
Greetham Parish Council
Response to Local Plan Review

(Consultation Draft Plan July 2017)

This document is Greetham Parish Council’s response to the Local Plan Review Consultation Draft, 
July 2017.

Notes: Any references to the Plan refer to the “Local Plan Review Consultation Draft July 
2017”. References to other plans are fully titled.
The abbreviation RCC refers to Rutland County Council, usually in reference to their 
Planning Department.

1. Summary

This is a summary of Greetham Parish Council’s issues:-
 A fundamental principle on which the review has been based completely undermines the 

Neighbourhood Plan process.
 There are inaccuracies in the Site Appraisal document.
 The development proposed for Greetham is not appropriate in scale and content.
 The strategy for housing development, on which the plan has been based, is 

inappropriate for Rutland and does not meet the fundamental requirement for 
sustainability.

 There is no transparency in the process of finally selecting “Preferred sites”.
 There have been deficiencies in the consultation process.
 Some points of detail in the plan generally.

2. A fundamental principle on which the review has been based completely 
undermines the Neighbourhood Plan process.

2.1. In 2014, Greetham started to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan.  Full account was taken of 
National and County Council policies. At that time Rutland County Council had a Site 
Allocation & Policies development Plan Document (2014). This identified a “Preferred Site”
in Greetham with the potential for 19 houses. Housing Development Policies within the 
Greetham Neighbourhood Plan supported small scale residential development within the 
existing limits of development. There was no appetite within the community for additional 
large scale development. The plan policy on Housing Development – Policy HD1 was 
“Small scale development will be supported within the existing limits of development, 
shown on Greetham Boundary Map on page 37”. As noted later in this document, the 
number of houses in Greetham was already set to rise by 23% in the period 2015 to 2018.

2.2. In September 2017 a referendum was held and there was overwhelming support for the 
plan.
The question posed in the referendum was “ Do you want Rutland County Council to use 
the Neighbourhood Plan for Greetham to help it decide planning applications in the 
Neighbourhood Area”
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2.3. At a meeting between Roger Ranson, the Rutland County Council Planning Officer (who is 
leading the Local Plan review process) and representatives of the Greetham Parish Council,
the question was asked: “What, if any, account has been taken of the Greetham and 
Cottesmore Neighbourhood Plans?” The response was none. His view was that County 
level plans are not required to take any account of Neighbourhood Plans. (See Appendix 2)

2.4. The Plan was therefore prepared on the basis of ignoring the Neighbourhood Plans for 
both Cottesmore and Greetham (Appendix 4). Elsewhere in Rutland, Neighbourhood Plans 
have also been ignored in the drafting of the Local Plan. (Specifically Uppingham and 
Langham).

2.5. Whilst we understand that Neighbourhood Plans have to be in compliance with both 
National and County Policies, we believe that to completely ignore the Neighbourhood 
Plan process is unacceptable.

2.6. Where it is deemed that a location has to take additional housing, adequate time and 
opportunity should be given to communities to amend their Neighbourhood Plans to 
incorporate these changes to the previous plan.

3. There are inaccuracies in the Site Appraisal document 

3.1. With reference to the Rutland County Council “Site Appraisal document” we challenge a 
number of assessments that have been made in respect of Site LPR/GRE/01A.
These are:

3.1.1. Topography 
Assessment Finding - Largely level ground slightly sloping towards edge of village.
Our Comment; this completely ignores the fact that this is quarried ground and is a 
large hole with cliff edges. See following recently taken photo.
Colour code should be “Orange” not “Green”
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3.1.2. Loss of recreational or public open space land
Assessment Finding - None.
Our Comment  --When permission was granted for mineral extraction, a restoration 
plan was agreed and it was stated that the public would be able to access the 
resulting wild life area.
Colour code should be “Red” not “Green”.

3.1.3. Potential for new green infrastructure
Assessment Finding– None”
Our Comment – As above.

3.1.4. Environmental quality and human health.
Assessment Finding – N/A
Our Comment – For many years after the houses are built on this site there will 
continue to be an operational quarry very close to it. There will be issues with wind 
borne dust and the noise of blasting.
The site is directly in the path of prevailing winds blowing from a large complex of 
chicken sheds which emit an unpleasant odour at certain times of the year.
Colour code should be “Red”.

3.1.5. Liveablity. 
Assessment Finding  – No factors identified.
Our Comment – As above. 
Colour code should be “Red” not “Green”.

3.1.6. Available, viable and deliverable. 
Assessment Finding -  Site under single ownership and under option to developer + 
viability complex to assess in view of topographical and other constraints including 
prospects of adjacent land being quarried and the impact on site marketability.
Our Comment – No reference is made to the fact that this is Mineral Rights Land and 
is not available for development without due process.
Until it is established that the land is no longer covered by Mineral Rights legislation 
it should not be included in a plan where it is essential that land is available for 
development.
Colour code should be  “Red” not “Orange”.

3.1.7. Infrastructure available 

Assessment Finding - Yes

Our Comment – Given that it is a working quarry it is difficult to envisage what 
infrastructure is available. As identified elsewhere, Greetham has no school or 
medical centre and the bus service is very limited.
Colour code should be “Red”.

3.2. With reference to the Rutland County Council “Site Appraisal document” we challenge the 
following assessments that have been made in respect of Site LPR/GRE/02.

3.2.1. It is stated as being in the parish of Greetham. It is not. It is in the parish of 
Cottesmore. See Section 4.5.

3.2.2. Water conservation and management of flood risk
Assessment Finding – None identified
Our comment – We are informed by adjoining resident that this site is subject to 
flooding.
Colour code should be “Orange” not” Green”
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3.2.3. Accessibilty to public transport
Assessment Finding – Adjacent to a bus route
Our Comment – True but a very limited service. See Appendix 3.
Colour code should be “Orange” not “Green”.

3.3. With these errors in the Site Appraisals for Greetham, we believe it demonstrates that the 
process of site appraisals has been far from robust. 
It calls into question the reliability of all the appraisals

4. The development proposed for Greetham is not appropriate in scale and 
content

Scale of development
4.1. In 2015 there were approximately 250 houses in the village of Greetham. Since then 54 

new houses have been built or are under construction. The draft plan identifies two 
“Preferred” sites with a further 58 houses. It is likely that by the end of 2020, the number 
of houses in Greetham will have risen from 250 to 362, a 45% increase.

4.2. Greetham is defined as a “Local Service Centre” under RCC’s Sustainability of Settlements 
Assessment. However, it does not have a Primary School or Medical Centre and public 
transport to the village is very limited. ( See Appendix 3). Under the Draft Local Plan, the 
population is set to rise significantly – a further 25% increase on top of a very recent 23% 
increase.  This does not conform with the NPPF Paragraph 34: 
“Plans and decisions should ensure developments that generate significant movement are 
located where the need for travel will be minimized and the use of sustainable transport 
modes can be maximized”.

4.3. Greetham has a well documented problem with traffic and pavement widths (See 
Appendix 4 Section 9.1). Any development at the East of the village (such as LPR/GRE/01A)
will inherently lead to greater foot traffic along these narrow pavements. Children will be 
at high risk. There is no solution to this problem due to houses being located very close to 
the highway (a“B” road).Fundamentally Greetham is an ancient hamlet with road layouts 
totally unsuitable for the proposed scale of development without major changes to the 
road network.
The following photograph shows how narrow the pavement is on the main road through 
the village.

4.4. The pavement widths are much narrower than national recommendations – even 
impassable for pushchairs and wheelchairs.
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Parish Boundary issue

4.5. Whilst the site LPR/GRE/02 is on the outskirts of Greetham village, it falls in the parish of 
Cottesmore. This will create a number of issues. Namely, any Community Infra Structure 
Levy monies will go to Cottesmore as will precept monies. The residents of the houses will 
be represented by Cottesmore Parish Council, not Greetham. Before any such 
development takes place, the boundary should be changed. We believe this is not a quick 
or straightforward procedure.

4.6. The Parish Council is strongly of the view that this site should not be developed before the 
parish boundaries are changed

Quarry site

4.7. Greetham was instructed by Rutland County Council that the Quarry site (LPR/GRE/01A in 
the Plan) could not be included in its Neighbourhood Plan policies as it is Mineral Rights 
Land. This site has now been put forward as a “Preferred” site in the Local Plan.  It is not 
right that the Local Plan should include a site which Rutland County Council instructed us 
not to include in our Neighbourhood Plan.

4.8. One of the “Preferred” sites at Greetham is a working quarry of 27.6 Hectares. The Site 
Appraisal document states that this site could accommodate up to 828 houses.
If this site were to be approved as suitable for Residential development we believe there 
are inadequate controls in the Plan to limit development to only 30 houses.

4.9. In conclusion, the Parish Council believes that the Preferred sites proposed for Greetham 
are not suitable in scale or content.
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5. The strategy for housing development, on which the plan has been based, is 
inappropriate for Rutland and does not meet the fundamental requirement for 
sustainability.
5.1. We believe that the Rutland County Council’s Local Plan should start by looking at where 

houses and employment land should be located and then go through a robust process for 
identifying sites where this development should take place. This should include setting 
limits on the percentage increase by which particular communities should grow, such as 
are used in the Central Lincoln Local Plan. Instead of this, a process of calling for sites was 
used and failed to identify sites in the areas where housing should be located. It took the 
easy option of relying mainly on approaching known developers, so that the plan reflects 
what developers want rather than what is good for Rutland. We believe that a process of 
more energetically seeking land where it is strategically required would have produced 
better results. 

5.2. Specifically, Langham’s Neighbourhood Plan process identified sites in their area where 
development could take place but no attempt was made to ensure that these landowners 
were approached in the preparation of the Local Plan. No suitable “Preferred” sites have 
been identified for Empingham, which is one of the most suitable villages for development
(having a school, medical centre, community centre, shop and good bus services) and it is 
difficult to believe that had more strenuous efforts been made to identify suitable land 
owners none could be found.

5.3. An alternative strategy to continually increasing the size of villages which are not suitable 
for development would be to start new villages with the appropriate infrastructure. Why 
has this not been considered?

5.4. The plan proposed is based on a fundamental strategy of sustainability. However, it results 
in a 45% increase in the village of Greetham which does not have a school, medical centre 
or public transport provision which would make it viable for working people who do not 
own cars. The plan fails to meet one of its fundamental objectives.

5.5. The plan covers the period 2016 – 2036. However it is not scheduled to be completed until
2018. It should cover the period from its completion to 2036.

5.6. The Plan does not have a provision for phasing development. Experience in Greetham is 
that the development in the previous plan (2011 – 2026) took place by 2017. We believe 
there should be policies to phase development over the period of the plan.
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Employment Land

5.7. The location of proposed employment land use at Greetham is poorly chosen as it is not 
central to Rutland, is poorly served by public transport, is not near a large population and 
will exacerbate traffic issues in Greetham.

5.8. A Planning Application (2017/0278/FUL has been made for a site at the Ram Jam Inn (in 
the parish of Greetham) for mixed use commercial development. No reference is made in 
the Plan to this. We believe that this will provide adequate land for employment in the 
area and it would be more appropriate to locate the proposed employment land 
development LPR/GRE/01A elsewhere in the County, i.e. more centrally and nearer to 
centres of population.

6. There is no transparency in the process of finally selecting “Preferred sites”
6.1. The Site Appraisal process results in Green /Yellow/Red ratings on a number of parameters

for each site. We have been unable to find any documented process or detail as to how the
“Preferred sites” have been chosen. Given that sites preferred have mixtures of all three 
ratings we believe the way in which sites have been designated as “Preferred’ should be 
transparent.

7. There have been deficiencies in the consultation process.

7.1. In 2015 Greetham was not notified by Rutland County Council at the Issues and Options 
Stage of the Local Plan Review. RCC have conceded this. Greetham Parish Council was 
therefore unable to comment on this document.

7.2. In April 2017 Rutland County Council requested comments from Greetham on the sites 
which were put forward in response to the “Call for sites”. Greetham responded (See 
Appendix 1). It’s comments appear to have been largely ignored and no reasons have been
given for this.

8. Points of detail in the plan generally

8.1. Local Plan Policy RLP14 seeks to define housing density and mix. The terminology used is
subjective and no indication is given about how these subjective requirements will be made 
and by whom. This is unsatisfactory.

8.2. Appendix 1 of the Plan lists policies which are deemed to be strategic. We believe too many
policies have been listed and this severely limits what Neighbourhood Plans can determine. 
This list should be re-examined.
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Appendix 1

Response by Greetham Parish Council to request from Rutland County Council for comments
on sites put forward for housing development as part of the Local Plan Review. (Dated March 
2017)

1. Greetham Parish Council (GPC) would like to thank Rutland County Council for the 
opportunity to comment at an early stage on the sites put forward as part of a call for land in 
the Local Plan Review.

General observation regarding future development of Greetham
2. GPC would like to point out that, over the last two years, planning permission has been 

granted for 54 new houses in Greetham. (35 on the old Garden Centre site and 19 on an 
extension of Locks Close). This will increase the size of the village by 25%.

3. The development of a Neighbourhood Plan is at an advanced stage. The First Consultation 
Document received overwhelming support and Rutland County Council has approved the 
Submission Document for submission to an independent inspector.

4. The basic message of the plan is that residents want to preserve as far as possible the character
and size of the village. The view is that any significant further expansion will damage the 
positive character of the village and result in urban sprawl.

5. There is a significant problem with the main road which runs through the village. This is a B 
road (B668) and has heavy traffic including large lorries. There are two pinch points where 
the road narrows. At these locations there are very narrow pavements on one side only. These 
are well below any acceptable safety standard for traffic / pedestrian separation.

6. There are issues in the village with sewage and surface water drainage. In recent times there 
have been two occasions when sewage has flooded residential property and there has been 
annual flooding of parts of the village. Any further expansion in the number of houses will 
exacerbate these issues.

7. The village does not have a school or medical centre.
8. The village is poorly served with buses, making it impractical for people to travel to work 

other than by car. It is, therefore, not a good location for Affordable Houses for people on low 
incomes.

9. For all the above reasons the GPC believe that future development should be limited to that 
defined in the draft Neighbourhood Plan. (Policy HD1 on Housing Numbers)

Policy HD1 – Housing Numbers
One or two additional houses per year will be permitted which should be located within the 
existing planned limits of development on either windfall sites, small scale allocated sites, 
affordable housing sites, infill developments, or the conversion or reuse of suitable 
redundant rural buildings.

Comments on Specific sites
SHELAA/GRE/01 – Quarry site
10. At the start of the Neighbourhood Plan process in 2014, the land owner, Ivor Crowson 

approached the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee with proposals to develop the site 
with 267 houses. (The footprint of the proposed development was identical to that now put 
forward in the call for sites). 

11. Rutland County Council Planning Department advised the Steering Group that as the land 
was covered by Mineral Rights legislation, it could not be included in the Neighbourhood 
Plan. The draft Neighbourhood Plan includes the following comments:
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Greetham Quarry
8.8 Rutland County Council has confirmed that the Greetham Quarry is currently a working 

quarry and Mineral Rights Land is outside the scope of the Neighbourhood Plan.
8.9 The current quarry owner has made the village and parish council aware, via a village 

presentation, of the possibility of an application for change of use of part of the quarry in 
order to facilitate future development.  Development plans are unclear at this moment but 
could include housing, business premises or re-cycling facilities. The analysis of the 
Neighbourhood Plan Questionnaire showed there is currently no appetite for a large scale 
development on this site and this not supported by this Neighbourhood Plan.

12. On the basis of the above the GPC is strongly opposed to a development of this size. A copy 
of the 2014 proposal is included with this response. It is noted that the site is some 20 hectares
in size and with a development of 35 houses per hectare could be up to 700 houses although 
some of the land is stated as unsuitable from development.

13. Clearly the scale of such a development would completely change the character of the village 
and a large number of infra structure issues would have to be addressed

14. There would be a possible ownership issue of the land as we believe that in some 
circumstances the ownership reverts to the person who owned the land before minerals were 
extracted.

15. We note that there is already the possibility of mineral extraction from land immediately to 
the west of the site and the prevailing wind is from that direction. Quarrying work would go 
on for many years. This would lead to severe problems of wind blown dust in the proposed 
housing estate.

16. We note that there is an agreed restoration plan for the site and this provides for public access 
to a wild life area.

SHELAA/GRE/02  Land to west of village on the south side of B668
17. This land falls within the Cottesmore Parish. We note that their Neighbourhood Plan does not 

support development outside their existing building limits. This site most certainly lies outside
these limits.

18. It would present a number of complications. Namely the residents would be represented by 
Cottesmore Parish Council and not Greetham Parish Council. Their precept would be paid to 
Cottesmore not Greetham and the same would apply to any CIL monies arising from the 
development.

19. Clearly this site would be opposed by Greetham Parish Council unless these issues could be 
resolved. We understand that this would require approval by Parliament.

SHELAA/GRE/03 Land opposite village shop
20. Access to this site is from a difficult position in the centre of the village. The existing road is 

narrow and steep, though possibly the road could be widened. There is a large property which 
is very close to the road on the west side reducing visibility onto the Main Street (the B668 
road). This reduction in visibility is accentuated by parking on Main Street, both opposite The
Plough Public House and outside the shop. This forces traffic travelling east to be on the 
wrong side of the road.
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21. In the picture above, the blue car is on the wrong side of the road, having just passed vehicles 
on Main Street opposite the pub. The exit from the site SHELAA/GRE/03 is just beyond the 
house to the right of the car. Cars are parked in these locations for a large percentage of the 
day and night. ( Note:- Parking is an issue throughout the village and there is very limited off 
road parking).

22. The GPC suggests that Highways would need to look very carefully at this junction and we 
believe it would be a safety hazard.

23. In recent times there has been a problem with surface water drainage running down the steep 
road at times of heavy rainfall. Increasing hard surfaces in this area would exacerbate the 
problem.

SHELAA/GRE/04  Land to east side of Great Lane
24. The main issue with this site is pedestrian safety. Great Lane is a no through road. It is narrow,

has a lot of on road parking and has no pavements. In addition to pedestrian traffic associated 
with houses in Great Lane this is the main route to the Community Centre, playing fields and 
play ground. There is nowhere to provide footpaths at the bottom half of the road. GPC 
believes it would present an unacceptable safety hazard due to the increased the volume of 
traffic.

25. The junction between Great Lane and Main Street has bad visibility due the walls alongside. 
It would be undesirable to increase the level of traffic using this junction

26. This land is elevated and houses on the development would dominate existing property.
27. Attention is drawn to the large complex of chicken sheds immediately to the east of the site, 

making the site unattractive due to smells which have been a problem in the past

Greetham Parish Council
3/2/2017
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Appendix 2

Notes on meeting on 1/8/2017 between Roger Ranson (leading the RCC Local Plan Review 
process) + Shaza Mark, RCC Senior Planning Officer and David Hodson ,Greetham Parish Council,
Planning Focus Group.

Some background:
The current document is a Consultative Draft Local Plan, which has been approved by Cabinet for 
the purposes of public consultation.  At present the Consultative Draft has little or minimal weight 
in any planning decision making. This stage of the process proposes both draft policy wording and 
provisional site allocations.  The draft policies are based on evidence reports and take account of 
our current adopted policies.  The provisional site allocations are based on a thorough and robust 
technical appraisal of sites promoted for development by landowners and/or potential developers as 
well as other alternative possibilities.  The amount of land proposed for development up to 2036 is 
based on consideration of our objectively assessed needs.

The Council will consider all responses made through this consultation process prior to preparation 
of the next version of the Local Plan.  The current draft  may be changed where it can be 
demonstrated that due consideration has not been taken of an issue and where the comments are 
supported by “evidence”.    The next version of the Local Plan will be accompanied by an 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which will form part of the evidence base to ensure the Plan is sound, 
robust and deliverable. This version of the Local Plan will be available for stakeholders and the 
public to comment on for a minimum of 6 weeks. In accordance with the Local Plan regulations,  
this consultation is formal and statutory seeking specifically to establish the Plan’s soundness for 
Examination in Public. 
The Greetham Planning Focus Group had supplied Mr Ranson with a number of questions before 
the meeting.
The following answers are my (David Hodson) distillation of the responses supplied by Mr Ranson 
without necessarily all the discussion which took place around them.

Note:- The Plan has two preferred sites located in Greetham, with 28 houses in one and 30 in the 
other plus up to 1.75 hectares of business use.(Quite a lot!). We are not being given a choice 
between the two.

Question 1
The issue of GRE02 being in Cottesmore PC and the impact this would have on Precept, CIL 
monies and representation - Would this development go ahead before the PC boundary is 
changed? What account has been taken of Cottesmore’s Neighbourhood Plan not wanting 
development outside of the village?

Response
a) The issues of Precept / CIL monies and representation are not taken into account in the 

Local Plan Review process. It is not for the Local Plan to address the issue of any parish 
boundary changes.  .

b) In respect of Cottesmore Plan, the Local Plan covers the period up to 2036, whereas the 
Neighbourhood Plan covers the period up to 2031.  The Neighbourhood Plan has to be in 
general conformity to the strategic policies of the Local Plan.   It can propose more 
development than the Local Plan but cannot propose less. 

Question 2
What account has been taken of Greetham's infrastructure issues (sewage, surface water run off, 
narrow pavements and traffic issues) in the site review process?

Greetham Parish Council Response to Local Plan Consultation Draft July 2017 Page 11 of 15



Response
Infrastructure issues were not considered at this stage. The next step in the process will be to 
look at infrastructure issues in the vein of looking at what infrastructure improvements would be
required as a consequence of the preferred developments. It would be very unlikely for there to 
be any improvements in health / schooling / sewage infra structure as a consequence of the 
developments proposed for Greetham. Mr Ranson did not see surface water drainage as an issue
as the developments need to ensure that they do not increase the risk of flooding.  There is also a
requirement for developments of 10 or more dwellings to incorporate sustainable urban drainage
systems for the management of run-off.

Question 3
Quarry site - how extensive would be the development permitted? Could this be less than the 
area put forward?

Response
a) The Consultative Draft  is for 30 houses and up to 17.5 hectares of Business development.
b) The area of land put forward would accommodate more than this.
c) There did not appear to be a robust control to prevent the Quarry owners from subsequently 

putting forward a revised planning application with many more houses (David Hodson 
comment). However this would not be within RCC’s Local Plan. (Mr Ransom might review 
this aspect).

Question 4
Is there a record of the meeting held between RCC and Ivor Crowson? This is needed to 
confirm feedback given by Ivor Crowson to us and we assume to RCC.

Response
There is a note on file about the meeting but we would not be allowed to see it as this may be 
commercially confidential .

Question 5
Where can we access the documents showing how the sites were assessed?

Response
They are not yet available but should be soon and will be on the RCC website. Mr Ransom will 
send David Hodson a link when they are.

Question 6
Can RCC confirm and give  evidence that consideration has been given to preservation of 
wildlife especially at the quarry site 

Response

The draft Local Plan as a whole contains policies that cover many different types of 
development, areas of protection and policies to constrain and shape development/use of land.   
There is therefore a balance between the economic, social and environmental objectives of the 
Local Plan to determine the right amount of development to take place in the right locations.  As
a result of this there may be occasions where policies and allocations seem at cross-purposes.  

I promised to send some more detail regarding the provisional allocations at Greetham Quarry 
with respect to Policy RLP58.   This policy is a generic development management policy for the
restoration and aftercare aspects of minerals/waste development that outlines the guiding 
principles for (inter alia) future planning applications and applications to discharge planning 
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conditions, through the development management process. The allocation of the Greetham 
proposals would reduce the amount of land available for restoration and aftercare on the two 
mineral permission areas.  However the draft allocations have been made as a result of a robust 
site selection process taking into account the policies of the NPPF, including the central thrust of
the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  In reaching a decision on the draft 
allocations for the draft plan, the officers of the Council have had regard to the site selection 
process and the advice in the NPPF – as a result of taking all matters into account, the 
allocations at Greetham are viewed as a sustainable way of meeting the County’s future 
development needs.

Question 7
What further infrastructure has been planned by RCC to support these proposed large projects?

Response
  This will need to be determined within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

Question 7
Why is Market Overton classified as a “Small Local Service Centre” when it has a similar 
population and similar facilities to Greetham?

Response

Market Overton is classified as a Local Service Centre so the question is erroneous.

D P Hodson
1/8/2017
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Appendix 3 Bus timetable for Greetham
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Appendix 4 Greetham Neighbourhood Plan

Separate document.
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