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   LETTER  FOR  PUBLICATION ON 29 MARCH –  395  WORDS  IN  BODY  OF  TEXT 
 

Dear Editor, 

May I follow up on my criticisms of Rutland’s politics which are failing Rutlanders? ` 

Taking back control involves our County Council, and also our local Parish Councils which have 
precepted (taxed) us in total £0.73 million for the 2019-2020 tax year. Many villages have Parish 
Meetings, which generally do not tax but can bring good outcomes. Some have no local council. 

My team has letterboxed many village households whose Parish Council seems unsatisfactory. 

Our Uppingham and Oakham Town Councils taxed £105,393 and £273,990 respectively. Their 
actions on RAF North Luffenham or its misleading MoD title of “St Georges Barracks” are key 
issues. How did they respond to the RCC’s Consultation which closed last September 24th? 

Your Uppingham Town Council has earned many brownie points. But its Consultation response 
was “Uppingham Town Council is in broad agreement with the items added in bold letters. In 
addition it would ask that a further vision is included addressing the impact across both the site and 
remainder of the county in terms of road usage and volumes.” 

Should their response have been “Scrap This Vision”?  Last Autumn, 1,740 households were 
letterboxed by my team, 99 responded of which 71 disagreed or strongly disagreed with the MoD 
Proposals?  The usual response is “our democratically elected members represent 100% of the 
community”. On such a major issue, should your Town Council have actively sought the views of 
their voters?   

Your Oakham Town Council may have earned brownie points. But its Consultation response on the 
RAF North Luffenham issue is troubling. You can establish from their meeting minutes that it was 
probably submitted by the Town Council’s Chairman. You will not find the actual submission 
because it was delivered on-line and your Town Council did not retain a copy. At the Rutland Full 
Council Meeting of 21st January, Adam Lowe wisely voted against the MoD Proposals. 

Oakham Town Council did not actively seek the views of their voters.  Last Autumn 4,260 
households were letterboxed by my team, 288 responded of which 219 disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with the MoD Proposals. On such a major issue should your Town Council have actively 
sought the views of their voters?   

May I suggest that Oakham Town Council should avoid any elected member also being a sitting 
County Councillor? Oakham Town Council could be open to the charge of being captured by 
Rutland County Council. 

Yours faithfully,   

Egerton Gilman 

Pilton         tony.gilman@btconnect.com 

Dear Editor: Please either publish this letter as written, including paragraphing, or don’t print it at all. Thanks 

                    Feed free to publish it also in the Rutland Times on 28st March, at your complete discretion.  
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