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The Natural Environment
Increase in the extent of development in Langham places increasing stresses on the natural environment. To maintain
the quality of life of residents it is necessary not only to maintain the quality of the environment but also to introduce
enhancements, in parallel with new development, to compensate for these stresses. In addition, climate change and
finite resources demand particular action.

NE1 Rights of Way
Background
1. This section is concerned with bridleways and footpaths and their accessibility including stiles; their signage,
condition and maintenance and use as part of the wider Rutland Rights of Way network. The footpaths are well used
by residents and some are particularly popular with dog-walkers. The bridleways are shared between pedestrians,
horse-riders and, potentially, cyclists – the number of horses in the parish is approaching 200. [Information from the
British Horse Society and the Leicestershire and Rutland Bridleways Association. See SP7 NE1 (iii)]
2. The Rights of Way map of the Parish of Langham, published by the Rutland County Council, shows bridleways
(Green) and footpaths (Purple); there are no ‘byways’ or ‘restricted byways’ in the parish.

Figure 1a: Bridleway E145 western section (Loudall Lane)

Figure 1b: Bridleway E145 eastern section
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Figure 2a: Footpaths E146, E147, E148, E149, E150

Figure 2b: Footpaths D85, E150, E151, E152
3. Stiles and gates across Public Rights of Way are the responsibility of the land manager who is also expected to keep
the Right of Way clear of obstructions and accessible. There are specific regulations as regards ploughing and crops,
and the keeping of bulls in fields crossed by Rights of Way. Overall responsibility for and general maintenance of the
Rights of Way are, however, the responsibility of the County Council as the local highway authority.
[See SD7 Appendix NE1 (iv) Bodies responsible; Natural England: Public Rights of Way: Local Highway Authority
responsibilities, 2014]
4. The RCC Rights of Way Improvement Plan 2007 Core Action 1 includes a survey of 20% of the network per annum,
and hence maintenance of signage and waymarking and improved seasonal vegetation clearance.
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Figure 3a: Bridleway E153

Figure 3b: Bridleway E154 (Canal towpath)

5. In addition to the rights of way recognised by the RCC map, there are the following further undesignated rights of
way:
 Two paths across the churchyard: these are maintained, as is the rest of the churchyard, by Rutland County
Council; these are generally in good order but edges of some of the paving stones become proud from time
to time and the stone slabs around the war memorial, which form part of the pathway nearest to it, become
slippery in wet weather (the algae need removing regularly) and very slippery in frosty weather. The Council
provides some grit but does not spread it.
 A short path between Manor Lane at SK84010 11154 and the top of Squires Close at SK 84053 11090. This is
in good order and is maintained when necessary by the Parish Council.

The Present Situation
6. The state of the public rights of way (March/August 2015) is summarised in SD7 Appendix NE 1(i). The Langham
Neighbourhood Plan Survey (October 2014) demonstrated the importance to parishioners of the rights of way and
identified various issues. [See SD7 Appendix NE1 (vi) Survey result details]
7. None of the above public rights of way, except E149 in dry weather, is appropriate for use by people with mobility
problems.
8. Any person finding problems with the condition of rights of way should report the matter, straight away, to the
Public Rights of Way Officer (Stuart Crook) at the RCC. This can be done by ringing up the RCC and speaking to him, if
he is there, or leaving a message, or, probably better than that, by sending an email to rightsofway@rutland.gov.uk.
9. Over the summer, 2015, because of the frequent ‘research’ walks being undertaken, those involved normally
channelled reports of problems through one member of the group and reporting was more efficient than would
normally be the case. Response to major problems was reasonably quick and effective, but financial considerations
sometimes did not allow the desired clearance of new summer vegetation.
10. The Travel4Rutland Proposed Cycle Infrastructure 2013 envisages upgrade of the surface of Loudall Lane with a
view to it becoming part of a route from Langham to Whissendine and hence contributing to the Cycling
Infrastructure of Rutland. [http://www.rutland.gov.uk/pdf/Report%20No.%202302013%20Travel4Rutland%20Proposed%20Cycle%20Infrastructure.pdf. But see also SP7 NE1 (ii): the proposal has
been dropped for the present.] Whilst cyclists are permitted to use bridleways, there is no ‘obligation to facilitate
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the use of the bridleway by cyclists,’ [Countryside Act 1968] and cyclists should give way to pedestrians and horse
riders.
11. The guidebook and leaflets for the Rutland Heritage Trail, a year 2000 initiative, are now out of print. Leaflet 7
describes a circular walk and cycle route taking in the villages of Market Overton, Teigh, Whissendine, Langham and
Ashwell under the title ‘Canals And Canterbury, Water And Westminster’ and includes brief historical information
about Simon de Langham, and also about the Oakham to Melton Canal. The section of the 14½ mile ‘cycle ride’ within
Langham parish is by the obvious road route. From Whissendine, the 11 mile walk joins bridleway E145 and enters
Langham via footpath E146, continuing to Ashwell via E149, E147 and the Ashwell Road. The section of the canal
encountered on the walk is near Market Overton. It is regrettable that the RCC has not produced an updated version;
minor revision would now be necessary (for instance, refreshments at the Langham village shop were suggested.)
Oakham library holds a full set of the leaflets in their reserve collection, for reference only, but copying or photography
is permitted.

Figure 4: Rutland Heritage Trail Guidebook
12. The Rutland Round is a 65-mile circular walk, passing through Whissendine, Langham, Oakham, Uppingham,
Eyebrook Reservoir, Ketton, Empingham and Thistleton. There are also two sections along Rutland Water. The walk
is waymarked with a yellow and green disc. The route from Whissendine joins E145 and approaches Langham via
E146. Passing through Langham via Orchard Close, Well Street, Bridge Street and Church Street, it then heads for
Mill Hill and Barleythorpe via E152 and E153. [See GPS Cycle and Walking Routes at http://www.gpsroutes.co.uk/routes/home.nsf/RoutesLinksWalks/rutland-round-walking-route#sthash.5bmPARDc.dpuf]
13. Oakham Health Walkers value use of rights of way around Langham for out-of-town excursions. [Oakham Health
Walkers: Glenys Laidler, 724361]
14. The Langham Neighbourhood Plan Survey demonstrated the importance to parishioners of the rights of way and
identified various issues. [See SD7 Appendix NE1 (vi) Survey result details]
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Key Issues










At times, there are maintenance problems, especially with rapid seasonal growth of vegetation in the summer,
and feedback to the Rutland County Council about this has been inefficient. [See SD7 Appendix NE1(i)]
Serious, irreversible damage was done in recent years to E145 Loudall Lane (unauthorised re-routing with
damage to a site of archaeological interest; destruction of a bank and ancient hedgerow on the Parish
boundary; erection of a fence impenetrable to most small mammals), leaving the surface and drainage in a
state which results in it being a quagmire in wet weather. [See SD7 Appendix NE1(ii) & SP NE1(ii)]
There are insufficient circular routes.
There is ambiguity about the route of D85 in the Brocklehurst Park area.
None of the existing Rights of Way is consistently suitable for people of limited mobility.
Given that there may be nearly 200 horses in Langham [See SP NE1(iii)], there are insufficient bridleways;
however walkers do not like horses churning up the mud where they want to walk, especially in wet weather.
In view of concerns about the safety of the Ashwell Road for walkers and riders, and in view of the fact that it
effectively forms part of circular routes using E147 and E148 with E145, a response is needed which gives
effective priority to walkers and riders. [See SP NE1(iv)]
The Rutland Heritage Trail booklets are out of print and require some revision.

Rutland County Council Policy and Vision for the Future
15. We fully endorse the overall intentions of the RCC policy on Public Rights of Way, including the RCC Rights of
Way Improvement Plan 2007, that, in intention at least, this answers most of the concerns raised in responses to the
above Survey. We particularly endorse Core Action 1E of the above Improvement Plan which proposes an ‘improved
seasonal vegetation clearance programme’ and Core Action 5 which proposes development of routes for those of
limited mobility.

Objectives
To ensure that the Rights of Way network is protected and enhanced as Langham grows and develops.

Proposal NE1a: Rights of Way
Grant of planning permission for any development includes the protection of the existing
Rights of Way network throughout Langham parish and should, where possible, provide a
contribution to the maintenance and enhancement of this network.
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Proposal NE1b: Rights of Way
This Plan asks that the Parish Council be proactive in encouraging early action by
the Rutland County Council or other appropriate authority on the following proposals,
advising on priorities:
 Summer clearance of seasonal vegetation where it may obstruct a Right
of Way.


The sections of Loudall Lane recently reduced in width by the installation of a new
fence line to the lane’s 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.



The ambiguity about the official route of D85 through or beside Brocklehurst Park
should be resolved as a matter of urgency.



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’.



The path between Manor Lane and Squires Close should, if possible, be
designated as an official Right of Way and raised, together with E149 and the
first section of E148 (ie Mickley Lane from the Sewage Works to Mickley
Lodge), to limited mobility standards.



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.



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.



An updated version of the Rutland Heritage Trail
be published by the RCC on an appropriate website.

guidebook/leaflets should

Proposal NE1c: 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 further
suggestions, not included in Proposal NE1a owing to inadequate evidence of
sufficient support:




reclassify E146 as a Bridleway (to link with bridleway E145 Loudall
Lane)
re-classify E148 as a Bridleway (Sewage works to Langham Lodge,
and onward)
link bridleways E146 and E148

Community Action NE1: Rights of Way
Form a User-Group to provide regular feedback to the RCC and/or Langham
Parish Council (LPC) about maintenance problems and to assist with solving
such problems as are considered a priority to these bodies.
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NE2 Flooding
Background
1. The Langham Brook passes through the parish and through the centre of Langham Village. It is one of the
principal natural landscape features of the village, widely valued for its visual amenity and as a wildlife
corridor. [See SD2 - Respondents to the Langham Neighbourhood Plan Survey where 82% ranked the brook
and its banks as “very important”] Records and the experience of villagers is that flood events have occurred
in the past including damage to properties within Langham village.
[See
http://www.langhaminrutland.org/np/brook.pdf,
http://www.langhaminrutland.org/np/floodingpressreports.pdf,
http://www.langhaminrutland.org/np/lpcflooding.pdf,
http://www.langhaminrutland.org/np/weather.pdf, SP NE2 (ii)]
Flooding is also known to occur downstream but it is thought that few if any properties are affected.
2. A response to an enquiry to the local water company advised that there has been one recorded property
previously affected by sewer flooding [See SP7 NE2 (iii)]. Two villagers interviewed also described sewage
flooding of a different property. [See SP7 NE2(ii)]
3. Historical surface water flood events have been caused by high rainfall and snow melt. Parts of the village
most affected in the last 50 years included Melton Road, Ashwell Road and the Churchyard. Newspaper
reports and accounts of villagers suggest heavy vehicles passing through floodwater can exacerbate the
impact on properties, especially on the Melton Road.
[See
http://www.langhaminrutland.org/np/brook.pdf,
http://www.langhaminrutland.org/np/floodingpressreports.pdf,
http://www.langhaminrutland.org/np/lpcflooding.pdf,
http://www.langhaminrutland.org/np/weather.pdf, SP NE2 (ii)]

Figure 5: Flooding in Langham:
Left - Well Street looking northeast from the Churchyard

Right - Churchyard April 1981

4. Costs based on insurance industry data
[Environment Agency (2010). The costs of the summer 2007 floods in England,
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/291190/scho1109brjae-e.pdf] suggest that recovery costs per property average within the range of £13,000 - £30,000, and with
drying out often taking many months. This illustrates the need for proportionate measures to ensure the risk
of flooding is managed and not exacerbated by future development.
5. In recent years, Langham has fortunately escaped the worst effects from recent extreme rainfall events
(such as the summer floods of July 2007 that damaged homes across wide areas of England). Past large-scale
work from the 1980s onwards to clear and increase the capacity of the channel of the brook is likely to have
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helped reduce flood water levels in recent years such that property has not been recently impacted, with
flooding generally limited to roads (A606 and Well Street).
[See http://www.langhaminrutland.org/np/brook.pdf,
http://www.langhaminrutland.org/np/floodingpressreports.pdf, SP NE2 (i), Rutland Times 17th July 2012
http://www.rutland-times.co.uk/news/local/rain-causes-flooding-in-well-street-langham-1-4064739]

Figure 6a: Left - Free flowing wide channel at the Rookery, post previous improvements, March 2015.
Figure 6b: Right - Current Environment Agency Flood Map for Langham Village

The Present Situation
6. Based on the Environment Agency Flood map, [Environment Agency Flood Map for Planning
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/ (accessed 5th March 2015)] approximately 40 properties
in Langham are indicated to be with Flood Zone 3, potentially susceptible to flooding at a > 1:100 event
frequency. This flood risk to the village is also highlighted in the Rutland Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
Report. [Entec UK Limited (2009). Rutland County Council – Rutland Strategic Flood Risk Assessment,
http://www.rutland.gov.uk/pdf/Final%20Report.pdf] However the Report highlights with respect to
Langham:
“Flood risk in the villages of Langham and Whissendine in the north west of Rutland is currently poorly
represented on existing Environment Agency Flood Maps. It is believed that mapped flood extents are
derived from JFLOW runs that formed the basis of the original flood zones. At present no hydraulic models
exist for the watercourses in these villages. There are also limited topographic data available for these
villages”.
The Environment Agency has also confirmed that the Flood Zone map of the area is coarse and gives an
indication only of land that may be liable to flood – it being difficult to be specific on the extent of the flooding.
(reference letter: AN/2015/122435/02-L01, dated 27th October 2015.)
The implications of this with respect to future development are further discussed in paragraph 9.
7. The main current mitigation of the flood risk is primarily through ensuring the channel remains free from
restriction by managing vegetation (the brook can be prone to partial blockage from fallen trees) and de-silting
under bridges. Maintenance of the Langham Brook through the village and downstream remains an ongoing
responsibility of the riparian owners but the impact of flooding can impact other properties, not just those
immediately adjacent to it. [See http://www.langhaminrutland.org/pcminutes/2010.pdf Langham Parish
Council (2010) Minutes of meeting of 26th January 2010 Item 10 Brook Clearing]
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Figure 7a: Left - Fallen tree downstream of Langham which took around 12 months to clear (2010 - 2011),
part-damming the Langham Brook [K Anderson, 2011].
Figure 7b: Right - Vegetation growth near the Rookery (July 2015), not yet likely to cause an obstruction
but which will require management [K Anderson, 2011].
8.

In the Langham Neighbourhood Plan Survey, the majority of specific comments received relating to the
Langham Brook highlighted the need for ongoing action by riparian owners.

9. Whilst the responsibilities of riparian owners are clear [Environment Agency (2014). Living on the edge,
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/454562/LIT_7114.pdf.
Issues that have arisen include:





Potential future maintenance issues have been identified and recorded by the RCC Environmental
Protection Officer. [See SD7 NE2 (i) and SP7 NE2 (iii)]
Securing timely responses of riparian owners. As an example of a fallen tree that was blocking the channel
just downstream of the village took 12 months to be removed post RCC noting the issue. [(See SP NE2
(iii)] Similar concerns have also been raised at the Parish Council in recent years, and also relating to
concerns about how larger-scale future clearance or maintenance work could be organised and funded.
[See http://www.langhaminrutland.org/pcminutes/2010.pdf Langham Parish Council (2010) Minutes of
meeting of 26th January 2010 Item 10 Brook clearing; The Langham News issue 170, August 2015]
Multiple parties and authorities have responsibilities and for some sections of the brook the identity of the
riparian owner is not definitive; for some areas the Parish Council has been taking the required action. [SP
NE2 (iii) email from Janet Higgins, Langham Parish Council, 6th May 2015]

10. Local surface water flooding can affect the A606 at the corner of Barleythorpe Road / Melton Road which
can affect access / passage through the village including to the village school. A Parish Councillor advised
that this is caused by inadequate site drainage. [SP7 NE2 (i) interview with Roy Hosmer, Langham Parish
Council, 21st June 2015]

Rutland County Council Policy and Vision for the Future
11. We strongly endorse the National Planning Policy Framework paragraphs 100 and 103 to 104, the
Environment Agency’s standing advice [https://www.gov.uk/flood-risk-assessment-for-planningapplications (accessed 26th July 2015)] and Rutland Core Strategy Policies CS1(g) & CS19(d) relating to
requirements for flood risk assessment for all new development within of areas of higher flood. In particular,
we note:
The findings of the Rutland Strategic Flood Risk Assessment report as outlined previously in paragraph 5,
coupled with the further recommendation given within the Report:
“It is recommended that any further significant development in and around the Flood Zones in these villages
or elsewhere should be supported by hydraulic modelling as part of a Flood Risk Assessment. As part of any
modelling study a topographic survey may need to be conducted of the floodplain in order to map the outputs
from the hydraulic models”.

Final - January 2017

12. Any residential development must not be allowed on a site that is, itself at risk of flooding, or could cause an
increased flood risk nearby or downstream. Furthermore, this Plan would seek that, where possible,
residential development should reduce flood risk.
13. We therefore seek to ensure that (as per Policy NE2a) that any future development that is at foreseeable risk
of flooding due to its proximity to the brook, or elevation with respect to it, should be subject to rigorous sitespecific Flood Risk Assessment undertaken by a competent person, fully consistent with the standards outlined
in the Environment Agency’s standing advice, meeting the full national standards and considering the
recommendation cited above from the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment.
14. We also strongly endorse both the National Planning Policy Framework paragraphs 100-103 and Rutland Core
Strategy Policies CS1(g) & CS19(d) relating to requirements for ensuring that new developments do not
increase flood risk to existing properties, noting particularly the need to apply the Sequential Test to the
planning of locations of development to avoid the risk of flooding. We therefore seek to ensure (as per Policy
NE2a) mitigation of this risk from any larger scale development, both if located in or close to the village and
also if located upstream within the brook catchment area, is achieved by suitable means, such as through
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems.
15. Additionally, relating to planning consent and future development, we seek to ensure that the full provisions
of the Water Resources Act 1991 are considered.
An enquiry to Severn Trent Water suggests that the company does not hold ongoing information relating to
the capacity of the sewerage system. [SP7 NE2 (iii) emails from Severn Trent Water] Discussion with a longserving Langham Parish Council councillor suggests that significant development (including in Ranksborough)
has previously taken place seemingly without detailed assessment. [SP7 NE2 (i) Interview with Roy Hosmer,
21st June 2015] We therefore seek to ensure (as per Community Action NE2b) that this risk is adequately
assessed (and if required, mitigated through further investment) for future developments.
16. RCC as Lead Local Flood Authority have the accountability to develop a strategy for local flood risk
management for Ordinary Watercourses (including the Langham Brook). The current Environmental
Protection Officer has advised that he has been conducting annual inspections of the brook from the Cold
Overton Road to the bridge on footpath E147, downstream of the village for the last five years. We therefore
seek to ensure (as per Policy NE2b) that inspections are continued as being a key element in preventing future
blockages, with sufficiently strong action taken to ensure riparian owners promptly fulfil their responsibilities.
It would also be helpful if reports and updates on issues could be given to the Langham Parish Council, as this
currently does not happen. [SP7 NE2 (i) Interview with Roy Hosmer, 21st June 2015]
17. We recognise that some elderly or infirm riparian owners may find it difficult to meet their obligations and
suggest that assistance might be able to be provided through a community action group.

Key issues





History and Flood Risk Assessment tell us some Langham properties remain at risk of surface water
flooding from high rainfall or rapid snow melt events. Climate Change may exacerbate the frequency
of such events. The impact on the properties particularly on the Melton Road may be exacerbated by
traffic.
The Langham Brook is susceptible to partial blockage from vegetation, and falling trees and bridges
require periodic maintenance such as silt removal. There have been past delays in attaining necessary
action.
Future development in the vicinity may potentially put existing properties at increased flood risk, be
itself at unacceptable flood risk or overload the sewerage system.
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Objective NE2: Flooding
Improve the management of present flood risk in Langham ensuring that future residential
development is not located in areas at the risk of flooding, that it does not exacerbate the risk of
flooding and, where possible, reduces flood risk.

Proposal NE2: Flooding
Where planning permission is to be granted for further development, the Parish Council
should require a suitably robust determination of the sewerage capacity to be carried out
by the appropriate authority, and, where required, system improvements be stipulated
as conditions of planning.
This must ensure that there is no future deterioration of surface water or ground water
quality.

Community Action NE2a: Flooding
A Community Action Group to be formed to offer practical assistance to those riparian
owners who, through infirmity or frailty, may be unable to meet their maintenance
obligations.

Community Action NE2b: Flooding
The community seeks the continuation of annual inspections of Langham
brooks as currently carried out by Rutland County Council’s Environment
Officer, as part of ensuring that the riparian owners fulfil their maintenance and
repair obligations.

NE3 Green Spaces
Background
1. The Langham Village Design Statement of 2002 identified a number of green “open spaces” not
specifically listed at that time in the Rutland Local Plan as “important open spaces and frontages”.
Subsequently, there was a review of important open spaces and important frontages in the village in
2012 by RCC.
[http://www.rutland.gov.uk/pdf/Final%20IOS%20Report%20with%20Appendix%201%20&%202.pdf],
which formed the basis for the Rutland Plan Site Allocations & Policies Development Plan Document
adopted in October 2014: see Map 1.
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Map 1: Important Open Spaces and Frontages
(referred to in this Plan as Important GREEN Spaces and Frontages.)
2. While not officially designated as Open Spaces, gardens, garden frontages and hedges also contribute
significantly to Langham’s environment by providing green/habitat corridors for native species of fauna
and flora, and adding to the quality of the environment for Langham residents acting as ‘lungs’ for the
village. Also contributing to the green spaces in the village are the large number of trees, protected
within the Conservation Area of Langham village or with Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) which prohibit
the cutting down, uprooting, topping, lopping of trees without consent. [See The Town and Country
Planning (Tree Preservation)(England) Regulations, 2012; SD7 Appendix NE3(ii) TPOs,
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/605/contents/made]

The Present Situation
3.

The Village Survey showed that villagers greatly value the green spaces in and around the village, but
there was a perception that some of the green spaces valued for recreation, wildlife habitat, and
enhancing the historic and tranquil setting of the village may be under threat.

4.

Some green spaces in the village are currently recognized by Rutland Council as “Areas of Important
Open Spaces and Frontages” (see Map 1), with an expansion of these areas having taken place following
a review in 2012. However some identified as important to villagers are currently without any formal
recognition. [See SD7 Appendix NE3 (i) Open Spaces in Langham]
We have therefore adopted the expression 'Important Green Spaces' in this document to cover the
Important Open Spaces described above, which are within the PLD, together with three further areas
within the Conservation Area but outside the PLD, which require a level of protection.
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Key issues
Villagers raised concerns in the Neighbourhood Plan Survey (2014) and separately in writing about the following
green areas and frontages:
5. The field to the west of the A606 opposite Church and Well Streets (Penman’s Field).

Figure 8.
This field should be designated as Important Green Space for the following reasons:
It adjoins the area of woodland and hedgerow on Cold Overton Road between Ranksborough Farm
and Pasture Farm, and the banks of the stream, all of which is a valuable green corridor providing a
Wildlife haven for birds, including barn owls, bats and a range of woodland species; it contributes to
the tranquil rural character of the village; as it is flanked on three of its four sides by houses, the field
meets National Planning Policy Framework guidelines for being in close proximity to the community.
The Site Allocations Development Plan Document Oct 2014
[http://www.rutland.gov.uk/local_plan/site_allocations__policies_dp.aspx] does not currently
recognise this area as designated Important Open Space.

6. The woodland at Munday’s Close which was planted up by the village with native species in
consultation with the Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust in the late 1990s, and which provides
an important wildlife haven and open space for walking.

Figure 9.
7. The verge on the north side of Manor Lane at the Ashwell Road end, which contributes to the rural
character of the village and is an important habitat for wildlife.

Figure 10.
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The areas and verges identified in 5, 6 and 7 above are not, at present, afforded protection in RCC’s Site
Allocations and Development Plan Document (SAPDPD) – Important Open Spaces and Frontages. They all lie
outside the Planned Limits of Development, but within the Article 4 Direction. This Plan calls for them to be
designated Important Green Spaces/Frontages – or given an equivalent level of protection.
8. Following the loss of a number of garden frontages and hedges in the village in recent years, a number
of villagers asked whether additional planning controls might be considered by RCC to discourage the
removal of trees and hedges.
9. Following the loss of a number of trees in Ranksborough Park, to which the 2002 Village Development
Plan drew particular attention and which were valuable both for themselves and for wildlife, there is
concern about the ineffectiveness of means to protect trees outside the Conservation Area of the
village.

RCC Policy
10. The protection and enhancement of green spaces in Langham is consistent with the National Planning
Framework of 2012 and RCC’s Development Plan Core Strategy. In particular:



Policy CS21 which notes that development should be appropriate to the landscape character of an
area and that the quality of the natural environment of Rutland will be conserved and enhanced; and
Policy CS23 which says the existing green infrastructure network will be safeguarded, improved and
enhanced.

11. RCC’s Site Allocations and Policies Development Plan Document of October 2014 (p. 54–55) notes that
‘open spaces and frontages are an integral part of the built environment and add to the rural character
of … villages by affording views into the countryside, providing the setting and relationship between
buildings and providing openness to the settlement. These open spaces also add to the distinct character
of a settlement and their removal could dramatically alter the character and setting of buildings of a
village or town. It is therefore important that the value of these open spaces is safeguarded.’ The DPD
notes that ‘important frontages can include stone walls, high hedges, a belt of trees or other features of
significance to the character of an area or settlement. Their disruption would often adversely affect this
character and their retention is therefore important.’
12. We strongly endorse these policies and the recognition of Important Open Spaces and Frontages in the
Site Allocations map (Map 1) referred to above, and in Policy NE3 below draw attention to three
additional areas that should be recognised as Important Open Spaces.
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Objective NE3: Green Spaces
Protect and enhance all areas of green space, private and public, throughout the parish to sustain the open visual
character of the village and to provide sites for recreation and relaxation.

Proposal NE3a: Green Spaces
The small greens and open spaces identified in Sections 4 and 10 of this Plan and
including specifically Penman’s Field and Munday’s Close must be safeguarded and
enhanced. Similar protection must be afforded the hedges and trees that 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 Manor Lane. (See Figure 7.4)

Proposal NE3b: Green Spaces

Biodiversity
NE4
Given
the need identified by villagers for a designated dog-walking space, the Parish
Council should look for suitable such areas that can be easily maintained.
Background

1. The thorough and extensive Langham Parish Community Wildlife Survey in 1996 demonstrated that, at that time
nearly twenty years ago, there was both breadth and depth of biodiversity in the Parish, without any (known) great
rarities being present and without our having any Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), or Local Wildlife Sites (LWS)
as classified by the Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust. [http://www.lrwt.org.uk/what-we-do/local-wildlifesites/]
2. However, subsequently two small Local Wildlife Sites were registered: a length of species-rich hedgerow along the
south side of Burley Road, the Langham side of the railway, and an area of species-rich grassland near Mill Hill.
[http://www.lrwt.org.uk/what-we-do/local-wildlife-sites/; see SP7 NE4 (vi)] The former has changed hands since
2002 and the present owner, whilst having an interest in wildlife, has simply left the hedge mostly untrimmed, so that
it is tall and not dense, and has put stock-proof fencing on the inside. The latter is believed by the owner to be much
as it was in 2008 and is grazed by sheep. Very probably there are other sites as rich in species as these in the parish,
worthy of similar recognition.

The Present Situation
3. The following species, specially protected, under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981, have recently been
observed in Langham Parish: Common Pipistrelle; Soprano Pipistrelle; Brown Long-eared Bat; Badger; Otter; Barn
Owl; Red kite; Buzzard; Kingfisher; Water Vole; Grass Snake. The following species, also present in Langham Parish,
are designated ‘Species of local importance’, in Space for Wildlife (Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland Biodiversity
Action Plan 2010 – 2015): all the above Bats; Barn Owl; Otter; Water Vole.
[http://www.lrwt.org.uk/media/uploads/miscellaneous/space_for_wildife_2010-2015__2011_revision_.pdf, and
see SP7 NE4 (iii)]
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4. Interviews with residents of the Parish with strong awareness of local wildlife [See SP7 NE4 (ii)] and records of the
Rutland Natural History Society [The National Biodiversity Network, https://bars-gis.nbn.org.uk/, also provided a
useful check. Also see SP7 NE4 (i)] suggest that, as regards most wildlife and wildlife habitats, there has been no great
change during the past 20 years. [See also Warrilow, G., Atlas of the breeding birds of Leicestershire and Rutland,
1996] However, certain species have, because of climate change, long-term changes in farming practice, or for some
other reason, declined and some others have increased. Examples of the former seem to be Skylark, Grey Partridge,
Lapwing, Plover (all ground-nesting), Thrushes, Tree Sparrow, Finches. Examples of the latter are Badger, Barn Owl,
Buzzard, Red Kite, Holly Blue Butterfly. The loss of small birds is at least partly likely to be on account of the increase
in birds of prey. [See SP7 NE4 (ii) & (iii)]

5. A survey of potential wildlife havens in the Parish [See SD7 Appendix NE4 (i)] shows a large number of small or very
small areas in which wildlife can thrive and a green infrastructure making it just possible for separated small habitats
to act as wildlife reservoirs and to inter-relate. The importance of gardens in the village should not be underestimated.
6. In recent years there have been various regrettable losses to this biodiversity network: destruction of an ancient
hedgerow on the Parish boundary beside the bridleway E145 Loudall Lane with erection of a fence impenetrable to
most small mammals; the uprooting of several hedgerows on farming land, in the interests of having larger fields;
removal of a hedgerow south of The Glade, Ranksborough and felling of several mature trees in The Park,
Ranksborough. We note that the Langham Village Design Statement 2002, Annex C 11 particularly stated: ‘The
Ranksborough Hall Park is an important area for trees and wildlife and this aspect should be safeguarded wherever
possible’. We are very disappointed that the RCC has been unable to provide more habitat protection in this area.
7. Further reduction in the numbers of such small wildlife havens or disruption of the green infrastructure would seem
likely to have a disproportionate negative impact.
8. Particularly valuable as potential wildlife havens are the few areas of woodland of significant size, road verges such
as that of the Ashwell Road, and hedgerows, especially ancient hedgerows, provided, in each case, that they are
maintained appropriately and not subjected to any potentially harmful drift from crop-spraying. In general, the
problem from crop-spraying is less than in years past and we believe that most local farmers do their best to minimise
damage. Our recommendations for hedge and verge maintenance are given below.
9. There are very few mature trees on farmland in the Parish but there has been recent tree planting as well as planting
of new hedgerows which will benefit the biodiversity in the Parish considerably in the long run.
10. The Langham Neighbourhood Plan Survey demonstrated the importance, to parishioners, of wildlife and
biodiversity in general and, in particular, of the brook, the canal, hedgerows, verges, woodland and green fields around
the village. [See SD7 Appendix NE4 (iii) and SD2 Survey results together with SD2]

Key Issue
Further reduction in the numbers of small wildlife havens or further disruption of the green infrastructure would have
a disproportionate negative impact; there is an urgent need to reverse the trend.
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Rutland County Council Policy and Vision for the Future
11. We strongly endorse Commitment No. 9 in the RCC’s Environment Plan to ‘protect natural habitats and species to
maintain and improve the wealth of biodiversity in the county.’ We also fully endorse core strategy CS21; we
particularly agree that ‘Development should be appropriate to the landscape character type within which it is situated
and contribute to its conservation, enhancement or restoration, or the creation of appropriate new features’ and we
strongly approve this commitment: ‘The quality and diversity of the natural environment of Rutland will be conserved
and enhanced. Conditions for biodiversity will be maintained and improved...’ We find these commitments to be in
harmony with Natural England’s policies for our area, NCA 74.
12. We also strongly endorse core strategy CS23 regarding ‘Green infrastructure, open space, sport and recreation’,
particularly noting this commitment in paragraph (c): ‘Proposals involving the loss of green infrastructure will not be
supported unless there is no longer a need for the existing infrastructure or an alternative is provided to meet the
local needs that is both accessible and of equal or greater quality and benefit to the community’.
13. We strongly endorse Space for Wildlife: Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland Biodiversity Action Plan 2010 – 2015,
published by the Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust, and commend the detail of this to the RCC.
[http://www.lrwt.org.uk/media/uploads/miscellaneous/space_for_wildife_2010-2015__2011_revision_.pdf]
14. The areas adjacent to the Cold Overton Road, shaded green in Figure 11a, form an exceptionally

valuable wildlife haven for bats, birds, including Barn Owls, and a range of woodland species. In the
event of a by-pass being reconsidered, it is highly desirable that it should pass further to the south-west
than was outlined in 1990 (see Figure 11b); indeed, as far from this area as possible, with steps taken
to minimise noise and air pollution.

Figure 11a
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Figure 11b

15. The wide borders of woodland on each side of the canal and the canal itself (in each case only partly in the parish)
are of exceptional value in terms of biodiversity and deserve protection. The following protected species are known
to be in residence: Barn Owl, Otter, Water Vole.
16. The whole green corridor comprising the brook and its banks, with a margin on either side of it, up to about 25m,
together with trees and scrub on the banks, are of exceptional importance as regards biodiversity, especially with
regards to species associated with this sort of habitat. The following protected species are present in this corridor:
Bats, Barn Owl, Otter, Kingfisher, Water vole.

Objective NE4: Biodiversity
Protect and enhance wildlife havens and green infrastructure in order to support and sustain protected species and
to encourage biodiversity.

Proposal NE4a: Biodiversity
The area within 25m of the brook and its banks will be protected from any further
development.
Proposal 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 hedgerow, notably to the western and southern sides.
the border of the canal.
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Proposals and Community Actions
17. Roadside verges. Excepting places where earlier trimming is essential for road safety reasons, biodiversity will be
maximized by leaving verges uncut until at least mid-July, then taking a ‘hay’ cut, with the hay removed, followed by
a further such cut just before the end of the growing season. In co-operation with the Leicestershire and Rutland
Wildlife Trust, RCC has had some success in the past with getting some of their best verges cut in this manner and we
strongly advocate this practice being introduced for the verges of the Ashwell Road with a view to maintaining and
improving the biodiversity of these verges. [See SD7 Appendix NE4(ii)]
18. Munday’s Close, especially the area planted up by the village with native species in consultation with the
Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust in the late 1990s, provides an important wildlife haven.
19. Hedgerows. The maintenance of hedgerows is almost entirely in the hands of Langham’s farmers and current
farming practice may not be very compatible with the best management for wildlife. Some experienced farmers
disagree with DEFRA policy and with the advice given in the next paragraph, which they believe takes insufficient
account of the need to maintain thick hedges, to avoid cutting when field edges are waterlogged and to avoid
damage to growing crops. Nevertheless we offer the following advice which combines requirements of DEFRA’s
Environmental Stewardship scheme with the views of the Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust and the People’s
Trust for Endangered Species (Hedgelink).
20. Field edges. In addition to obligations re buffer strips under cross compliance with the 2015 Basic Payment
Scheme
[https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/406452/BPS_Handbook__final_v1.0.pdf], some Langham farmers leave a strip round the edges of fields of appropriate width to help reduce
the decline of ground-nesting birds, in line with DEFRA’s Environmental Stewardship scheme, and we applaud this
policy. Such a strip is also helpful in relation to reducing contamination of water-courses and hedges by herbicides,
insecticides and fertilisers.

Proposal NE4c: Biodiversity
Consideration should be given by the Parish Council to the appropriate regular
maintenance of Munday’s Close, with its biodiversity in mind, taking into account the
report in March 2014 of the Sustainability Land Trust and consultation with the
Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust.

Proposal NE4d: Biodiversity
This Plan supports the 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 Manor Lane.

Community Action NE4a: Biodiversity
Farmers are requested to consider leaving hedges uncut until February to allow the
birds etc. time to eat all the berries before they are cut. Where hedge cutting cannot be
left until February, farmers are requested to cut them every other year to give them a
chance to flower and set seed.
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Community Action NE4b: Biodiversity
Dog owners are strongly requested to keep to Rights of Way and restrain their dogs
from invading farmers’ fields of growing crops and from chasing ground-nesting
birds on these strips.

NE5 Renewable Energy
Background
1. There seem to be three objectives in encouraging use of renewable energy sources:
 transition to a low carbon economy to mitigate climate change;


reduction of economic dependence on the finite reserve of fossil fuels;



the benefits to the user in terms of economy and achievement of some control over energy supply.



The UK should meet a target of 15% renewables by 2020. Currently we are languishing at 5% of energy needs
met by renewables.

2. The following potential sources of renewable energy are considered:
 anaerobic digesters;


‘solar farms’ of solar photovoltaic systems;



windfarms;



individual systems of solar photovoltaic panels to generate electricity incentivised by Feed in Tariffs (FITs);



individual systems of solar thermal panels to heat water, incentivised by Renewable Heat Incentives (RHIs);



single small wind turbines;



use of biomass fuels;



air-sourced or ground-sourced heat pumps.

The Present Situation
3. The present situation in the Parish of Langham is as follows:
a. There are no aerobic digesters, solar farms or windfarms; however in 2014 the owner of Ranksborough
Farm applied to the RCC for a Screening Opinion to determine whether or not an Environmental Impact
Assessment would be required for a solar farm on fields west of Ranksborough (covering an area
considerably greater than Langham village) and the RCC deemed it not required. [2014/0497/SCR]
b. There appear to be about 15 small systems of solar photovoltaic panels and/or solar thermal panels in the
parish [See SP7 NE5 (i)]; the RCC does not hold statistics other than for Rutland as a whole. The HECA
(Home Energy Conservation Act 1995) Progress Report for Rutland, March 2015 [obtained from James
Faircliffe, Planning Policy Department, thanks to advice and assistance from Amy Boulton:
(http://www.rutland.gov.uk/pdf/Rutland_County_Council_HECA_Progress_Report.pdf)] found 529
solar panel installations in Rutland as a whole by June 2014.
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c. We are unaware of examples of other sources of renewable energy in Langham, and neither the RCC nor
Ofgem hold statistics permitting identification of examples specifically within Langham Parish.
4. The Langham Neighbourhood Plan Survey (November 2014) found that most parishioners thought energy
sustainability in the parish very important. [See SD7 Appendix NE5 (ii)] There was strong support for solar panels on
houses but strong opposition to anaerobic digesters, wind farms and, to a lesser extent, solar farms [See SD7 Appendix
NE5 (i)] and single wind turbines.

Key Issues




Langham parishioners wish to contribute to the U.K.’s response to climate change, and economic dependence
on the finite reserve of fossil fuels.
There is strong concern about the impact of some forms of renewable energy generation on the local
environment and the landscape character.
The process for obtaining permission to install solar panels on house roofs is daunting and costly.

Rutland County Council Policy and Vision for the Future
5. It is noted that the National Planning Policy Framework, particularly paragraphs 94 - 98 promoting the move to a
low carbon future, and para. 109, recognising the need to protect and enhance the local and natural environment,
looks to halting the overall decline in biodiversity. We note that the Core Strategy of RCC reflects the spirit of these
aspects of the National Planning Policy Framework.
6. We strongly endorse RCC’s Core Strategy Policies CS19 ‘Promoting good design’ and CS20 ‘Energy efficiency and low
carbon energy generation’ – where it states that ‘All new housing developments will be encouraged to meet the
minimum energy efficiency standards of the Code for Sustainable Homes in accordance with the government’s
proposed timetable for improving energy efficiency standards beyond the requirements of the Building Regulations.’
Indeed we would strongly encourage the Council to implement the Code ahead of the timetable wherever possible
and we are disappointed to note that substantial opportunities appear to have been missed in this respect, at least as
regards solar panels, with the recent and current development on the north side of Oakham. We would urge the
Council to retain close control over building materials and methods used and to specify, as part of new development
planning permissions, the subsequent monitoring of performance.
7. We strongly endorse the introduction by the RCC of Energy Action for Rutland, in response to the government’s
‘Green Deal’ initiative, providing free ‘impartial energy advice that is tailored to meet the needs of individual
householders and their properties’, in conjunction with the charities Change Agents UK and Voluntary Action Rutland.
8. We note that Planning Permission is rarely required for solar panels on roofs, but the information provided on RCC’s
website is inadequate and Building Regulation requirements are far from encouraging.
9. We also note in RCC Core Strategy Policy CS20, the circumstances under which ‘Wind turbines and other low carbon
energy generating developments’ will be supported, and appreciate that planning permission will depend on the
weighting given to Policies CS21 (The Natural Environment and Biodiversity), CS22 (The Historic and Cultural
Environment) & CS23 (Green infrastructure), which we endorse very strongly.
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Objective NE5: Renewable Energy
Ensure that homeowners and developers use energy efficient design and affordable renewable energy sources
that minimise the impact on both the local environment and the landscape character.

Proposal NE5a: Renewable Energy
Planning permission terms for future housing developments in Langham will
encourage, by the strongest means possible, the use of renewable energy
sources.

Proposal NE5b: Renewable Energy
Householders will be encouraged to contribute to energy sustainability through
renewable sources, as advised by bodies such as Energy Action for Rutland. The
process of satisfying any Planning or Building Regulation requirements for the
installation of solar photovoltaic panels or solar thermal panels on houses will be made as
simple and inexpensive as possible.

Proposal NE5c: Renewable Energy
Decisions
on
planning
applications
for anaerobic digesters or wind farms
should give maximum 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.
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SD7 Appendix NE1 (i)
Summary of reports on condition of footpaths and bridleways, March – August 2015
(A full set of reports on walks are also available as evidence in SP7 NE1 (i).)

E145 Loudall Lane. Ashwell Road to junction with E146.
3.4 A quagmire in places. Hard to escape to side to avoid water in boots.
28.4 No complaint about condition: it had dried up a bit.
9.5 Walking conditions on E145 OK
11.7 Loudall Lane no problem

E145 & E148. Sewage Works to Ashwell Road at Langham Spinney (SK 85633 12827), via Mickley
Lodge.
13.3 Shady Lane a bit overgrown. Churned up by horses near Langham Spinney; otherwise good condition.
1.4 & 4.4 There is a new, rather too high stile at SK 85512 11589 after which the footpath crosses three well-grazed
fields: the owner has made it easy to go to the left round these fields if this route is preferred as an alternative (there
is a polite suggestion to this effect posted) and many walkers have evidently followed this path. The final section, being
part of Bridleway E145, is churned up by horses and so rather muddy, although the final bit nearest the road has been
recently resurfaced to great advantage.
14.7 East from Ashwell Road, then E148 to Sewage Wks. All good, though Shady Lane a bit of a jungle.
12 & 15.8 Signpost missing at Mickley; summer clearance needed in Shady Lane

E145 from near the Ashwell Garden Centre to the junction with E148.
24.4 The easternmost section of E145 in good condition

E146 Manor Lane to Loudall Lane
3.4 In good condition
28.4 In good condition
9.5 In good condition
22.6 The stile is fine but afterwards it is a jungle - the grass is waist high and really quite dangerous as the grass lies
over the path and is easily tripped over.
27.6 … even worse.
11.7 Serious problems on E146 with the second field from Manor Lane where neither the official path across the field
nor the unofficial path round the edge are sufficiently clear. A fit young mother with 6 month baby strapped to her
front fell over an invisible obstruction on the unofficial route, the official route being judged impassable; fortunately
she landed in such a way as to avoid injury to either herself or the baby.

E147 Sewage Works to Ashwell Road at SK 85125 12098
28.4 In good condition
8.5 In good condition but stile at Ashwell Road now has a wobbly post on the Ashwell Road side.
1.7 A jungle, and I have met two more elderly ladies who cannot even consider walking their dogs here. There are
many overhanging branches in the brook, especially just over the bridge before you come to the Barley field.
8.7 Stile at Ashwell Rd end wobbly – reported to RCC 11.6; some long vegetation across path from brook to Sewage
Treatment Works along edge of field, but reasonably passable. Otherwise good. Dry.
1.8 New kissing gate at Ashwell Road!
12.8 Stream congested. Path beyond bridge overgrown.

E149 & E152. Short sections of footpath within the village.
12.4 In good condition although E149 a bit muddy.
14.8 In good condition
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E150 from Well Street at SK 84172 11130 to the junction, at SK 83864 11300, of the Whissendine
Road and the Melton Road
E151 & D85 Footpaths from Cold Overton Road, via The Range and Ranksborough Hall Drive to
Ranksborough Hill.
7.3 In good condition, although part of E151 was muddy owing to use by cyclists; signage on D85 was incomplete; the
path passes several good wildlife havens in the form of spinneys, ancient hedgerow and ponds. There is ambiguity
about the official route through or beside Brocklehurst Park.
30.5 There was only one practical route from Ranksborough Drive towards Ranksborough Hill – that which is in fact
sign-posted round the edge of Brocklehurst Park and this was seriously overgrown. Signage further on remained
incomplete and there was a loose board on one stile (defects reported) but the farmer had left walkers in no doubt of
the route across fields, by use of weed-killer.
1.7 D85 – the unofficial route round Brocklehurst Park: an effort has been made to clear this one, but needs to be
cleaned up a bit; tree stumps etc. to fall over!
29.7 The stile at the boundary of Ranksborough and the adjoining field is completely broken and lying underneath the
fence, making it necessary to climb over the fence to continue on. The next stile at the other side of the field is very
wobbly on one side; there also appears to be an electric fence, but the warning sign has come off and is lying in the
grass. Thereafter signage is inadequate.

E153 Bridleway, Cold Overton Road to Mill Hill.
12.4 In good condition, passing near several wildlife havens.
19.4 The second gate hard to open.
11.5 In good condition.

E154 along the east side of the canal (only partly in the Parish of Langham).
20 & 26.4 Northern section has a long-fallen tree across path; other maintenance needs noted. Southern section in
good condition 26.4
8.5 Signpost broken at start of Southern section; tree across path on Northern section
20.5 Signpost at the parish boundary on south section is broken and leaning against a tree (thereafter, southwards,
footpath goes round field in practice); Signpost at northern end of northern section is lost in tree growth; tree still
across path.
1.7 The northern side is pretty overgrown, although the fallen tree as been "removed" - the gate into this section does
not shut - but on the southern side it is marvellous.
19.7 Footpath sign near parish boundary at southern end broken still. Anglers have done a great job with gravel. Official
path both sides of road mostly dry and passable.
Back>>>>
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SD7 Appendix NE1 (ii) Loudall Lane: Background (Research by Mike Frisby)
Loudall Lane is the longest unobstructed bridleway in Rutland. It starts at OS Ref SK82938 11726 to the east of the
A606, roughly half way between the Langham to Whissendine junction and Holbeck farm. After 500m it follows the
Langham/Whissendine/Ashwell parish boundaries, crossing the Langham to Ashwell road at OS SK856344 12854.
Continuing to follow the parish boundary, it crosses both Tambourine Bridge, over the Oakham/Melton Railway, and
the Oakham/Ashwell Road.
The route leaves the parish boundary at its most easterly point and crosses the Oakham/Melton canal at SK87081
11841 terminating at the Langham to Burley Road SK87831 10806 a total length of 6.7Km.
On early C19th OS mapping, the lane is shown to be similar to other main thoroughfares in the locality and subsequent
editions clearly show the lane to be 30ft in width. This was verified on the ground by the width between the two rows
of hedgerow trees.

Much of the lane was enclosed by ancient boundary hedgerows which contained a wide variety of species. Where not
enclosed there was a hedge to one side of the carriageway. The trees supported a diverse population of birds and
mammals. The older trees provided nest and roosting holes for owls and bats with the hedgerows providing significant
insect populations.
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The part of the carriageway which followed the ridgeline between the parishes of Langham, Whissendine and Ashwell
had been well used for many hundreds of years and contained a wide variety of grasses and flora. The hedgerows on
either side had not been maintained for many years but still clearly showed the lane’s boundary. When the hedgerow
was illegally removed from the northern side of the lane, a new fence and metal gates were installed reducing the
width of the public carriageway. The carriage bed was also mechanically damaged, not only destroying the flora but
making it impassable during the winter months or after periods of heavy rain for foot traffic and dangerous for those
on horseback. The mechanical damage also resulted in the removal of a section of medieval bank; a bank which
provided safety for pedestrian traffic and an enhanced view of Ashwell, Ashwell Grange, Langham and the Vale of
Catmose.
Little or no thought was given to the protection of this public amenity by either the County Council or the landowner.
Whilst I was given to understand that the landowner was interviewed under caution for removing the hedgerow
without planning approval, it was decided that prosecution would be counterproductive. The replacement hedgerow
does not contain the wide variety of the original species nor has it the maturity to support the bird and mammal
population.
The new and inappropriate fencing remains in place, and whilst we have an assurance made by the RCC CEO that it
will be removed when the new boundary matures sufficiently to retain livestock, (something the land has not seen
since the destruction of the old boundary,) it continues to be in use as arable land.
Back>>>>

SD7 Appendix NE1 (iii) RCC Map of Langham Parish Rights of Way

Back>>>>
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SD7 Appendix NE1 (iv) Bodies Responsible
Stiles and gates across Public Rights of Way are the responsibility of the land manager who is also expected to keep
the Right of Way clear of obstructions and accessible. There are specific regulations as regards ploughing and crops,
and the keeping of bulls in fields crossed by Rights of Way. Overall responsibility for and general maintenance of the
Rights of Way are, however, the responsibility of the County Council as the local highway authority. [See Natural
England: Public rights of way: local highway authority responsibilities, 2014]
Problems with the condition of Rights of Way should be reported, straight away, by the person finding the problem,
to the Public Rights of Way Officer (Stuart Crook) at the RCC. This can be done by ringing up the RCC and speaking to
him, if he is there, or leaving a message, or, probably better than that, by sending an email to
rightsofway@rutland.gov.uk . There has, however, been a tendency for some walkers to grumble but to fail to report
problems. When specific problems are reported, they are normally dealt with fairly quickly.
The RCC Rights of Way Improvement Plan 2007
[http://www.rutland.gov.uk/transport_and_streets/public_rights_of_way/improvement_plan.aspx]
Core Action 1 includes a survey of 20% of the network per annum, and hence maintenance of signage and waymarking
and improved seasonal vegetation clearance. This document is, however, under revision, taking account of recent
increased financial constraints.
Whilst cyclists are permitted to use bridleways, there is no ‘obligation to facilitate the use of the bridleway by cyclists’
and cyclists should give way to pedestrians and horse riders. [Countryside Act 1968] The Travel4Rutland Proposed
Cycle Infrastructure 2013 envisaged upgrade of the surface of Loudall Lane with a view to it becoming part of a route
from Langham to Whissendine and hence contributing to the Cycling Infrastructure of Rutland.
[http://www.rutland.gov.uk/pdf/Report%20No.%202302013%20Travel4Rutland%20Proposed%20Cycle%20Infrastructure.pdf]
The proposal failed in 2013/4 for financial and other reasons and the T4R/LSTF funded project ended in March 2015.
[See SP7 NE1 (ii)]
Back>>>>

SD7 NE1 (v) Other Users
The guidebook and leaflets for the Rutland Heritage Trail, a year 2000 initiative, are now out of print. Leaflet 7
describes a circular walk and cycle route taking in the villages of Market Overton, Teigh, Whissendine, Langham and
Ashwell under the title Canals and Canterbury, Water and Westminster and includes brief historical information about
Simon de Langham and also the Oakham to Melton canal. The section of the 14½ mile ‘cycle ride’ within Langham
parish is by the obvious road route. From Whissendine, the 11 mile walk joins bridleway E145 and enters Langham via
footpath E146, continuing to Ashwell via E149, E147 and the Ashwell Road. The section of the canal encountered on
the walk is near Market Overton. It is regrettable that the RCC has not produced an updated version; minor revision
would now be necessary (refreshments at the Langham village shop are suggested). Oakham library holds a full set of
the leaflets in their reserve collection, for reference only, but copying or photography is permitted.
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The Rutland Round is a 65 mile circular walk. passing through Whissendine, Langham, Oakham, Uppingham, Eyebrook
Reservoir, Ketton, Empingham and Thistleton. There are also two sections along Rutland Water. The walk is
waymarked with a yellow and green disc. The route from Whissendine joins E145 and approaches Langham via E146.
Passing through Langham via Orchard Road, Well Street, Bridge Street and Church Street it then heads for Mill Hill and
Barleythorpe via E152 and E153. [See GPS Cycle and Walking Routes at http://www.gpsroutes.co.uk/routes/home.nsf/RoutesLinksWalks/rutland-round-walking-route#sthash.5bmPARDc.dpuf]
Oakham Health Walkers value use of Rights of Way around Langham for out-of-town excursions. [Oakham Health
Walkers: Glenys Laidler, 724361]
The Langham Village History Group’s history walk around Langham is available with its maps from the church or online
at http://www.walk4life.info/walk/langham-village-history-walk.
Back>>>>

SD7 Appendix NE1 (vi) Survey result details
Question 9 (i) of the Langham Neighbourhood Plan Survey (completed by 14th November 2014), asked ‘How important
are (walks and bridleways)?’
In response, 219 regarded them as ‘very important’, 29 as ‘fairly important’ and none as ‘not important’.
Question 9 (ii) asked ‘How effectively are (walks and bridleways) managed?’
In response, 39 ticked ‘very well’; 133 ticked ‘fairly well’; 40 ticked ‘not well’.
There were ten specific comments, eight complaining of inadequate maintenance, one complaining of re-routing of
footpaths and one complaining of fouling by dogs.
Question 10 (i) asked ‘How important are (country walks)?’
In response, 217 believed them ‘very important’; 37 ‘fairly important’; 4 ‘not important’.
The same question asked ‘How important (is dog walking)?’
163 said ‘very important’; 60 ‘fairly important’; 21 ‘not important’.
The same question asked ‘How important (is horse riding)?’
9 said ‘very important’; 89 said ‘fairly important’; 45 said ‘not important’.
Question 10 (ii) asked ‘How accessible are (country walks)?’
In reply, 108 said ‘very easy’; 108 said ‘fairly easy; 23 said ‘not easy’.
The same question asked ‘How accessible (is dog walking)?’
100 said ‘very easy’; 97 said ‘fairly easy; 23 said ‘not easy’.
The same question asked ‘How accessible (is horse riding)?’
66 said ‘very easy’; 108 said ‘fairly easy; 12 said ‘not easy’
Eighteen Comments were made regarding country walks: these are valued but more can be done to improve
maintenance of rural footpaths; two comments were concerned with danger from cyclists or cars on roads without
pavements.
Of sixteen comments about dog walking, 7 proposed a designated dog-walking area where dogs could be let off the
lead safely; 4 were worried about danger from cars on the Ashwell Road (2) or other roads; 4 were concerned about
fouling; more walks, notably circular walks would be appreciated.
Eight comments concerned with horse riding indicated that it was neither easy to have access to it nor as easy as
previously to find safe places to ride.
In answer to question 23, ‘What are the three key things you would do to improve Langham Parish?’ four people
mentioned walks, hoping for yet more of them and better maintained; one specifically asking for gritting of Loudall
Lane to make it usable by walkers all the year.
Back>>>>
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SD7 Appendix NE2 (i) Annotated Map of the Brook (Andrew Woodhouse)

Back>>>>
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SD7 Appendix NE3 (i) Open Spaces
Open Spaces listed in Rutland County Council’s Areas of Important Open Spaces and Frontages (2012) as either Existing
or Proposed


Churchyard of St Peter and St Paul



Wildlife Corridor south of Ruddle Way extending to Oakham Road



Grassed frontages on Well Street, Bridge Street, Grange Close, Sharrads Way, Harewood Close



The Gun green with water pump at the junction of Well Street and Melton Road



Small green at the square by the Church Street/Bridge Street crossroads (‘School Corner’)



Bowling green and field off Manor Lane extending towards Well Street in line with St Peter and Paul church.
This space provides an uninterrupted view of the church from Manor Lane and enhances the green and open
character of the village.



Verges on A606 Oakham Road at entrance to village, Burley Road and Ashwell Road, and triangle at junction
of Burley Road and Ashwell Road with walnut tree



Churchyard of Baptist Church

Other open spaces not listed in RCC’s Areas of Important Open Spaces and Frontages, but noted as important in
Langham’s 2002 Village Design Statement are:


Munday’s Close—the allotments, burial ground, playing field and woodland area owned by the Parish Council.
Part of Munday’s Close is a woodland that was planted up by the village with native species in consultation
with the Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust in the late 1990s, and which provides an important wildlife
haven. RCC’s recent review of amenity space in the county identified this area as one which might be
enhanced. [http://www.rutland.gov.uk/pdf/Audit%20and%20needs%20assessment%20report.pdf]



School playing field



Area of land between 54 Melton Road and Ranksborough Drive



Pastures on Cold Overton Road



Small triangle at junction of Manor Lane and Melton Road



Green area in Squires Close



Grass paths with tree canopies running through the village
Back>>>>
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SD7 Appendix NE3 (ii) Tree Preservation Orders
“TPOs should be used to protect selected trees and woodlands if their removal would have a significant impact on the
local environment and its enjoyment by the public. [Local planning authorities] should be able to show that a
reasonable degree of public benefit would accrue before TPOs are made or confirmed. The trees, or at least part of
them, should therefore normally be visible from a public place, such as a road or footpath”
[http://adlib.everysite.co.uk/resources/000/251/208/tposguide.pdf]

Back>>>>

SD7 Appendix NE4 (i) Potential Wildlife Havens in the Parish of Langham
(Grid references from http://gridreferencefinder.com/. This excellent site enables one to obtain a GoogleEarth picture
of site from the grid reference, or to obtain the grid reference of a site.)
Rocott Spinney (SK 81494 12530) and the stream edge between there and the lake (SK 81481 11569) (the latter is
outside the boundary). Private.
Copse at north-west corner (SK 82450 11534) of Ranksborough Gorse and ‘Roman Settlement site’ (SK 82294 11317).
Private.
Small copse by south-east corner of Ranksborough Gorse (SK 82766 11192). Private.
Copse at bottom south-west corner of parish boundary (SK 82457 09606) Private
The ‘Langham belt’ of trees planted along the Parish (and county) boundary on the western side. Private.
Copse at top of Mill Hill, planted specifically with wildlife in mind (SK 83590 09892). Private.
Small wood at south-east corner of polo ground (SK 85128 10720). Private.
Canal and banks (mostly just outside boundary) (e.g. SK 86569 11240). Riparian owners, leased to Oakham Angling
Society.
The Railway embankment. Network Rail.
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Small wood east of Langham Lodge (SK 85934 11872). Private.
Hubbard’s Lodge spinneys, (e.g. SK 85412 10683). Private.
Small copse at north-east corner of parish boundary (SK 86310 12301). Private.
Copse at junction of Ashwell Road and parish boundary known as Langham Spinney, but mostly conifer (SK 85704
12759). Private.
Section of stream between SK 83900 10782 and SK 84141 10932 and area along its northern bank plus currently
neglected meadow through which it runs. Private and Severn Trent
Trees and bushes adjoining track from the bottom corner of Ranksborough Park SK 83807 10853 to the Cold Overton
Road SK 83900 10782. Private.
Copses on each side of road to Cold Overton, just outside village (around SK 83488 10718 & SK 83757 10589) and the
rough ground and scrub area on the way to Mill Hill around SK 83772 10326. Private.
Pond near Mill Hill (SK 83456 09639). Private.
The area of species-rich grassland (LWS 76522, 2008 – map at the end) with corners at SK 82966 10234, SK 83221
09917, SK 83090 09770, and SK 82909 10135. Private, tenanted.
Pond south of Loudall Lane (SK 85024 12859) (and others along this boundary). Private.
Sewage farm reed-beds (SK 84828 11433) – potentially, but dried out at present. Severn-Trent Water.
Spinney backing onto sewage farm (including SK 84721 11377). Private.
Small piece of woodland and scrub forming entrance to new graveyard and football field, known as ‘The Woodlands’)
(SK 84784 11276). Parish Council.
Brook and its banks, especially those parts with inhabited buildings and light/sound pollution sources not near.
Riparian owners & Severn-Trent Water.
Roadside verges (but inappropriately maintained and subject to spray damage). RCC.
Hedges (but subject to spray damage, and quantity of old hedgerow recently much reduced along top boundary and
on south boundary re rugger pitches): old hedgerows include borders of Ashwell Lane, esp. from Manor Lane junction
to first right-angled bend (SK 84601 11999); hedgerows running north-east and south-west from SK 83363 10584 on
Cold Overton Road; the parish boundary hedge, wherever it remains undamaged. Private.
Hedges both sides of the Burley Road but esp. the length of species-rich hedgerow (LWS 36226, 2003 – map at the
end) along the south side of Burley Road between SK 85695 11155 and SK 86145 11094, and adjacent pond. Private.
Other hedges such as each side of the approach to Langham from Oakham (Oakham Road); the hedges (both sides) to
Mickley Lodge from the Sewage Works; sections of good hedge along Manor Lane; hedges beside E146; the section of
old hedge between SK 82736 11130 and SK82467 11211, parallel to D85, south of Ranksborough Gorse and the
woodlands in that area; what is left of the badly damaged hedge along the northern parish boundary (Private), the
wildlife corridor at the back of Ruddle Way (Residents of Ruddle Way) and gardens - not to be under-estimated in
importance (Private).
‘Unimproved’ grass closes used for horses e.g. off the Ashwell Road, east side, at the Langham end. Private.
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Some Particular Areas of Importance
1. The areas adjacent to the Cold Overton Road, shaded green in the top map, form an exceptionally valuable
wildlife haven for bats, birds, including Barn Owls, and a range of woodland species. In the event of a by-pass
being reconsidered, it is highly desirable that it should pass further to the south-west than was outlined in
1990 (see bottom map); indeed, as far from this area as possible, with steps taken to minimise noise and air
pollution.

2. The wide borders of woodland on each side of the canal and the canal itself (in each case only partly in the parish)
are of exceptional value in terms of biodiversity and deserve protection. The following protected species are known
to be in residence: Barn Owl, Otter, Water vole. [See SP7 NE4 (iv)]
3. The whole green corridor comprising the brook and its banks, with a margin on either side of it, up to about 25m,
together with trees and scrub on the banks, are of exceptional importance as regards biodiversity, especially with
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regards to species associated with this sort of habitat. The following protected species are present in this corridor:
Bats, Barn Owl, Otter, Kingfisher, Water vole.
4. Roadside verges. Excepting places where earlier trimming is essential for road safety reasons, biodiversity will be
maximized by leaving verges uncut until at least mid-July, then taking a ‘hay’ cut, with the hay removed, followed by
a further such cut just before the end of the growing season. In co-operation with the Leicestershire and Rutland
Wildlife Trust, RCC has had some success in the past with getting some of their best verges cut in this manner and we
strongly advocate this practice being introduced for the verges of the Ashwell Road, even though they are not very
wide, with a view to maintaining and improving the biodiversity of these verges. [See SD7 Appendix NE4 (ii)]
5. Particularly valuable as potential wildlife havens are the few areas of woodland of significant size, and hedgerows,
especially ancient hedgerows, provided, in each case, that they are maintained appropriately and not subjected to any
potentially harmful drift from crop-spraying. There are very few mature trees on farmland in the parish but there has
been recent tree planting as well as planting of new hedgerows which will benefit the biodiversity in the Parish
considerably in the long run. Hedgerows are subject to European Commission legislation.

The Two Local Wildlife Sites (see above)

Back>>>>

SD7 Appendix NE4 (ii) Verges and Hedges
1. Advice from Neil Pilcher, Senior Conservation Officer Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust
‘… There is a difference between being too tidy and the need for maintenance. The main problem particularly with
amenity or public land is that local authorities are always concerned that the public will criticise them for not
maintaining their land and they go too far in the direction of tidiness. However, ideally they should be trying to show
that wild areas are really important for wildlife and not just untidy. They also can save the taxpayer money as they
require less maintenance.
With regard to the roadside verges, the best management (outside of the need to maintain sight lines etc.) is to try
and treat them like hay meadows. That means leaving them uncut until at least 15th July and then taking a ‘hay’ cut,
followed by one or two follow up cuts before the end of the growing season. The most important element of this
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process is that the grass cuttings need to be removed or they will return nutrients to the soil or smother other
plants. This is where it becomes difficult as most contractors do not have cut and collect machines for road side
work. However, Rutland County Council have had some success in the past with getting some of their best verges cut
in this manner. Our contact there is Craig Howat 07917175406. Unfortunately, I have to advise you that we are not
aware of any really good quality verges in the Langham area. However, with the correct management some of the
existing lower quality verges could improve over time. The problem I think will be convincing the Council to change
their cutting regime.
Hedge management is a really important issue for wildlife as the correct management can have huge benefits. The
problem is that modern farming methods are not very compatible with the best management for wildlife. Ideally
hedges should only be cut or flailed every other year; this gives them a chance to flower and set seed at least every
other year. The difference between a cut hedge and one that has been left uncut can be very dramatic at this time of
year as the hawthorn and blackthorn come into flower. Major efforts have been made through the environmental
Stewardship scheme run by DEFRA to get farmers to adopt this change. However, it is very difficult to get farmers to
change as they have always viewed it as bad practice to let their hedges go uncut. There is a very strong feeling that
your neighbours will think you are lazy or not farming to a high standard, and this has been very difficult to
overcome. If you could encourage local farmers by promoting the benefits to wildlife and educating local residents
that it is important to give the hedges time to flower and set seed at least every other year this could help overcome
this negative view.
The other key issue is the timing of hedge management. Ideally hedges should be left until February before they are
cut or flailed as this allows the birds etc. time to eat all the berries before it is cut. Unfortunately most farmers cut
their hedges at the end of the harvesting season when they are preparing the ground for the next crop. This destroys
most of the berries and other fruits and greatly reduces their value to wildlife. The reason that they do this is that
they will not damage their crop when they drive up and down the hedge. As most farmers immediately follow their
harvested crop with a winter variety there is a very small window when the fields are clear of crops. If they are planting
spring sown crops then they have all winter when the field is un-cropped and it won’t matter if they drive a tractor
over it. Again positive encouragement to change their practices would help. If done carefully hedge trimming can be
carried out without causing too much damage to a growing crop.
We cannot expect every hedge to be managed for wildlife. However, if you can persuade a few farmers to leave one
or two hedges in ‘wildlife’ management it would make a real difference. …’
2. Advice from Linda Biddle, Rutland Natural History Society
‘… The late mowing of verges and removal of mowing’s is of course the strategy which should be applied, and which
was agreed with LRWT when the conservation verges were first set up in the 1990s. While mid-August is the ideal
time, realistically the local authority need to have at least a month in which to carry out mowing of verges when there
are so many verges to mow! I have been working with RCC on their Local Strategic Plan (LSP) Environment Forum, and
have spent a lot of time trying to protect the verges, and ensure that RCC correctly inform their contractors of the
rationale for best practice on conserving verges. I visited several verges with Craig Howat last year, and he is totally
sympathetic with our aims. The council too, notably Mark Loran who is in charge of contractors for RCC, are aware of
the correct procedure. The main problem is in making sure that the contractors carry out the work according to
instructions. …’
3. Advice from Mark Loran, Senior Environmental Services Manager, RCC
‘…Verges that are proposed for protection can be so done under two schemes:
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), administered by Natural England; or Local Wildlife Sites, where a ‘Panel’
assesses each proposed Site based on local criteria. I would suggest the next step is to contact those whom I believe
know more about this Panel:
Linda Biddle of the Rutland Natural History Society, abiddle21@talktalk.net; or
Ann Tomlinson of the Leicestershire & Rutland Wildlife Trust, ann.tomlinson@orangehome.co.uk.

Final - January 2017

As for our cutting regime, the Contractor is required to cut the Protected Verges in the same way as they cut all other
Rural Verges, i.e.:
Two 1m cuts of the visibility strip, that closest to the road, being normally in May and then June; a full width cut at the
end of the growing season; and additional cutting to maintain visibility splays for safety.
The only difference is the requirement for the collection of the cut grass on the Protected Verges.’
mloran@rutland.gov.uk
Back>>>>

SD7 Appendix NE4 (iii) Survey Results Summary
Question 9 of the Langham Neighbourhood Plan Survey (completed by 14th November 2014) asked ‘How important
are the following to the Natural Environment …….?” Results were as follows:
Very
Fairly
Not
Important
Important
Important
‘Biodiversity’
125
67
10
The ‘Brook’
203
45
1
The ‘Canal’
118
86
16
Green fields around the village’
218
32
2
‘Hedgerows and verges’
219
33
1
‘Wildlife’
223
22
1
‘Woodland areas’
198
41
3
A further question about management of these produced a range of responses and comments indicating particular
concern about the management of the Brook, the Canal and Biodiversity in general. The importance of Biodiversity
and Wildlife was stressed, and emphasis put on the importance of managing, maintaining and even creating various
natural habitats throughout the parish.
The unanimous view was that the fields around Langham - especially those that define the parish boundaries - are
important not only for biodiversity, but also to hold back 'urban creep'
Back>>>>

SD7 Appendix NE5 (i) Solar Farms and Biodiversity
Quotations from various bodies:
Natural England:
Solar parks are installations of multiple solar photovoltaic (PV) modules, usually mounted 1.5 - 2.5 metres above either
greenfield or brownfield land occupying between 2 and 15 hectares.
Well located and designed solar parks may not only avoid negative environmental impacts, but may also deliver
additional benefits to the environment beyond low carbon energy.
Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment:
Development of solar parks offers the potential to create enhancements to the ecological interest of sites, particularly
where land is removed from intensive agricultural production.
Ecological potential can be maximised by encouraging and promoting a diverse range of habitats within developments,
such as wildflower meadows, and by designing and adapting built structures, such as control buildings, to promote
nesting, roosting or hibernating animals such as bats.
Senior Conservation Officer, Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust:
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The Trust is broadly supportive of solar farms as a means of contributing positively to the major issues around climate
change and energy security. Our main concern with the siting of solar farms is to ensure that they are not damaging
existing habitats during their construction. … However, in our experience most solar farms are being constructed on
intensively managed agricultural land. Solar farms, if designed properly, do offer the opportunity to turn intensively
managed land into land that is much more beneficial to wildlife.
Regional Environment and Rural Policy Adviser, NFU East Midlands Region (as part of an observation to South Kesteven
people preparing Neighbourhood Plans, to encourage them not to set themselves against Renewables on farms):
‘The UK must meet a target of 15% renewables by 2020. Currently we are languishing in last place of EU member states
at 5% of energy needs met by renewables.’
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds:
The RSPB strongly supports the deployment of solar arrays on roofs and other built infrastructure, such as car parks
and bridges, where few if any risks are posed to the natural environment. We also support appropriately sited and
managed solar farms, and encourage all developers to proactively manage such sites to benefit wildlife. Where the
development of a solar farm would have a significant and detrimental impact on biodiversity, however, we would
oppose it.
Large PV arrays mounted in agricultural fields (or other non-urban / unsealed areas) are unlikely to be a concern from
a nature conservation perspective provided they are developed in suitable locations. There is no evidence that solar
farms displacing agricultural production is a concern at the current scale of deployment. Furthermore, solar farms can
in fact provide complementary opportunities for agricultural activities such as conservation grazing, and may also
benefit future production by effectively letting land lie fallow whilst the installation is in place. Vegetation will grow
under the solar panels and this will require management. Grazing by sheep, chickens or geese should be acceptable,
and are preferable to mowing, spraying or mulching.
Because panels are raised above the ground on posts, greater than 95% of a field utilised for solar farm development
is still accessible for plant growth and potentially for wildlife enhancements. Furthermore, solar sites are secure sites
with little disturbance from humans and machinery once construction is complete. Most sites have a lifespan of at
least 20 years which is sufficient time for appropriate land management to yield real wildlife benefit

Back>>>>
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SD7 Appendix NE5 (ii) Survey Results Summary
In response to the Langham Neighbourhood Plan Survey (completed by 14th November 2014), Question 11, asking
about the importance of energy sustainability in the Parish of Langham, only 5% of the 280 respondents thought it not
important; 62% thought it ‘very important’ and 33% ‘fairly important’.
In response to Question 12 of the above survey, using a series of tick-boxes answering the question “Which of these
forms of sustainable energy would be appropriate for Langham Parish?” (referring to Anaerobic digester, Solar Farm,
Wind Farm, Solar panels on houses, single wind turbine),
77% (176/229) thought Anaerobic Digesters unacceptable or not ideal
59% (135/237) thought a Solar Farm unacceptable or not ideal
83% (199/239) thought a Wind Farm unacceptable or not ideal
59% (145/244) thought a single wind turbine unacceptable or not ideal (but this result may be misleading as no
indication was given of the supposed size of the wind turbine)
73% (188/257) believed Solar panels on houses either ‘acceptable’ or ‘very appropriate’
Back>>>>
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