
Introduction

A roadshow was held by Rutland County Council on September 14th 2017, from   4pm-7pm attended 
by well over one hundred parishioners.  Three representatives were sent  by Rutland County Council.
These representatives had   inadequate knowledge, with little insight or details about the Greetham 
plans.  There were not enough summary leaflets or evaluation forms for the attendees.  The on-line 
evaluation link was not well designed and was extremely difficult to use.  Response forms handed 
out appeared to be slanted towards a positive response and in our opinion showed a biased 
viewpoint.  Even though the public turnout was very high, the requested written responses may be 
very limited because there were only twenty leaflets available for a village of  over six-hundred 
people.

After the roadshow a village meeting was held where comments were made and noted for your 
guidance in reviewing the Core Strategy/Local Plan Review for Greetham.

Key for Village meeting questions

PCA Please confirm action
RR Reply required

Village Meeting-Local Plan
Eighty plus people in attendance.
Questions and comments:-

1.  Public consultation needs adding to the Rutland County Council 
(RCC) Final Report, March 2017 (flow chart on page 9 has no step to 
include this)

2. Who are Bayou Blue-environment and the Planning Environment 
Studio? (Accredited as consultants on the RCC document.  We wish 
to see the tender for employment and be informed of the cost).

3. No permission was requested or received for the use of 
photographs of properties (eg the hedge of no 43 Main Street-see 
page 143)

4. Neighbourhood Plan- Whilst developing the Greetham 
Neighbourhood Plan RCC instructed the compilers not to include 
the quarry as it was dealt with under The Quarries Act 1974.  It now 
appears to be a major development of Rutland County Council’s 
Local Plan Review. 

5. Concern has been shown  over Western Power’s (WP)  capability of 
sustaining current demand for electricity. WP has recorded surges of
263 volts which can cause problems with electrical equipment and 
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excessive customer over charging.
6. The effects of the proposed local plan in traffic density and weight 

impact, add to the existing problems of which RCC Highway 
Department are aware. It was suggested that a strategy to 
incorporate speed cameras be introduced.

7. The resident of a bungalow   directly next to the O2 development (in
Cottesmore Parish) stated that their own planning at the west end 
of the village was only allowed as a single-storey building. Would 
this affect the height of any proposed development on the 02 
Cottesmore site?

8. Concern from a householder whose land adjoins the proposed 
extension of the quarry suggests severe noise and pollution impact.

9. Concern shown by many, that any existing development outside the 
village may fracture the strong community existing within the 
village.

10. O2 development is situated in Cottesmore-the site appraisal states 
Greetham.

11. It was voiced that the infrastructure is insufficient for mass 
development and Greetham Parish Council (GPC) replied that it was 
gravely concerned and had pointed this out to RCC regarding the 
Garden Centre Development.

12. Employment was given as the reason for development but where 
will this employment come from?

13. The timing of the Roadshow was questioned : 4.00-7.00pm was not 
considered the best time to catch all parishioners.

14. It was asked how CIL money was allocated. GPC explained that the 
S106 goes into a central ‘pot’ and that 25% of the CIL comes to GPC.
Can RCC confirm this?

15. It was felt that in order to read all the documentation the response 
time was inadequate.

16. It was asked how the status of the ‘development village’ was 
reached.

17. The quarry development could create another ‘village’ because of 
the size of the land offered for development even though the initial 
development states only a modest  starting figure.

18. The original 1947/1948 Greetham by-pass plans are routed through 
the O2 site. Should the by-pass plans be re-instated  then  
development on the 02 site will be difficult or severely restricted.

19. The process used by RCC to survey the quarry appears lax. DEFRA 
states that the quarry is an important geological site and a wildlife 
site of importance, therefore zero tolerance should be shown 
‘developing’ this site.

20. The re-instatement plan for the quarry is still in place-part of the 
development would mean over-riding this and requiring a change in 
the law.

21. Questions were asked as to why the ‘Crash Gates’ on Thistleton 
Road at the perimeter of Kendrew barracks could not be used. GPC 
replied that this was a matter for the Ministry of Defence (MOD)

22. Concerns were expressed that the infrastructure (roads, sewers, 
electricity, gas, water) were not part of the local plan review: should 
these not be considered?
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23. Greetham’s facilities at present lack medical facilities, regular public 
transport, adequate shopping facilities or a primary school.

24. An industrial site would bring huge additional traffic which cannot 
be absorbed.

25. Roger Ransome did not attend: it was felt that an invitation be 
extended to him to visit Greetham and understand the village 
feelings.

26. Core strategy is driven by central Government?
27. Have there been any risk assessments regarding the proposed 

developments in Greetham and Cottesmore O2.
28. The process for the selection of the preferred sites was requested.
29. It was pointed out that there was no link between the Local Plan 

and the Health and Well-Being Strategy. It is thought that there is a 
strategy that must be followed for this. 
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After the meeting photos were obtained of the 02 site which show it flooded.
There are also pictures of Main Street which regularly floods due to inadequate surface water 
removal drains
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