
The Planning Policy manager,       Cllr. Ian Arnold, 
Rutland County Council,        Whissendine Ward, 
Catmose,         42 Ashwell Road, 
Oakham,         Whissendine, 
Rutland,         Rutland. 
LE15 6HP         LE15 7EW 
          01664 474645 

25th September 2017. 

 

Dear Sir, 

Re: Rutland Plan. 

I am writing to you on behalf of the residents of Whissendine in my capacity as Ward Councillor, 
following 2 public meeting held in the village relating to the Rutland Plan, and the 2 development 
sites for Whissendine. 

Please may I make the following points, which are not necessarily in priority order: 

1. Whilst there is a general acceptance that villages such as Whissendine will have to expand, 
the quantum size change of 88 additional properties, approximately 17%, is excessive and 
will put undo strain on the village infrastructure, which I will identify in detail later. 
 

2. The St. Georges Barracks at North Luffenham are known to be becoming available in 2021, 
and with a land size of approximately 700 acres, this could potentially support 6,000 
properties. A number well in excess of the total required by RCC to build by central 
Government by 2016. 
 

3.  Taking point 2 into consideration would it not be more appropriate that RCC held off on 
sensitive village enlargement developments such as Whissendine until the extent of the 
housing solution gained by the St. Georges Barracks is better understood, and a more 
sympathetic development of Whissendine and other small villages could be proposed. 
 

4. The highway infrastructure both within the village itself and the feeder roads are already 
under significant pressure with extreme congestion at school “drop-off” and “Collection” 
times, and street parking at breaking point, creating both pedestrian and vehicle safety 
issues. Sight lines are poor and cars frequently parked on bends and even on top of the 
speed “table-tops”. 
 

5. Development WHI/06 in particular feeds onto a small almost single track lane with a 
significant bend, and access/egress in a safe manner would be of acute concern. 
 

6. Development WHI/09(A) would feed onto the main Melton feed road, but as we already 
know speeds on this stretch of road have been of concern, and therefore speed awareness 
signage has been erected. Unfortunately, it is well documented that the impact of these 
devices is short-lived, and the speed of cars delivering children to the school has increased 
again already. 
 



7. Having already alluded to parking as an issue, the potential for 88 house with the inevitable 
2 cars per household would add another 170+ cars, with these new residents wanting to visit 
the school and local shop and thus further congesting Main Street, with no land available to 
provide any solution. 
 

8. Cow lane already has sufficient traffic and road safety issues related to it that it has been 
accepted for the “Integrated Transport Capital Programme” to find a solution, 
acknowledgement of an issue. 
 

9. Development WHI/09(A) would in all likelihood feed its sewage into the system connected 
to Mill Grove, a system with significant historical limitations, and has resulted in raw sewage 
“Escaping” the sewer system and entering both the Brook and being on the road surface. 
 

10. The addition of 88 properties with their associated “Hard surfaces”, will create a significant 
level of run-off water which I am sure will be built into the design calculation of any 
development. However, it would be negligent if the risks of further and more regular 
flooding of the Brook and the properties within its environs was not brought to your 
attention, as this issue still hasn’t been eliminated, and climate change between now and 
2036 will continue to give rise to more extreme weather conditions. 
 

11. Only within the last few weeks the level of public transport within the village has diminished 
with the bus service now not providing timely service to the main areas of employment and 
forcing residents to use their own transport. Consideration should be given to how these 
extra residents are likely to get to their place of work. If this was a commercial business it 
would need to give consideration to a green travel plan and encouraging private vehicle 
usages isn’t the way forward. 
 

12. Related to point 11, the train service is still woeful for a growing County, there currently 
being only one direct train to London per day which is inadequate. 
 

13. However much it is an “Inconvenient truth”, the age demographic of Rutland is that of an 
ageing population which bring several challenges, not least, that of decreased mobility, and 
poorer health.   
 

a. Currently, all of the medical health provision in the near proximity of Whissendine is 
under strain and waiting times are excessive, frequently more than a week. Should 
further development take place in Whissendine, action must be taken to provide at 
least one afternoon per week GP surgery in the village from one of the existing 
surgeries. The ageing population and poorer public transport service make travelling 
to outlying surgeries impractical and potentially injurious to health. 

b. The housing mix within the plan is accepted as an outline, but again to understand 
and accept the age profile, a higher percentage of “Single-storey” developments 
should be given consideration, with their greater accessibility profile. 
 

14. The percentage of affordable housing within the plan is inadequate and the village as a 
whole believes a much higher percentage should be imposed on any developer. Thus 
ensuring that the village doesn’t become a dormitory village for the wealthy and our 
children  forced out of the County seeking cheaper places to live. 



 Whilst in the village meeting hosted by RCC a figure of 30% was quoted this isn’t 
substantiated within the Rutland Plan document, and could be below 20%. 
 

15. The Environmental impact assessment would appear to be inconsistent, and a fuller 
explanation of how this has taken place would be useful. Many of my residents have done 
significant research on this area and the approached taken in the Whissendine assessment 
don’t seem to match those used in other villages. Understanding that this is a draft proposal 
awaiting feedback, our feedback would be that a physical assessment is imperative to gain 
sufficient understanding of the impact that such a substantial development would have. 
 

16. Whissendine has a long and interesting history and heritage, not least provided by the 
Windmill, which following various grants is a fully functioning flour mill and commercial 
business. Whilst understanding individual residents don’t have a “Right to a view”, the views 
of the Windmill from various village approaches defines the nature and heritage of our 
village and to lose the “Visibility” of the windmill would greatly diminish the village nature of 
Whissendine. 
 

17. Any development on the plot WHI/09(A), would need to be done sympathetically to the 
operation of the windmill, as I believe there is a “material” right to have access to wind to 
allow the “Windmill” to function as a business. Therefore the building of high properties or 
planting of trees indiscriminately could damage the long term survival of the windmill. 
 

18. The School is a huge success with a track –record of achieving “Outstanding” in its OFSTED 
audits, which makes it highly attractive to parents. Currently, more than half the children 
attending are from outside the village, resulting in greater traffic densities. The school has 
expanded a number of times over the years and would struggle to cope with the potential 
influx of more children wishing to attend.  
 

19. My final point is less tangible, but relates to balance. “Multum in Parvo”, as the County 
motto reads, much in a little space, is all about keeping the County small and perfectly 
formed, we cannot afford to ruin the County with over-development and damage the tourist 
trade or the desirability to live here. The loss of Barleythorpe to becoming a “Suburb” of 
Oakham is regrettable and further “out-growing” its natural size of our villages should be 
avoided. We don’t want villages to become small towns and lose that quintessential British 
quality of quaintness. 
 

I would respectfully ask that you give all the above points due consideration and those made more 
eloquently and elaborately by the residents of Whissendine In their own responses to yourself. We 
are not against development per se and recognise we must grow, but please can the Rutland plan be 
reconsidered and a more balanced approach to growth be put in place. 

Should you wish to discuss any of the points further or in more depth I would be pleased to make 
myself available for such a process, including site visits. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Cllr. Ian Arnold. 



 

 

 


