beyond their current size’
Services/Welfare
departments to
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Page 18 Para 11: Added ‘as would extending the
existing site beyond its current limit. The owners of
Ranksborough indicate that the turnover of homes
in Ranksborough is more than sufficient supply to
meet demand ‘

Policy HR4 paragraph 11
The Housing Strategy & Enabling Officer considers this is weak on
affordable housing (document generally emphasises starter homes) and
in particular doesn’t mention affordable rented housing. This approach
doesn’t sit well with CS11/SP9 (Affordable housing).

Environmental Protection Response in relation to flooding and the
Langham Brook
Policy HR3b: Land Allocation - Secondary
Two of the sites put forward in the plan LNP 2 & LNP 14 appear to be at
least partially within flood zones 2 and 3 of the Environment Agency’s
Flood Map for Planning. This indicates that they are not suited for
residential use or most other forms of development.
The national guidance indicates in some instances development can be
allowed if it can be demonstrated by a sequential test. The
Environmental Protection Officer recommends that these sites are very
carefully considered for their flood risk, both for their susceptibility to
flooding and potentially to increase the flooding risk locally by adding
surface water to the Brook.
Two other sites LNP06 and LNP11 appear to be very close to flood zones
2 and 3, so again these sites should be carefully considered for their

This has been addressed by the addition of Page
26.13 Main Plan and P 19.16 SD4 as in first entry of
this document under Housing and renewal

This was done by adding a paragraph in the main
Plan Page 22.12, SD4 page 12.11 and SD4a page 6a
‘We recognise that the secondary sites partially
include a Flood Zone, and so the Sequential Test
for Flooding will need to be applied before any
consideration of development to ensure the
suitability of the different areas of the sites for
housing.’

The same applies here as above.
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investigate if needed.
Should RCC wish to
issue guidelines on the
suitability of Park
Homes the Plan would
reference them.

The Housing and
Renewal Group agree
with this point and has
changed the wording to
ensure it is clear that
the policy does include
affordable housing.

The Environment
Agency also suggested
more clarification was
needed to ensure that
any site that may be
partly in a flood zone is
assessed using the
Sequential Test in order
to ensure there is no
Flood Risk.
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flood risk. Please note the Environmental Protection Officer’s comments
are based on visually comparing the Environmental Agency’s Flood Map
and the Langham Neighbourhood Plan maps (Figure 4.5b), which why is
it is recommended the flood risk at the sites is considered in more detail.
Community Infrastructure and Planning Obligations Response:
Section HR5 Developer Contribution
The presentation at page 29 of a CIL Schedule of local priorities for
Langham is supported.
Paragraph 3, 14, 15 and 16 and Policy H appears to be misinformed as
follows:

A conversation with a Planning Officer has clarified
RCC’s position and what the rules and parameters
are for CIL – these are now correctly referenced in
the Plan.

Paragraph 3 where it states, “the consultation document from RCC
proposed 5 houses”.
CIL will apply to most forms of residential development other than
“Affordable Housing”, self-build homes where strict criteria is adhered to
for a minimum period of 3 years and residential homes, extra care
housing etc. that is specialised for the elderly or infirm
Paragraph 14 where it states, “It is likely to be at 5 dwellings or fewer”.
RCC is proposing a CIL rate of £100 per m2 of the Gross Internal Area
(GIA) of all qualifying new residential development. The Examination
process on the Council’s proposed CIL rates is still underway and will not
be confirmed until CIL is adopted. Once the Examiner’s report is received
in a few weeks, we will however know if the Council’s proposed rate is
supported which will help Langham in firming up the LNP. At the point,
the LNP is ‘made’ (finally approved by RCC) Langham Parish Council will
get 15% of all CIL receipts for development within the Parish. Prior to its
approval, the Parish Council will get 15%.

All the facts used here
were taken directly
from the CIL
consultation document
which, in the absence
of a formal CIL Policy at
the date of publication
of the Langham
Neighbourhood Plan, is
the only document that
can be referenced.
It is accepted that more
clarity was needed
about exemptions and
this was added as
advised.

.
It is assumed there is a typographical error here and
that 25% is the proportion of CIL applicable for
Parishes with a Neighbourhood Plan. Again this was
not made clear in the Draft and was subsequently
added
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Paragraphs 15 and 16 and Policy HR5b Developer Contributions need to
be re-worded.
There is no exemption from CIL on sites of 5 or fewer dwellings.
Furthermore, CIL is assessed on planning applications as submitted. This
means that if a site for 20 dwellings is submitted for planning approval
CIL will be applied to the GIA of the qualifying development (e.g. 20
minus the Affordable Housing). CIL is paid in accordance with an
instalment policy set up by the Council. This can be seen at Appendix 2
of this document:
RCC CIL Draft Charging Schedule Background Paper February 2015
This shows for example that where permission is granted for 6 to 25
dwellings there will be 3 equal CIL payments staggered over 18 months.
The first payment is within 60 days of “Commencement of
Development”, the final payment 18 months after.
The Council will then hand over either 15% or 25% of these payments to
Langham Parish Council.
If a developer applied for planning permission for 5 dwellings on a fifth,
part of a site
allocated for 20 dwellings the Council will generally oppose such an
incremental approach, as it will want to determine the full 20 dwellings
under one planning application to ensure all the planning considerations
are comprehensive to the whole site.

Planning Policy Response:
Important Green Zones
Refers to Core Strategy Policy CS23 Green Infrastructure, suggest it may
be helpful to refer to Site Allocation & Policies DPD Policy SP23 which
refers to Landscape Character Areas in the countryside which may be
more relevant.
The Proposed Green Separation Zone requires justification for this

This section has been removed as the CIL policy
means this is no longer an issue.

The Landscape Character Areas referred to in
SAPDPD SP23 are now referenced against this policy
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All the facts used here
were taken directly
from the CIL
consultation document
which, in the absence
of a formal CIL Policy at
the date of publication
of the Langham
Neighbourhood Plan, is
the only document that
can be referenced.

Final - January 2017

designation and the Landscape Character Assessment for Rutland
undertaken in 2003 may provide some useful background evidence to
support the Zone
Policy HR2a: Important Green Zones
Refers to RCC’s Review of Important Green Open Spaces study; however,
this study only considers green spaces within the Planned Limits of
Development, whereas the Landscape Character Assessment may be
more relevant.

of
this data was
Policy HR2a Important Green Zones – Preservation Again,
used to expand and
Green Separation Zone
In line with RCC’s Review of Important Green Spaces
clarify the protection of
2012 (point 3.4) and the Landscape Character
Green Spaces.
Assessment, this Plan will enforce a Green Separation
Zone between the southern Planned Limit of
Development and the southern Parish Boundary to
preserve the rural setting of the parish. See Figure 4.4
Further added a bullet on Page 20.10 and SD page10.16
The extent of the GSZ was determined by the parish
boundary to the south, the PLD, Burley Road and Cold
Overton Road to the north, the railway to the east and
the preferred route of the bypass to the west.

Figure 4.3 Opportunity to carry over Langham VDS open space
designations & guidelines and show on a map in the Neighbourhood
Plan.

Policy HR3b: Land Allocation – Secondary with reference to SD4a Site
Assessment supporting document
Site LNP15 – From the assessment supporting document (SD4a) it is not
clear how this site has been assessed to be ‘Amber’ and considered
suitable as a potential development site.

The VDS has been updated and it has also been
made an integral part of the Plan, section 10, Design
(rather than a Support Document) with all
‘guidelines’ becoming ‘Policies’ as advised by RCC.

This site (LNP15) has been removed as RCC has
clarified the fact that a barn does not constitute a
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The site is some distance from the village, is a greenfield site in open
countryside, not well related to the built up settlement and contrary to
the Core Strategy.

Policy HR3c: Land Allocation – Retrospective Planning
A neighbourhood plan cannot use a Policy to require a local authority to
take a course of action. Policies are there to be used to guide decisionmaking on planning applications not to establish procedures

Appendix 9 SD4a
The Council agreed the approach taken by the Langham Neighbourhood
Plan Group was in line with that taken for site appraisal methodology
used by RCC for the Site Allocations DPD using a site as an example. The
Council did not undertake a detailed assessment of any sites nor did the
Council endorse any conclusions drawn contrary to the email in
appendix 9.
HR4a Housing Design and Layout – Multiple New Housing
There is an opportunity to include guidelines from the VDS in the main
body of the Plan to be afforded any weight and be used to guide
decision-making for planning applications by the Council. In particular
reference in the policy on ‘Design’. It would be better to include this in a
section in the Neighbourhood Plan rather than refer back to the VDS.
Paragraph relating to ‘DAS must be put to Langham Parish Council for
comment and review….’
Design & Access Statements are not required for every planning

‘farm building’ and so the site (or part thereof)
cannot be designated brown field.
Furthermore, the fact that the site is for use of a
family with 2 disabled members is not for this Plan,
but for any DAS with any Planning Application for
that site.
Policy HR3c Land Allocation – Retrospective
Planning

The Policy was reworded to ensure it is
legal

This Plan urges Rutland County Council to enforce
existing Planning Policy consistently and specifically in
regard to any site in the parish, whether privately or
publicly owned, which has been occupied without prior
planning permission.

No action

The VDS has been updated and it has also been
made an integral part of the Plan, section 10, Design
(rather than a Support Document) with all
‘guidelines’ becoming ‘Policies’ as advised by RCC.
This point has been clarified as it was not clear, as is
advised here.
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Sharon Baker, Senior
Planning Officer did in
fact do what is said in
the e-mail in appendix
9.
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application, only for Major applications.
A neighbourhood plan cannot use a Policy to require a local authority to
take a course of action. Policies are there to be used to guide decisionmaking on planning applications not to establish procedures.
Policy HR5a: Developer Contributions
Name of Policy confusing, suggest it is more about Design and Access.
Paragraph relating to ‘DAS must be put to Langham Parish Council for
comment and
review….’ Repeated from Policy HR4a.
Design & Access Statements are not required for every planning
application, only for Major applications.
A neighbourhood plan cannot use a Policy to require a local authority to
take a course of action. Policies are there to be used to guide decisionmaking on planning etc.

Where a DAS is required it must be put to Langham
Parish Council for comment and review before planning
permission is granted

Section HR5 Developer/Community Collaboration

The wording was
modified to ensure the
policy remained legal
The title suggestion
actioned

Policy HR5 Developer/Community Collaboration

Where a DAS is required it must be put to Langham
Parish Council for comment and review before planning
permission is granted

DAS wording amended

5. Essential Infrastructure
Highways Response:
Policy EI1: Traffic
Pelican Crossing/Puffin Crossings – Generally, only Puffin crossings are
installed now, and facilitate the location of pedestrians on the crossing
via infra-red sensors. These requests would need to be channeled
through the usual scheme request process, and assessments of crossing
requirements undertaken based on traffic flows and pedestrian usage in
accordance with LTN 1/95 and 2/95.
Roundabouts - These requests would need to be channeled through the
usual scheme request process, and assessments of roundabout design
and installation feasibility undertaken in accordance with the Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges.

Title of this section changed to Public Safety and

Services (PSS)
Policy PSS1a: Public Safety – Traffic A606
In line with the NPPF and with RCC’s vision (1.53 a
and g) and strategic objectives 5 and 6 which all
emphasise the importance of making the roads safer
and so contribute to a strong and safe community,
this Plan encourages RCC to take early action to
reduce the following:
 The speed and volume of traffic that
threatens the physical safety of the public on
the A606
 The noise, vibration and air pollution
resulting from this traffic that threatens the
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This is a life and death
issue for Langham
which will worsen if
sites LNP04 or LNP06
(or any other site to the
west of the A606) is
developed for housing.
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Vehicle Actuated Signs – The signs in Langham are Speed Indicator
Devices (SIDS) and are already installed within the village side of the
30mph gateways. Positions were agreed with the Parish Council in
2010/11 as part of the Langham Traffic Calming Scheme.
Speed countdown markers – Legislation does not prescribe the use of
countdown markers. DfT Circular -1/2013 Setting Local Speed Limits,
paragraph 58 refers to these signs “The legislation does not prescribe
the use of countdown markers on the approach to speed limit terminal
signs, and research has shown that they generally have little or no effect
on vehicle speeds and can add to sign clutter.”

health and well-being of the community.
Such early action will ensure the viability and
sustainability of Langham’s population growth.
Policy PSS1b: Public Safety – Bypass
In line with RCC policy 1.44, this Plan supports the
protection of the preferred route, and the timely
apportionment of CIL monies, for the Langham
Bypass which, when built, will increase the physical
safety and well-being of present and future Langham
residents.
Proposal PSS1a: Public Safety - Traffic A606
This Plan in particular supports
 The assessment of crossing requirements
taken on traffic flow and pedestrian usage
(ref. LTN 1/95 bad 2/95) for two pedestrian
controlled crossing points of the A606 – one
north of its function with the Range, and one
south of its junction with Burley Road
 The assessment of traffic management
requirements for safe access to and from the
A606 at its junctions with Whissendine Road
and with Burley Road
 The use and maintenance of speedcountdown markers on the A606 before the
three entrance-gate markers to Langham
village
Proposal PSS1b: Public Safety – Bypass
This plan urges Langham Parish Council to ensure
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that the building of a bypass for Langham remains
high on RCC’s agenda, ensuring its preferred route is
protected from other development and that it is a
major consideration when they are looking to invest
CIL money.
Policy EI2a: Traffic Within the Village
Footpaths – Paragraph does not make sense. Roads and footways are
maintained in accordance with our current Highway Inspection policy.
30mph Limit – The whole of Langham is already subject to a 30mph
limit, with a 20mph limit being in place adjacent to the school.
Round top deflectors – Highways Manager has no idea what these are.
Weight Restriction – All roads in Langham, with the exception of the
A606, are already subject to a 7.5t weight restriction and are signed
accordingly. Vehicles can pass through a weight restriction to access
properties within in. Enforcement of the limit is a Police issue.
Alterations of the weight restriction on the A606 would require
consultation and the support of the Police and the Road Haulage
association. RCC is unlikely to introduce a restriction, unsupported by
these bodies, as it would not be enforceable. HGV’s need to move
through the County, and the A-road network is the most suitable means
of doing this.

Proposal PSS2: Public Safety – Traffic through
Village
The Plan supports actions by RCC and Langham
Parish Council to ensure that the parking of cars on
village roads enable access at all times for
emergency vehicles, public transport and
homeowners
The Plan further supports Langham Parish Council ‘s
ongoing attention the following public safety issues:
 reduction in the size, volume and speed of
traffic on village roads,
 ensuring emergency vehicles have access at
all times,
 the continued improvement and upkeep of
pavements within the village,
 the enforcement of weight and speed
restrictions,
 an assessment of possible traffic calming
measures along Burley Road to the east of
the village,
 Ways to improve traffic flow along Burley
Road outside the school, particularly at dropoff and pick-up times for the pupils.
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Planning Policy Response:
Policy EI1: Traffic
This is not a land-use planning policy that could be used to guide
decision-making on
planning applications. Suggest referring to it as a ‘proposal’ or
‘community aspiration’

See above

There were 3 Policies. It
was felt that the safe
crossing of the A606 is
very much a planning
issue which would be
exacerbated by housing
development to the
west of Langham
It was further felt that
the policy on the
environmental impact
of increased traffic
levels was a planning
issue

Policy EI2a: Traffic within the Village
This is not a land-use planning policy that could be used to guide
decision-making on
planning applications. Suggest referring to it as a ‘proposal’ or
‘community aspiration’

See above

There were 3 Policies
defined under EI2.
These have be redrafted
To one Policy, 3
Proposals and 2
Community Actions
Re-written as a
Proposal and a
Community Action

Policy EI3: Public Transport
This is not a land-use planning policy that could be used to guide
decision-making on
planning applications. Suggest referring to it as a ‘proposal’ or
‘community aspiration’

Policy PSS3: Public Services – Public Transport
This Plan supports RCC’s strategic objective 1.43, to
increase the range and accessibility of employment
and social opportunities by seeking RCC’s focus on
improving the frequency, accessibility and
integration of the local bus service.
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Proposal PSS3: Public Services – Public Transport
The Plan seeks the collaboration of Langham Parish
Council with RCC and Centrebus to extend and
improve an integrated bus service with particular
regard for
 An increased breadth of service
o More frequent
o Later/evening service
o Sunday service
 An alignment of bus and local train service
timetables
 Additional request-only boarding points

Policy EI4: Communication Technology
This is not a land-use planning policy that could be used to guide
decision-making on planning applications. Suggest referring to it as a
‘proposal’ or ‘community aspiration’

Policy PSS4: Public Services – Communication
Technology
The Plan supports the enhancement of high speed
broadband provision in Langham to 100Mb/s by
2020
Proposal PSS4: Public Services – Communication
Technology
The Plan seeks the co-operation of Langham Parish
Council to consult with RCC and appropriate bodies
on enhancing high speed broadband provision to
100Mb/s by 2020.

Policy EI5: Utilities Provision
Design & Access Statements are not required for every planning
application, only for Major applications.
A neighbourhood plan cannot use a Policy to require a local authority to

Policy PSS5: Public Services – Essential Utilities
Provision
This Plan stresses the importance that, before
planning permission is granted for any new
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take a course of action. Policies are there to be used to guide decisionmaking on planning applications not to establish procedures.
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) are not required for all
applications, only those over a certain threshold, most likely to be Major
planning applications.

development, that the following checks are carried
out addressed
 Flood Risk assessment using the Sequential
Flooding Test
 The capacity and integrity of the water
supply
 The use of Sustainable Drainage Systems
(SUDS) where appropriate, to manage the
quality of ground water soak away.
This Policy is in line with Policy HR5a and NE 2c

Economic Development & Tourism Response:
Policy EI4: Communication Technology
Suggested rewording:
“The plan supports the Digital Rutland Initiative to improve broadband
speed and
coverage.”

See above

Suggested re-wording
included

Policy CH1: Village Conservation Status
Development in the conservation area will only be
acceptable where the scale, form, siting and
design of the development, as well as the
materials proposed, would enhance the character
or appearance of the area.
This policy is in line with RCC’s SAPDPD and with
CS22

Policy CH1 re-written as
suggested – now a
Policy CH1 + a Proposal
CH1

6. Cultural Heritage
Conservation Response
The section on Cultural Heritage could be strengthened. It appears to
confuse listed building with conservation area legislation.
Listed buildings are protected in their own right by statutory legislation
under the Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act, 1990 –
They don’t need a specific policy in respect of them.

Policy CH1 Village Conservation Status
Not clear what is meant by a “preservation list”? Listed building records
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are maintained by Historic England, anyone can make representations
about buildings that ought to be added to the list, but this is up to
Historic England, not the Parish Council. This policy cannot be
implemented.
Policy Omission
There is an opportunity to include a policy in respect of safeguarding the
character and appearance of Langham Conservation Area. It is suggested
that Policy SP20 1a) could be re-worded from the Site Allocations &
Policies DPD if considered necessary.
Policy CH2 Buildings and Structures
This policy could be included to provide a reference to the Langham
Village Design Statement. The Langham Village Design statement
provides good, detailed advice on appropriate design, scale and
materials in this respect and should be incorporated more, even if
specifically referred to as an appendix.
There is an opportunity to include elements and policies from the 2002
Village Design Statement in the NP, as this will be afforded more weight
in planning decisions than as a supporting document.

Policy CH3: Parish Boundary
This is not a land-use planning policy that could be used to guide
decision-making on planning applications. Suggest referring to it as a
‘proposal’ or ‘community aspiration’.
The policy needs developing with regard to the ‘separation zone’.

Proposal CH1: Village Conservation Status
Langham Parish Council to ensure that the
Conservation Status of Langham is preserved in
line with the details in the Design section of this
Plan.

Heading of this section changed to ‘Sites of Historical
Importance’
Policy CH2 extended to read
Policy CH2: Sites of Historical Importance
This Plan supports that areas for development are
assessed for historical and cultural importance
before planning permission is granted. Reference
should be made to historical data in the Design
section of this Plan, and from the Langham Village
History Group.
This Policy is in line with CS22
Policy CH3 has been spilt into a shorter Policy and an This was re-visited but
additional Proposal. Bullet 3 on page 37 has been
it was felt that CS20
improved
lends itself to
protecting an ancient
Policy CH3: Parish Boundary
hedgerow where it
The southern boundary is a green corridor between constitutes part of the
Langham and Oakham and this Plan urges that it be Parish Boundary. A part
maintained, both as part of the heritage of the
of it has already been
destroyed to
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parish and as a necessary separation zone between
the two locations.
New developments must not compromise any
aspect of the integrity of the ancient Parish
Boundary or the green corridor.
This Policy is in line with CS22.

accommodate part of
the Sports Fields

Proposal CH3: Parish Boundary
This Plan urges Langham Parish Council to ensure
that the condition of Loudall Lane is improved,
particularly with respect to restoring ancient
hedgerow to protect and preserve Langham’s
northern ancient boundary

7. Natural Environment
Public Rights of Way Response:
Policy NE1a: Rights of Way
This plan requires that any developer must protect the existing Rights of
Way network throughout Langham Parish. Furthermore, developers will
be expected to contribute to the maintenance and enhancement of this
network.
That future development shouldn’t have a detrimental impact on the
PRoW network should be a given. Despite being a Core action in the
Rights of Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP) getting developers to
contribute to the enhancement of the network has proven to be a whole
lot more difficult. Still, a laudable aim and should be supported.
Policy NE1: Rights of Way
The plan asks that the Parish Council be proactive in maintaining and
improving the Rights of Way network. This will include the following:

Summer clearance of seasonal vegetation

No action required (However Policy NE1a is renamed
Policy NE1 and re-worded – see below)

Policy NE1 reads Grant of planning permission
should ensure that any developer protects the
existing rights of way network throughout
Langham Parish and should, where possible,

69

This comment, under
the heading Policy NE1,
actually refers to
Proposal NE1a in SD7.

Final - January 2017

RCC clear growth rooted in / growing up from the surface of rights of
way twice per season, once in early late May / early June and again in
late August / early September, depending on growing conditions.
Frequently the problem is overhanging hedges which are the
responsibility of the landowner, who probably will not start cutting until
October. How exactly does the Parish Council propose to get involved
with summer clearance of seasonal vegetation? Do they have public
liability insurance?
 The sections of Loudall Lane recently reduced in width by the
installation of the new fence line to the lanes northern boundary,
should be returned to its original width of 30ft; to make the lane
suitable for both pedestrian and horse traffic the surface should
be restored.
Whether the lane will ever be restored to its original state / size is
questionable, however desirable.
 The ambiguity about the official route of D85 through or beside
Brocklehurst Park should be resolved as a matter of urgency.
Public Right of Way (PRoW) Officer is currently in the process of putting
together a
specification for the proposed diversion as discussions with the
landowner have revealed some differences of opinion in what we think
is acceptable desirable. A clearly defined, documented specification
therefore has to be the way forward, so that there is no ambiguity.

The possibility of a circular Right of Way, including E151, should
be investigated. The route could be E151, Cold Overton Road to
Ranksborough Drive; turn left to Ranksborough Hall, turn left and
return to road via ‘track’.
Are the Parish Council proposing to investigate this? PRoW Officer is not
sure whether this is suggesting that there may be evidence of a historic
right of way, which could lead to an application being made under
section 53 of Wildlife and Countryside Act, or simply that this route is

provide a contribution to the maintenance and
enhancement of this network.
Proposal NE1a is re-worded to make it clear that it
asks the Parish Council to be pro-active in
advocating and prioritising the various potential RCC
actions proposed there:
The first sentence of Proposal NE1a becomes:
'This Plan asks that the Parish Council be proactive
in encouraging early action by the RCC, or other
appropriate authority, on the following proposals,
advising on priorities'.
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desirable and the landowner should be approached to request
dedication?
The PRoW Officer in his experience considers dedication is pretty
unlikely and not sure a compulsory creation Order could be justified.
Whilst he recognises that such a route would be valuable addition to the
network unless the landowner is willing to work with the PRoW Officer
on it there is little chance of delivery.

The path between Manor Lane and Squires Close should, if
possible, be designated as an official public right of way and
raised, together with E149 and the first section of E148 (i.e.
Mickley Lane, from the sewage works to Mickley Lodge), to
limited mobility standards.
The path between Manor Lane and Squires Close could be claimed
(Highways Act S31,
Wildlife and Countryside Act S53(3)(b)) or the landowner could dedicate
it. In any event it will not necessarily be adopted for maintenance by
RCC. The PRoW Officer considers from memory that the E149 already
has a pretty good stone surface (firm, well drained) so would be
interested to know what sort of improvements are being requested.
PRoW Officer may be open to undertaking some improvements to the
surface of
E148. However, the paths surface would probably need some regular
sweeping around this time of year, otherwise the accumulated
decomposing leaves would soon create a muddy surface akin to what’s
there now, and this is not necessarily something RCC could do
(sweeping).
 Necessary steps should be taken to make it possible to re-classify
D85 as a
bridleway, at least from the County boundary to the Equestrian Centre,
and the
possibility of extension to the Cold Overton Road should be investigated.

.

As regards E149, this detail of the proposal stands
since, at present, it is believed to be not up to
limited mobility standards in parts, especially in wet
weather.
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On a practical level, part of D85 will not work as a bridleway. PRoW
Officer completely agrees about the section between the County
boundary and the Equestrian Centre, but
where would riders go after that? Logically they would go to Cold
Overton Road, but this new route would require dedication by the
landowner or compulsory creation (see earlier comments).
 The Ashwell Road should be made safer for walkers, cyclists and
horse riders for example by giving the above groups priority and
imposing a 20 mph speed limit
This is something that would have to be raised with Highways (speed
reviews, designation of Quiet Lanes) as it’s not, strictly speaking, a rights
of way issue.
 An updated version of the Rutland Heritage Trail guidebook /
leaflets should be published by the RCC on an appropriate
website.
PRoW Officer will investigate the possibility of creating a new walks
leaflet for the area.
Proposal NE1b: Rights of Way
 Every effort should be made to take advantage of offers to
upgrade or improve footpaths and bridleways, for example the
Parish Council should be aware of draft proposals to
o Reclassify E146cas a bridleway
Not sure where this proposal has come from. PRoW Officer considers it
would be a good addition to the network but would need a new bridge
at an approximate cost of £15k
o To re-classify E148 as a bridleway
o Link bridleways E146 and E148
Not sure where the proposal has come from but, combined with the
proposed upgrade of E146, it would make a great circular route.
Environmental Protection Response in relation to flooding & Langham
Brook:

As regards the bullet point concerned with Ashwell
Road safety, use of the words 'or other appropriate
authority' in the re-written Proposal NE1a answers
this point

No action required

Actioned
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Policy NE2a: Flooding
Environmental Protection Officer agrees that flood risk assessments for
developments should be carried in accordance with National Guidance
and Rutland Local Development Framework – Core Strategy
Development Plan Document.
With the brook running through the village there is always a potential
risk for fluvial flooding, especially if development increases surface
water run-off. Further or additional detail could be helpful for Langham,
would be for a strong preference for developments in Langham to
incorporate SUstainable Drainage Systems (SUDS).
In summary these systems are designed to stop new developments
contributing to flooding downstream by containing and reducing surface
water runoff and allow time for water to percolate naturally into ground
waters, thereby reducing sudden increases in water flows that can occur
after heavy or prolonged rainfall
Policy NE2b ‘annual inspection of Langham Brook, maintenance and
repair’
This is not a land-use planning policy that could be used to guide
decision-making on
planning applications. As most Statutory Powers for the Local Authority
and responsibilities for riparian owners held in The Land Drainage Act
1991

Text of Policy 2a replaced with the following: 'This
plan requires a thorough flood risk assessment, in
line with the Environment Agency’s standing advice
and National Planning Practice Guidance 2014, to be
carried out for any development that is within a
flood risk area or could potentially affect one. The
Sequential Test should be applied with respect to
land within Flood Zone 2 or 3, (whilst recognising
the potential uncertainties within the existing flood
maps). Sustainable urban drainage systems should
be employed for new developments.'

Highways Response in relation to Flooding:
Policy NE2b
Highways do not carry out annual inspections of any ordinary
watercourses, and will not be undertaking this in Langham. The Council’s
duty is to ensure the free flow of water through non-main river
watercourses.
If the Council notice or are notified of an issue, the Council have powers
to take action.

This has been re-named a Community Action NE2b
The community seeks the continuation of annual
inspections of Langham Brook as currently carried
out by the Rutland County Council Environment
Officer as part of ensuring the riparian owners fulfil
their maintenance and repair obligations.

Actioned
Changed to a Community Action
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Planning Policy Response:
Policy NE1: Rights of Way
A neighbourhood plan cannot use a Policy to require a local authority to
take a course of action. Policies are there to be used to guide decisionmaking on planning applications not to establish procedures. Suggest
referring to it as a ‘proposal’ or ‘community aspiration’

Policy NE1 Rights of Way - re-word as follows: 'Grant
of planning permission should ensure that any
development protects the existing Rights of Way
network throughout Langham parish and should,
where possible, provide for a contribution to the
maintenance and enhancement of this network.'

Policy NE2b: Flooding
A neighbourhood plan cannot use a Policy to require a local authority to
take a course of action. Policies are there to be used to guide decisionmaking on planning applications not to establish procedures
Policy NE2c: Flooding
This is not a land-use planning policy that could be used to guide
decision-making on
planning applications. Falls outside the scope of planning control.

Policy NE2b deleted, to be re-worded as a
Community Action NE2b

Policy re-worded as a
guide as requested.
There is a
complementary
Proposal NE1a

Re-title Policy NE2c as Policy NE2b and re-word it as Actioned
follows: 'Where planning permission is to be granted
for further developments, this must be accompanied
by a suitably robust determination of the sewerage
system capacity and where required system
improvements stipulated as conditions of planning.
This must ensure that there is no future
deterioration of surface water or groundwater
quality.'
Response to RCC and EA feedback.
EA supports this policy, and advises of the
requirement to ensure no deterioration of ground or
surface water quality. This matter is considered to
be relevant to planning applications and land
development.
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NE3: Green Spaces
This is a bit confusing, with Important Green Zones referred to in Policy
HR2b.
There is an opportunity to show all the small greens and open spaces
referred to in the VDS on a map and include it in this plan.

Policy NE4a & NE4b: Biodiversity
Suggest Policy be re-phrased to be more positive, requires justification.

Policy NE4c: Biodiversity
This is not a land-use planning policy that could be used to guide
decision-making on

RCC spatial planning policy must ensure land is
available for future expansion of the Langham
sewage treatment works. Works within the land
owned by Severn Trent benefits from Permitted
Development rights. A new sewage treatment works
will be subject to a Planning Application and may
require to be supported by an Environmental Impact
Assessment report or Environmental Statement.
There is indeed a need for such a map - revised Fig.
4.3 on p.21 so as to include Penman's Field and its
verge, and the verge on the north side of Manor
Lane at the Ashwell Road end to be coloured
green. (See Fig. 7.3 for extent of this verge). If this
is done, the wording of recommendations re Policy
NE3 could need review.
Policies NE4a & NE4b re-worded as follows:
Policy NE4a: Biodiversity
The area within 25m of the brook and its banks will
be protected from any further development Policy
NE4b: Biodiversity
The following areas of woodland and hedgerow
will be protected from any development:
• both sides of the Cold Overton Road between
Ranksborough Farm and Pasture Farm;
• the ancient parish boundary, notably on the
western and southern side
• the border of the canal
Policy NE4c has been deleted and becomes the basis
of Proposal NE4b: This Plan supports the
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planning applications. Suggest referring to it as a ‘proposal’ or
‘community aspiration’

RCC/Leicestershire & Rutland Wildlife Trust's
verge maintenance programme and the Parish
Council should advocate extension of this
programme to include important verges such as
those on Ashwell Road.

Policy NE5b: Renewable Energy
Suggest re-wording, the installation of solar panels and equipment on
residential buildings and land may be ‘permitted development’ and not
require planning permission. However, Listed Building consent would
still be required.

This re-wording also
Replace the second sentence of Policy NE5b with the takes into account
following:
other criticism of the
The process of satisfying any planning or Building
wording of this Policy
Regulation requirements for installation of solar
photovoltaic panels or solar thermal panels on
houses will be made as simple and inexpensive as
possible.
Re-worded in response
to criticism. Solar arms
Policy NE5c re-worded as follows:
have been omitted
Policy NE5c: Renewable Energy
from the new version in
Decisions on planning applications for anaerobic
digesters or wind farms should give maximum
response to other
justified criticism.
weighting to the negative impact on the
preservation and enhancement of the natural and
cultural environment; decisions on planning
applications for single small wind turbines will
take full account of their noise and visual impact.

Policy NE5c: Renewable Energy
A neighbourhood plan cannot use a Policy to require a local authority to
take a course of action. Policies are there to be used to guide decisionmaking on planning applications not to establish procedures.

8. Education & Development
Planning Policy Response:
Policy ED1: Primary and Pre-school Provision
Policy ED2a: Secondary Education
Policy ED2b: 16+ Education

Changes made to re-define these as Proposals
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A neighbourhood plan cannot use a Policy to require a local authority to
take a course of action. Policies are there to be used to guide decisionmaking on planning applications not to establish procedures
9. Community & Economy
Community Infrastructure and Planning Obligations Response:
Policy CE1: Community Needs – Shop & Post Office
it would be better to say “The Plan proposes that funding from CIL be
made
available……This is because it is from CIL that the Parish Council would
derive the
funding rather than from section 106 agreements.
Policy CE4: Health and Well- Being
This is not a land-use planning policy that could be used to guide
decision-making on
planning applications. Suggest referring to it as a ‘proposal’ or
‘community aspiration’

Policy changed to refer to CIL rather than Section
106 money

This has been re-named a Proposal

D. Next stages:
SA/HRA Screening
The SA/HRA Screening Report prepared by the Langham Neighbourhood
Plan Group is subject to consultation responses received from the
Statutory
bodies on whether a full SA/HRA report will be necessary
The Neighbourhood Plan when formally submitted to the Council will
need to be
accompanied by:
 Robust evidence to support and justify the planning policies
within the document.

No action required

Whole document was reviewed to ensure the
relevant Policies (as described in SD 11 in full) are
correctly and clearly referenced throughout
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A Basic Conditions Statement setting out how the plan meets
legal requirements
SEA/HRA Screening Report
A Consultation Statement setting out:
o Who were consulted,
o How they were consulted,
o Summarises the main issues and concerns raised and
o How they were considered and where relevant addressed
in the LNP.

Done – needs signing
See above
This list was composed and is in SD2b
As above
Detailed in SD2b
Detailed in SD2b

Back>>>>
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Environment Agency Response
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Replies to Environment Agency
Environment Agency Response to 1st Consultation Draft Langham Neighbourhood Plan (27 October 2015)
Further to our letter dated 23 October 2015 we have the following additional comments which we hope you will find useful when
updating your plan

Flood Risk
Figure 4.5b identifies sites which are proposed for
allocation as housing and employment land sites. Some of
the sites proposed for development within the Plan lie in
areas which are at risk of flooding.
These are identified below.
Sites within the floodplain:
 Primary Site - LNP02: Site partially within Flood
Zones 2 and 3
 Primary Site - LNP11: Site partially within Flood
Zones 2 and 3
 Secondary Site - LNP06: Site just within Flood
Zones 2 and 3
 Secondary Site - LNP14: Site mainly within Flood
Zones 2 and 3 (noted in previous letter)
It is difficult for us to be specific about the possible extent
of flooding at these locations because the flood mapping
in the area is coarse and gives an indication only of land
which may be liable to flood. We have not carried out
detailed hydraulic model.

Actioned
This was done by tightening up the wording in the
main Plan Page 22, SD4 Page 12.11 and SD4a page 6
‘We recognise that some sites partially include a Flood
Zone, and so the Sequential Test for Flooding will need
to be applied before any consideration of development
to ensure the suitability of the different areas of the
sites for housing.’
It is important that, before any development would be
considered, the flood risk is properly ascertained –
and this Plan emphasises that point

SD7 Page 8.7 Add the following after the Report quote,
i.e. before the final line.
'The Environment Agency has also confirmed that the
flooding mapping in the area is coarse and gives an
indication only of land which may be liable to flood – it
being difficult to be specific on the extent of flooding.
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Recommendation
In order to fully understand the implications on
development potential and to inform site allocation
within the plan, we strongly advise that the Parish Council
undertake modelling to refine the flood map.
The watercourse running through Langham is not a ‘main
river’ – that is, not one managed by the Environment
Agency. We therefore recommended that Rutland County
Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority are also
consulted on this Plan to obtain comments on flood risk
and surface water drainage matters

[letter reference: AN/2015/122435/02-L01, dated 27
October 2015]'
Main Doc P41 Policy NE2a add the red
This Plan requires a thorough Flood Risk Assessment in
line with the Environment Agency’s standing advice
and the National Planning Practice Guidance 2014, to
be carried out for any development that is within a
flood risk area and/or could potentially affect one. The
Sequential test should be applied with respect to land
within Flood Zones 2 and 3 (whilst recognising the
potential uncertainty within the existing flood maps).
Sustainable Urban Drainage (SUD) should be employed
for new developments.
The `Policy works in conjunction with Policy NE4a
Recommendation passed on to LPC and RCC

Sequential Test
The National Planning Policy Framework requires that
planning authorities steer new development to areas with
the lowest probability of flooding. Only where there are

The Sequential Test is now mentioned in the
introduction, the section on Natural Environment
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no reasonably available sites in Flood Zone 1 might
development in Flood Zone 2 be considered and only
where there are no reasonably available sites in Flood
Zone 2 should the suitability of sites in Flood Zone 3 be
considered.
The National Planning Practice Guidance states that when
applying the sequential test in the preparation of a local
plan a planning authority should demonstrate through
evidence gathered that it has considered a range of
options in the site selection process. It should
demonstrate there are reasoned justifications for any
decision to allocate land in areas at high flood risk. We
believe this applies equally in the development of a
neighbourhood plan.
We have not found evidence in the Plan or the
Sustainability Appraisal that this process has been
followed.
Suggested amendments to text
Page 10 paragraph 31: We suggest the following
alternative wording, which is technically more precise:
“Areas of land within the village are at risk of flooding
from the Langham Brook. Those areas depicted as Flood
Zone 3 have a 1 in 100 or greater chance of flooding in
any one year. Those areas shown as Flood Zone 2 have
between a 1 in a 100 and a 1 in 1000 chance of flooding in
any one year.” These probabilities assume no flood
defences are in place.

(Flooding) and in the Housing and Renewal Section of
land development.
The Langham Plan has considered a range of sites for
development, but we can only consider those put
forward by landowners and so the options available to
us have dictated what has been assessed.

These amendments have been made as suggested.

Re-word Main Doc, Page 10 para.31 as
follows:
'31. Areas of land within the village are at risk
of flooding from the Langham Brook. Those
areas depicted as Flood Zone 3 have a 1 in
100 or greater chance of flooding in any one
year. Those areas shown as Flood Zone 2
have between a 1 in a 100 and a 1 in 1000
chance of flooding in any one year.'

Main Doc P40 after title to figure 7.2
Insert a copy of the flood map of Langham which
appears above para. 7 on p.8 of SD7, and title it: 'Figure
7.3 Current Environment Agency Flood Map'
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We recommend the inclusion of an extract of our Flood
Map for Planning for Langham, to clarify the area within
the village which is subject to flood risk. This can be
produced from our website or obtained from our
Customers and Engagement team at
LNenquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk
Page 40 NE2 Flooding, Section 2, Should say Flood Zones 2
and 3 rather than Flood Risk 2 and 3.

Main Doc P40 Para 2 Changed ‘Risk’ to ‘Zone’

Positive response to advice

Main Doc P 41 Extend Objective NE2 as shown in red:
'Objective NE2: Flooding
Improve the management of present flood risk in
Langham village and ensure that future development
does not exacerbate the risk of flooding and, where
possible, reduces flood risk.'

Positive response to
suggestion

Page 41 NE2: Flooding. We suggest the initial statement
could be improved and extended as follows:
“Improve the management of present flood risk in
Langham village and ensure that future development does
not exacerbate the risk of flooding and it, where possible,
reduces flood risk” _.
Main Doc Page 41, add new para. 15 as follows: '15. This
Page 41 Policy NE2a: Flooding. We suggest a reference is
Plan strongly endorses NPPF para. 100 “Local Plans
made to the detailed guidance set out in the National
should develop policies to manage flood risk from all
Planning Practice Guidance 2014
sources” and should apply the Sequential Test to the
planning of locations of development to avoid increased
risk of flooding.' Policy 2a also re-worded in response to
this and RCC criticism: see RCC12

Protection of Groundwater Quality
Background
Langham overlies alluvium over the Dryham Formation
siltstone and mudstone. These are both classified as
secondary aquifers. These are permeable layers capable
of supporting water supplies at a local rather than
strategic scale; in some cases, they form an important
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source of base flow to rivers and can support local
abstractions that are used for commercial purposes.
The consideration of land contamination, protection and
enhancement of controlled waters via the planning
regime is a key consideration. Groundwater is a regional,
rather than a local resource and a holistic approach to its
protection is more effective at a strategic planning stage.
The proactive protection of groundwater resources is key
to providing improvements to the aquatic environment
and protecting water resources for future use.
Recommendation
We would like to recommend that a policy or advice be
included within the Neighbourhood Plan to ‘Protect and
enhance the wider environment’ giving particular
attention to dealing with ground and surface waters and
land contamination.
The documents below highlight best practice and would
make a suitable reference to support achievement of the
objective.
Groundwater Protection: Policy & Practice (GP3) Part 1-5
(Revisions to Parts 4 & 5 currently being finalised). GPLC1
– Guiding principles for land contamination Parts 1 – 3 .

The reference to maintaining the quality of Ground
Water is now part of Policy NE2b which reads ‘Where
planning permission is to be granted for further
developments, this must be accompanied by a suitably
robust determination of the sewerage capacity and,
where required, system improvements stipulated as
conditions of planning. This must ensure that there is
no future deterioration of surface water or ground
water quality’

Water Framework Directive
Background
The Environment Agency has been tasked to implement
the Water Framework Directive. Under the Water
Framework Directive, the environmental objectives for
groundwater and surface water bodies are:
_To prevent deterioration in the status of water bodies,
improve their ecological and chemical status and prevent
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further pollution.
_To implement actions to reverse any significant and
sustained upward trends in pollutant concentrations in
groundwater
Recommendation
We support the inclusion of Policy NE2c which requires a
determination of the sewerage capacity to ensure the
sewer network can accommodate the additional demand
arising from development. We would like this
strengthened to confirm it will ensure no deterioration of
surface water or groundwater quality.

Severn Trent has been consulted and a letter back
from them supports the Plan and seeks no changes.
Changes have been made to Policy NE2b as described
on page 5 above.

Noted. The LNP has
consulted with Severn Trent
Water. We appreciate the EA
supporting Policy NE2c

No action

Severn Trent Water should be consulted to give a
definitive answer in relation to headroom at Langham
Sewage Treatment Works and supporting sewer network.

Back>>>>
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Langham Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Response
Rutland Public Health
Mary Hall St. R Public Health
October 6th 2015
The following comments from Rutland Public Health are in response to the Langham Neighbourhood Plan. Ideally a full health impact assessment
would have been carried out in conjunction with the development of the plan but in the absence of this and in view of the quick turnover required for
comments, a brief scoping exercise has been carried out. This was a desk top exercise that reviewed the plan from a public health perspective. It has
aimed to make comments that help to enhance the positive health aspects of the plan and mitigate any potential negative aspects that may be
apparent.
Documents that have supported this process include:
 Improving the public’s health: A resource for local authorities. By: David Buck and Sarah Gregory. The King’s Fund.
 Mental well-being checklist. The National Mental Health Development Unit
 Health impact assessment: A practical guide. Wales HIA Support Unit
The plan only has a very small section under health which predominantly focuses on the need to have more access to a local GP and nurses – the remit
of the CCG. However, the themes and issues raised throughout the plan are important aspects of both physical and mental health and comments are
included to highlight this.
1. Community asset: sense of community
It is apparent from the plan that Langham has a strong sense of community. There are a number of community initiatives, groups and information
mechanisms that help to enhance this. A strong community can help to support community resilience, social capital and mental well-being: it
therefore makes sense to use and support this asset wherever possible and appropriate. Conversely a strong sense of community can be potentially
isolating requiring a need to identify those not involved. As an example there is recognition that there is little activity for teenagers within the village
but no obvious consultation with teenagers on what they might like.
The plan highlights the risk of isolation in elderly housebound residents and a potential way to mitigate this could be by providing support to existing
community groups and building on the assets that already exist. This could involve for example:
 Developing a befriending scheme for elderly residents
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2.

Increasing support to ensure local information newsletters reach all houses

Community asset: environment

The plan is very clear on the need to recognise, maintain and enhance its natural and landscaped environment. Access to green space and natural
environment is an important contributor to mental well-being and physical health. There are proposals to develop more appropriate footpaths and
walking routes, particularly for those with reduced mobility and those who do not want to walk on bridleways. This would enhance the ability of all to
access the surrounding countryside. Developing existing walking groups to include supported walking groups for those with limited mobility, for
example, would support this process.
The organisation Living Streets (www.livingstreets.org.uk) work to enhance the safety and attractiveness of living spaces including streets. They have
written a number of health, economic and social appraisals of better walking environments and may be able to provide support and advice on ways to
enhance the walking environment of Langham.
The plan has proposed that the children’s playground is developed. When doing this it may be useful to consider play activities for a wider range of
children including teenagers, walking routes to and from the play area and seating areas.
The need to ensure green spaces including gardens into all new developments is a positive feature of the plan and helps to promote both mental and
physical health. Gardens would need to be accessible and manageable by everyone including the elderly.
3. Community asset: community buildings
Langham has a number of ‘community’ buildings that help to support its sense of community. These include two pubs, a village hall, a school and
churches. Community activities mainly take place in the village hall. The plan discusses the community wish to have a local shop but it is not clear
that this would be financially viable. It may be more effective to either support the ‘pop up’ shop to increase its wares and hours or to develop the
village hall to increase its capacity.
The village hall is an apparent focus of community activity and it may be worth exploring potential ways to enhance or develop this asset for the
future.
There is recognition that the school has a number of assets such as its sports fields that could be better used by the community. Providing support to
the school to carry out a cost effectiveness analysis of doing this may be a useful way forward particularly now that the school is an academy and so
needs to be income generating.
4. Traffic and parking
Traffic and parking are common themes throughout the plan. Problems are increased by the main road running through the village, the lack of
parking and the many houses that do not have off street parking spaces; parking is particularly problematic during school drop off and pick up times.
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The plan proposes that there is a 30mph zone introduced, HGVs over 7.5 tonnes are banned from the village, there are increased crossing places and
that pavements are widened and improved.
The Department of Transport has produced a speed limit appraisal tool that helps councils assess the costs and benefits of introducing particular
speed limits.1 This could potentially support the proposal to reduce speed limits; it may also be worth considering and assessing a further reduction
in speed limits during school times.
As mentioned previously, Living Streets may be able to provide support and advice on enhancing the local walking environment including its safety.
The school is a focus for traffic and parking issues. There are not enough parking spaces for school and nursery staff and over half of the 218 pupils
come from surrounding areas. There are a number of potential initiatives that could help to address this but all require a safe walking environment:
a. The development of school ‘walking buses’ where two volunteer adults walk children in high-viz jackets to and from school, picking them up
and dropping them off at ‘bus stops’ along the way. A rota of volunteer parents would be required; a number of organisations provide
donations of high-viz jackets including the co-op.
b. The development of a staff and parent car share scheme
c. Negotiation with businesses, buildings or houses in the locality of the school that would allow on site staff parking during school hours that
staff could then walk to school from.
d. Negotiation with business, buildings or houses in the locality of the school where parents driving in from surrounding areas could park
temporarily to drop off or pick up their child.
Increasing walking has an added benefit of increasing physical activity levels and could usefully form part of a healthy school approach. Healthy
schools adopt a ‘whole school’ approach to improving health that include healthy diets, physical activity, building self-esteem and supporting
resilience. More information, if required, is available from Public Health.
5. Changing population
The number of elderly residents within the village is expected to increase. The main issue noted in the plan for this changing demographic is the lack
of local GP services. This falls under the CCG remit. Other issues to consider include:
 Residents who may be asset rich but cash poor so have large houses but no ready cash for home improvements or keeping their homes warm.
Older people living in cold houses are more likely to become ill in the winter and die.
 Increasing risk of isolation in older residents. People who are isolated are more at risk of physical and mental ill health.
Department for Transport (2013b). ‘Speed Limit Appraisal Tool’. GOV.UK website.
Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/speed-limit-appraisal-tool
1
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Reducing mobility. Older people with restricted mobility are at risk of falling and subsequent hospitalisation.

Ways to mitigate some of these risks include:
 Promotion of home improvement schemes such as warm home
 Developing village befrienders
 Developing community activity classes particularly for older residents
 Supporting older residents with garden maintenance
6.

Other points of note
a. Housing development: future housing will be developed to strict criteria that will support health such as energy efficiency, green spaces etc. It
is presumed that new houses will have space for off road parking and will be well connected with appropriate and adequate footpaths.
b. There are a growing number of home workers and developing a home worker network may help to decrease any isolation.
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Langham Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Response
Rutland Public Health
Mary Hall St. R Public Health
October 6th 2015 LNPC replies in Red bold. Thank you (November 22 2015)
Sue Renton’s replies in green
The following comments from Rutland Public Health are in response to the Langham Neighbourhood Plan. Ideally a full health impact assessment
would have been carried out in conjunction with the development of the plan but in the absence of this and in view of the quick turnover required for
comments, a brief scoping exercise has been carried out. This was a desk top exercise that reviewed the plan from a public health perspective. It has
aimed to make comments that help to enhance the positive health aspects of the plan and mitigate any potential negative aspects that may be
apparent.
Documents that have supported this process include:
 Improving the public’s health: A resource for local authorities. By: David Buck and Sarah Gregory. The King’s Fund.
 Mental well-being checklist. The National Mental Health Development Unit
 Health impact assessment: A practical guide. Wales HIA Support Unit
The plan only has a very small section under health which predominantly focuses on the need to have more access to a local GP and nurses – the remit
of the CCG. However, the themes and issues raised throughout the plan are important aspects of both physical and mental health and comments are
included to highlight this.
7. Community asset: sense of community
It is apparent from the plan that Langham has a strong sense of community. There are a number of community initiatives, groups and information
mechanisms that help to enhance this. A strong community can help to support community resilience, social capital and mental well-being: it
therefore makes sense to use and support this asset wherever possible and appropriate. Conversely a strong sense of community can be potentially
isolating requiring a need to identify those not involved. As an example there is recognition that there is little activity for teenagers within the village
but no obvious consultation with teenagers on what they might like. This is an activity to be undertaken.
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The plan highlights the risk of isolation in elderly housebound residents and a potential way to mitigate this could be by providing support to existing
community groups and building on the assets that already exist. I could suggest one or two ideas for this: The Good Neighbour Scheme (GNS) often
has a ‘befriending’ element; there is the possibility of establishing a group called ‘Contact the Elderly’ which we could help with or perhaps even
setting up a telephone buddy system? This could involve for example:
 Developing a befriending scheme for elderly residents A useful idea.
 Increasing support to ensure local information newsletters reach all houses This does happen.
8.

Community asset: environment

The plan is very clear on the need to recognise, maintain and enhance its natural and landscaped environment. Access to green space and natural
environment is an important contributor to mental well-being and physical health. There are proposals to develop more appropriate footpaths and
walking routes, particularly for those with reduced mobility and those who do not want to walk on bridleways. This would enhance the ability of all to
access the surrounding countryside. Developing existing walking groups to include supported walking groups for those with limited mobility, for
example, would support this process.
The organisation Living Streets (www.livingstreets.org.uk) work to enhance the safety and attractiveness of living spaces including streets. They have
written a number of health, economic and social appraisals of better walking environments and may be able to provide support and advice on ways to
enhance the walking environment of Langham. Noted – thank you.
The plan has proposed that the children’s playground is developed. When doing this it may be useful to consider play activities for a wider range of
children including teenagers, walking routes to and from the play area and seating areas.
The need to ensure green spaces including gardens into all new developments is a positive feature of the plan and helps to promote both mental and
physical health. Gardens would need to be accessible and manageable by everyone including the elderly.
9. Community asset: community buildings
Langham has a number of ‘community’ buildings that help to support its sense of community. These include two pubs, a village hall, a school and
churches. Community activities mainly take place in the village hall. The plan discusses the community wish to have a local shop but it is not clear
that this would be financially viable. It may be more effective to either support the ‘pop up’ shop to increase its wares and hours or to develop the
village hall to increase its capacity.
The village hall is an apparent focus of community activity and it may be worth exploring potential ways to enhance or develop this asset for the
future. There is a Community Buildings Service that our organisation run and for an annual membership of £45, the village can access a lot of useful
information on sustaining community buildings, including sourcing funding - http://www.ruralcc.org.uk/village-halls-service.html
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There is recognition that the school has a number of assets such as its sports fields that could be better used by the community. Providing support to
the school to carry out a cost effectiveness analysis of doing this may be a useful way forward particularly now that the school is an academy and so
needs to be income generating. The community would work to support the school governors.
10. Traffic and parking
Traffic and parking are common themes throughout the plan. Problems are increased by the main road running through the village, the lack of
parking and the many houses that do not have off street parking spaces; parking is particularly problematic during school drop off and pick up times.
The plan proposes that there is a 30mph zone introduced, HGVs over 7.5 tonnes are banned from the village, there are increased crossing places and
that pavements are widened and improved.
The Department of Transport has produced a speed limit appraisal tool that helps councils assess the costs and benefits of introducing particular
speed limits.2 This could potentially support the proposal to reduce speed limits; it may also be worth considering and assessing a further reduction
in speed limits during school times.
As mentioned previously, Living Streets may be able to provide support and advice on enhancing the local walking environment including its safety.
The school is a focus for traffic and parking issues. There are not enough parking spaces for school and nursery staff and over half of the 218 pupils
come from surrounding areas. There are a number of potential initiatives that could help to address this but all require a safe walking environment:
e. The development of school ‘walking buses’ where two volunteer adults walk children in high viz jackets to and from school, picking them up
and dropping them off at ‘bus stops’ along the way. A rota of volunteer parents would be required; a number of organisations provide
donations of high-viz jackets including the co-op.
f. The development of a staff and parent car share scheme
g. Negotiation with businesses, buildings or houses in the locality of the school that would allow on site staff parking during school hours that
staff could then walk to school from.
h. Negotiation with business, buildings or houses in the locality of the school where parents driving in from surrounding areas could park
temporarily to drop off or pick up their child.

Department for Transport (2013b). ‘Speed Limit Appraisal Tool’. GOV.UK website.
Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/speed-limit-appraisal-tool
2
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This issue needs to be looked at by Langham Parish Council and solved with the community. You suggestions of where we might get additional
help and information are very useful.
Increasing walking has an added benefit of increasing physical activity levels and could usefully form part of a healthy school approach. Healthy
schools adopt a ‘whole school’ approach to improving health that include healthy diets, physical activity, building self-esteem and supporting
resilience. More information, if required, is available from Public Health.
11. Changing population
The number of elderly residents within the village is expected to increase. The main issue noted in the plan for this changing demographic is the lack
of local GP services. This falls under the CCG remit. Other issues to consider include:
 Residents who may be asset rich but cash poor so have large houses but no ready cash for home improvements or keeping their homes warm.
Older people living in cold houses are more likely to become ill in the winter and die.
 Increasing risk of isolation in older residents. People who are isolated are more at risk of physical and mental ill health.
 Reducing mobility. Older people with restricted mobility are at risk of falling and subsequent hospitalisation.

Ways to mitigate some of these risks include: A GNS will help considerably towards mitigating against these risks. Through recruiting local
volunteers, the knowledge and experience base of support increases. Also, by working closely with our project, we can help you to link into local
support services e.g. Adult Social Services, Fire Service (Home fire safety checks), Police (Home Security), and the local NHS Falls service (Information
and practical exercise to reduce the risk of falls).
 Promotion of home improvement schemes such as warm home We could help by delivering an information session on keeping warm in your
home
 Developing village ‘befrienders’ The GNS would be ideal for this
 Developing community activity classes particularly for older residents. We are keen to help villages establish social groups and activities,
particularly for older people. One idea is to set up a ‘Weekly Wandering Group’, of villagers who stroll around the community admiring
gardens etc. and end up in the pub for a healthy lunch at a reduced price. (Soup and a roll or similar)
 Supporting older residents with garden maintenance Again, this could be coordinated through the GNS
All of these suggestions will help with the Proposals and Community Actions coming from the Community and Economy section of the Plan.
12. Other points of note
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c. Housing development: future housing will be developed to strict criteria that will support health such as energy efficiency, green spaces etc. It
is presumed that new houses will have space for off road parking and will be well connected with appropriate and adequate footpaths. This is
certainly included in the Plan.
d. There are a growing number of home workers and developing a home worker network may help to decrease any isolation. The CE section
looks to address this via Proposals and Community Actions.
Langham Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Response. 22 November 2015
These comments have proved enormously helpful to the LNPG Steering Group.
Whilst the Plan is primarily to define Policies – which are Planning Policies that will help inform RCC’s planning decisions – the opportunity
has been used to provide two other routes for community improvement.
1. Proposals, which are targeted at Langham Parish Council and other official bodies – there is no legal weight behind these Proposals
except that they are what the community require.
2. Community Actions. These are really a wish-list, the fulfilment of which is down to the determination and good will of the community. We
may have the opportunity to join with Rural Community Council and to become one of the 5 villages in Rutland who will receive free
support from them to focus on and deliver community improvements.
This document will be used to underpin that effort.
Also attached is a list of the Proposals and Community Actions that we, as a community, will be supporting in the coming years.

Back>>>>
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Reply to Historic England’s Response to the Draft Langham Neighbourhood Plan 2015
Dear Mrs. Carr,
Firstly, thank you so much for taking the time to read the Draft of the Langham Neighbourhood Plan (LNP or ‘the Plan’).
Whilst we understand that the requirement for a full SEA is informed by the views of a number of bodies, we were disappointed to hear that you
felt we might need one.
The Plan does indeed include a number of sites not included in Rutland County Council’s SAPDPD – however, we consulted with RCC and used
their Site Appraisal Assessment Criteria to determine whether these sites met with RCC’s criteria before including any of them in the Plan.
Subsequent to the issuing of our draft LNP, and at RCC’s suggestion we have taken the whole of Langham’s Village Design Statement 2002,
updated it and it now constitutes a key section (Section 10) of the Plan – and all ‘Guidelines’ in that document have now been accepted by RCC
as Policies which will guide their Planning Decisions. This means that the constraints on the development of any site within the Conservation
Area of Langham are further strengthened to ensure that any development is in keeping with the locality, respects and conserves the historical
value of the site and protects the important views and settings of Grade I and Grade II listed Buildings in the village.
It would seem appropriate that if only one site is of concern, that a condition of its development is that an SEA is carried out for that site, by the
developer as part of their Planning Application. If this were satisfactory we would happily include that stipulation in the Plan.
Langham Village History Group and our Heritage Warden are key consultees on this Plan, and they, in order to ensure the Historical Character
of Langham is preserved and conserved, would be consulted on any Planning Application. Indeed, the heritage Warden is a member of
Langham Parish Council’s Planning Committee.
We do hope this sets your mind at rest somewhat, and we would be very happy to send you a copy of the amended Plan if that would be useful
(we anticipate it will be available within the month).
Yours sincerely,
Langham Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
Back>>>>
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Date: Mon, 26 Oct 2015 15:55:58 +0000
Subject: Community Consultation
From: charlesmicklewright@gmail.com
To: lnp@langhaminrutland.org
Langham Neighbourhood Plan
We hereby submit the following under the Community Consultation process ending today.
Under Neighbourhood Plan law, two consultation processes will be conducted, one by the Langham NP group, and
one done by Rutland County Council (RCC).
We do not propose to submit a full submission before the Langham NP group, due to blatant abuse of
transparency and the total bias of the Langham NP group.
In particular, we propose to make a full submission before the RCC consultation process, and issues that will be
raise thereunder are as follows:
1) suitability of our site (LNP05) 2) ownership issues relating to our site
(LNP05) 3) unsuitability of site owned by Faulks (LNP14) 4) unsuitability of site owned by Mahal (LNP06) 5)
unsuitability of site owned by Pat Lee (LNP11) 6) poor methodology and appraisals done on all sites 6) abuse of
process, non-disclosure of vested interests, and non-transparency issues by persons handling the Langham NP
process
Charles Micklewright
Asiatic Luck Corporation
As this document has not been submitted to us, it would seem no response is required.
Back>>>>
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