
Greetham Parish Council

Response to St George’s Barracks Consultation 

General

Greetham Parish Council supports the proposed St George’s Barracks development for the 
following reasons:

1. A substantial number of new houses in Rutland will be built on a “Brown Field” site and not
on “Green Field” sites as would otherwise be the case.

2. Appropriate infra structure will be provided to support the new homes which is much less 
likely to happen if the homes are built in Local Service Centres.

3. The character of the existing Local Service Centres will not be further spoilt by “tacked on” 
out of character development on the periphery of villages, such as that which has been 
recently built at Greetham.

4. We believe that it is inevitable that the St George’s Barracks site will be developed for 
housing as this conforms with Government and NPPF policy.

5. We are persuaded of the argument that it will be better for Rutland County Council to be 
directly involved in the project as we believe that it will be able to exert more influence on 
the project by this means.

6. Ideally we would have liked the site to be developed at such a rate that no Local Service 
Centres will have to take additional houses, except where that is the desire of their 
residents. For instance through their Neighbourhood Plan. 

7. Both Uppingham Town Centre and Oakham Town Centre have expressed desire for more 
houses to be allocated to them, (cConcerns were expressed by representatives of both at 
the PF on September 3rd.) and were upset at the numbers allocated to them, which impacts 
on their Neighbourhood Plan. Increasing these allocations will limit the number allocated 
to local villages.  

Comments on policies as requested:

Section 1    Implications for the Spatial and Settlement Hierarchy

Can you suggest any amendments to the Settlement Hierarchy?

Objection 1
The very first words in the Vision are ‘sustainable growth’.

Neither the Local Plan Review Consultation Draft Plan July 2017, nor the St George’s Specific 
consultation document July 2018 have a definition of “sustainable growth” in their Glossary.

 (There are some 100 definitions in the former and 50 in the latter including common words such as
‘sand’ and ‘gravel’) 

There is a definition of sustainable development in the NPPF, but as noted in consultation 
documents, the NPPF document has to be taken as a whole, so the definition of ‘sustainable’ is 
open to many interpretations in the 52 page document.



Our objection is therefore that the Vision is imprecisely defined and a definition of sustainable 
growth should be included.

Why is this important?  The Draft Local Plan and current consultation document is leading to very 
significant expansion of villages which we believe is not sustainable. In the case of Greetham, we 
have no medical centre or school and only a limited bus service.

On what basis is such expansion sustainable, in the generally accepted interpretation of the word?

Objection 2
Fourth bullet point states:

‘the individual character and attractiveness of each town and village and countryside will have 
been maintained and the quality of life for residents improved.’

We believe that if further expansion of Local Service Centres takes place on the scale proposed, 
this will not be true.

The fundamental nature of Greetham is a small ancient village and its housing, roads and character
are a product of this history. Continually adding extra large modern housing estates is detracting 
from these features. In addition, in the case of Greetham, additional growth will only exacerbate 
the already significant problems of traffic, parking, sewage and flooding.

Can you suggest any amendments to Objectives 1 and 12

Objection 1 to ‘Strategic Objective 1’

As previously commented the term ‘sustainable way’ in the first bullet point is meaningless,
unless it is defined.

Objection 2

Whilst we agree with the basic objective as defined it is clearly not reflected in the policies and 
recommendations which flow from it in the Draft Local Plan. For example:

 We believe that any development in Greetham will not minimise the need to travel. It 
would probably do the reverse. Where is the evidence base to support this Objective?

 We believe that any development in Greetham would not ‘be protecting the natural 
environment, heritage, landscape, the unique character and identity of the – village –‘. 

We believe therefore that either the Strategic Objective should be modified to reflect the policies 
proposed or better still the policies proposed should be changed to reflect the proposed Strategic 
Objective.



Can you suggest any amendments to the statement about delivering Sustainable Growth to 
2036?

Objection 1

The term Sustainable Growth is not defined.

Section 2       Implications for the Spatial Settlement Hierarchy

Can you suggest any amendments to the Settlement Hierarchy.

Objection 1

We do not believe that Greetham should be classified as a Local Service Centre as it does not meet 
all the criteria set out by the Government for this classification.

Can you suggest any amendments to Policy RLP3?

Clause 4
Any development on this land should be counted as a contribution to Rutland’s housing need as 
defined in the OAN.

Clause 5 
Objection 1
‘Small-scale growth’ is not defined.

Objection 2

We believe that any proposed growth should take account of growth in the immediately preceding 
period.

Section 3     Implications for housing requirements across Rutland

Can you suggest any amendments to the distribution of housing development?
Yes

a) We believe that development plans should take account of the views of local communities. 
It was evident in the Rutland Parish Forum held on 3rd September 2018 that some wanted 
more housing others wanted less. Given that there are now more suitable sites than are 
required by the OAN, the Local Plan should reflect these wishes.

b) The Site Appraisal Process used in the 2017 Draft Local Plan Review was deficient as it did 
not satisfactorily explain how the final choice of sites were made. In addition, there was no 
record of meetings where these conclusions were reached. We believe the site appraisal 
process should be reviewed to take account of both these deficiencies.

c) We believe that, where possible, Neighbourhood Plans should be taken into account in 
allocating houses.



Do you support the proposed changes to housing requirements set out in Table 2?
No

a) We believe that Local Service Centres should only be allocated housing where the residents
wish this to be so on the grounds that it is more sustainable to allocate housing to the 
towns (including St George’s).

b) We believe that the housing allocation numbers should take account of the development in
Other villages (windfall sites).which has occurred historically and is likely to happen in the 
future

c) We believe that the housing on the Quarry Farm site should be included in the housing 
numbers for Rutland so reducing the requirement elsewhere.

d) We believe there is insufficient evidence base to justify the 75% to 25% split in housing 
allocation between the towns and villages and further consultation should take place on 
this aspect.

Section 5   Proposed new policy for St George’s

Can you suggest any amendments to the proposed new policy for St George’s?

Yes

We agree with the objectives of the Policy RLP xx St George’s village, Clause 6:-

‘Ensures that the new settlement is developed within a set of high quality design principles 
concerning the use of appropriate styles and materials which ensures that the development 
respects both its immediate context and reflects its location with Rutland’

But
We believe that this is incompatible with a housing density of 30 houses per hectare as specified in
the Draft Local Plan. We have experienced such densities in Greetham in recent developments and 
they are out of character with rural areas.


