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Watermead Corridor Policy – Stakeholder Consultation, 26th June 2012 
Thurmaston Memorial Hall, Thurmaston 
 
Note of Meeting 
 
Attendance 
(The following people signed the attendance sheet) 
 
Tony Scott     Action for a Better Charnwood 
Julian Howe    Birstall Parish Councillor 
Eric Vardy Borough Councillor Support Member / Syston 

West 
Ian Dickinson   British Waterways 
Caroline Chave   Capita Symonds 
Helen Edwards   CPRE Charnwood  
Rachael Mkanza   Leicester City Council 
Tony Lockley Leicestershire County Council Environment 

and Transport 
Edwin McWilliam  Leicestershire County Council 
Roy Denney  Leicestershire Local Access Forum 
Tom Watkinson  Raynsway Properties Ltd 
John Evans  Inland Waterways Association 
Cllr Mark Lowe  Thurmaston Parish and Borough Councillor 
Brenda Seaton  Thurmaston Parish and Borough Councillor 
Tracy Kume  Thurmaston Parish Councillor 
Mr Datterbury  Thurmaston Parish Councillor 
K. Knaggs  Thurmaston Parish Councillor 
S. Rose  Thurmaston Parish Councillor 
J. Knaggs  Thurmaston Parish Councillor 
R. Raven  Thurmaston Parish Councillor 
A. Patel  Thurmaston Parish Councillor 
Mrs S. Coombe  Thurmaston Parish Councillor 
Steve Brown  Thurmaston Parish Councillor 
Paul; Hall  LCC 
Steve Hampson  LU / STC / CBC 
Michael and Lynn Westwood Thurmaston Times 
Iain Bentley  Charnwood Borough Council 
David Hankin  Charnwood Borough Council 
Geoff Brown  Charnwood Borough Council 
 
 
Introduction 
 
David Hankin set out the context for the development of planning policy for the 
Watermead Corridor referring to : 



 Planning for Next Generation Further Consultation, February, 2008 
 Stakeholder Workshop, December 2010 
 Stakeholder Workshop, February 2011 
 
He explained the work which was currently ongoing to develop a policy for the 
Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy and the purpose of the meeting to consider 
the issues arising from the preparation of a draft policy and the Sustainability 
Appraisal. 
 
Towards a Policy for the Watermead Corridor 
 
 The following issues were raised during the discussion: 
 
1. Employment land  
 
The key issue for participants was flexibility of planning policy. There was a 
strong wish to ensure that policy was not set too restrictively to constrain the 
types of employment which could come forward. Limiting the amount of office 
space (Class B1a) at Wanlip Road to no more than 10% was criticized by a large 
number of participants. Comments expressed were as follows: 
 
 “Including a figure of 10% would shackle developers and not be sufficiently 

responsive to market demand. 
 “Instead of working with the City Council we appear to be accommodating the 

City” 
 “A large number of high quality jobs need to be provided to complement the 

housing growth rather than B8 warehouses which employ relatively few 
people”. 

 “Jobs are needed not homes – we should not create a retirement village” 
 “The attractive water environment lends itself to attracting a major office 

employer” 
 “The figure of 10% and 1,000sqm cap on unit size was  unduly restrictive 

according to Raynsway and would not provide the opportunity to provide a 
landmark building”.   

 
David Hankin explained the need to work with the City Council on planning for 
the wider needs of the Principal Urban Area and the need to have regard to the 
findings of new independent research on employment land planning which will 
shortly be available. It was also important to emphasize that new Government 
planning guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework states that city 
centres should be the focus of office development.  Rachael Mkanza of Leicester 
City Council also highlighted the need to have regard to new evidence arising 
from the employment land study and the duty to cooperate. 
 
 
 



2. Leisure, Tourism and Schooling 
 
It was agreed that the recreational potential of the area was not being exploited 
and there was considerable scope to upgrade existing facilities and provide new 
facilities. There was support for a visitor centre but funding would need to be 
taken forward outside of the planning process. Comments expressed included 
the following:  
 
 “There was a need to capture more tourism and provide more facilities to 

cater for them” 
 “There was nothing to encourage people to visit”. 
 “There was a need to provide more recreational opportunities for children” 
 “Food and drink uses would complement hotel uses”  
 “Need to have regard to the impact of housing on schools”  
 
David Hankin reported that the Core Strategy will set out the strategic planning 
policy and it would be necessary for detailed aspects of policy and 
implementation to follow. Infrastructure to support any development would be 
necessary and this would need to be funded by developer contributions or other 
means. 
 
Planning Process 
 
There was strong support for the indicative planning policy. Stakeholders felt that 
the wording should be as open as possible to allow for flexibility in 
implementation. Raynsway referred to the amount of stakeholder and community 
involvement that had already taken place to inform their planning application and 
expressed the view that refining the policy in a site allocations document would 
not be appropriate as it would delay implementation. David Hankin made clear 
that the policy for Watermead was being developed independently from the 
proposal for a Sustainable Urban Extension east of Thumaston.          
 
 
 
 


