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Application: 2014/0581/RES ITEM 4  
Proposal: Reserved matters application for the construction of 187 new 

residential dwellings, garages and associated infrastructure 
(Area 10). 

Address: Land between Barleythorpe and Burley Park Way, Barleythorpe 
Applicant:  Larkfleet Homes Parish BARLEYTHORPE 
Agent: N/A Ward Oakham North 

West 
Reason for presenting to Committee: Major Development – local objections 
Date of Committee: 14 October 2014 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The reserved matters scheme is for Phase 10 of the Hawksmead development 
and follows the approved Masterplan and Design code in its design and layout. 
There have been objections to the scheme but they are not material to the 
approval of reserved matters on layout, design and landscaping. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
APPROVAL, subject to the following condition: 
 

The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in complete 
accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans, numbers........    . 
 
Reason - For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 

 
 
 
Site & Surroundings 
 
1. This site comprises the western half of the former RAS Showground at the southern 

end of the overall Hawksmead site. It comprises open grassland and was until 
recently used for rugby and junior football. There is a row of redundant buildings 
used for changing etc by the Rugby Club. It is bounded by Phase 1 to the north, 
Phase 9 (yet to be submitted) to the east and hedgerows and Main Road 
Barleythorpe to the south and west. 

 
Proposal 
 
2. This is a submission seeking approval of Reserved Matters following the original 

outline permission. Those matters only relate to layout, scale and appearance of the 
buildings to be erected and the landscaping. Any other issues are dealt with by 
discharge of outline conditions for this phase and are not included in this submission. 
 

3. The scheme provides 187 dwellings and apartments in various forms from 1½ storey 
to 3 storey. Although not a reserved matter, the application states that 16 affordable 
housing units would be provided on this site. 

 
4. Density is around 43 dwellings per hectare and parking is provided both on plot and 

in garage courts and under flats. There are 386 spaces shown, together with 35 
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designated visitor spaces also shown. All conventional dwellings have their own off 
street parking, 32 of which have 3 spaces on plot. This equates to 2.25 spaces per 
unit on this phase. 

 
Relevant Planning History 
 
Application Description Decision  
 2009/1309 Outline application for the 

overall site. 
Approved July 2011 

Planning Guidance and Policy 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
Para’s 56 – 66 – Requiring Good Design 
 
Members will be aware that the Site Allocations and Policies DPD: Submission document 
with modifications recommended by Inspector (August 2014) is recommended for formal 
adoption at Full Council on 13 October 2014.  
 
If adopted, its polices will immediately replace the Saved Polices of the Rutland Local Plan 
(2001) and will form part of the Development Plan, thereby carrying full weight for the 
purposes of decision making. Members are aware that decisions must be made in 
accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The DPD Policies identified in this report have also been renumbered as a result of the 
Modifications recommended by the Inspector. They are set out below within a schedule of 
policies that assumes the DPD has been adopted, and within another schedule that would 
apply if it is not adopted. 
 
Members will be updated further via the addendum report.  
 

 
Option 1: DPD is adopted 

Development Plan 
 
The Rutland Core Strategy 
 
CS19 – Good Design 
 
Site Allocations and Polices DPD (2014) 
 
Policy SP15 – Design & Amenity – Adequate vehicle parking must be provided to serve the 
needs of the development, with provision for vehicles and cycle parking. Provision should 
meet the standards in Appendix 2. In exceptional circumstances in town centres the 
standards maybe varied to reflect the accessibility of the site by non car methods. 
 
Appendix 2 – Parking Standards 
 
There are no specified standards for 1 bed units. For 2 bed units the standard specifies 1 
allocated space and 1 share/communal space per unit. 
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Option 2: DPD is not adopted 

Development Plan 
 
The Rutland Core Strategy (2011) 
 
CS19 – Promoting Good Design 
 
Rutland Local Plan (2001) 
 
HT4 – Permission will not be granted for development which would be likely to result in an 
increase in …parking on roads unsuited for such use, if it would cause a road safety hazard 
or be detrimental to amenity. 
HT5 – Adequate and Safe Access 
 
Other Material Considerations 
 
Site Allocations and Policies DPD: Submission document with modifications recommended 
by Inspector (August 2014)  
 
SP15 – Design & Amenity 
 
Appendix 2 – Parking Standards 
 
There are no specified standards for 1 bed units. For 2 bed units the standard specifies 1 
allocated space and 1 share/communal space per unit. 
 
Consultations 
 
See APPENDIX 2 
 
Neighbour Representations 
 
Agents on behalf of Meccalte, Lands End Way 
 
5. Although our clients site does not adjoin the application site, , they still wish to 

comment in relation to layout plan 300-SK-03 submitted with the application. This 
shows an indicative layout for Phase 9 and Mecc Alte are concerned that it shows  
dwelliongs close to their factory. On Phase 1, allotments wer eused to mitigate th 
eproximity of the housoes and simialr treatment should be used in the case of 
Phase 9. 

 
Resident of Stud Road 
 
6. Were not consulted direct. Concerned that others were nto notified and that due to 

holiday period they have not had a chance to comment.  The proposal is for a very 
high density development of which there are 2 parts Area 10 West & Area 9 East - to 
follow.  We moved to Rutland from Birmingham and have some very poor 
experiences of the social impact of such developments in our professional lives. The 
planned height of many of these buildings at 3 storeys creates a canyon effect as the 
roads are narrow and insufficient parking has been allowed.  Oakham Plan states 
that there should be 1.5 to 2 parking spaces per 4+ roomed dwelling.  The density of 
the housing and very small sized rooms on the plan is not conducive to family living 
especially when it is terraced into blocks. There appear to be no planned variation in 
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styles or building materials.   In the original Rutland Plan for Oakham North 
Compliance condition 4  states taller properties of 2.2 and 3 storeys at Key Vistas 
and pause points.  These indicatethat 2.2 and 3 storey would be a feature and an 
exception not a norm.  There are no small bungalows planned within the 
development. There are insufficient green spaces planned within the development.  . 
Hedgesand trees should be retainedCan the  original large white gates that marked 
the original Rutland Showground entrance stay?  This would enhance the entrance to 
the development.  Larkfleets proposal for housing on th eemplyment site could 
relieve the pressure from them to have such a high density development on area 9 & 
10.  There is also growing pressure on the education and medical facilities within 
Oakham with so much development. Can it be a stipulation that the site traffic is 
prohibited from using Stud Road, Racecourse Road and Blacksmiths Avenue on 
Leighfield Park.  Could a compund be sited away from Leighfield Park Area where 
we have put up with incessant noise, mud and dust for the past year+ and into the 
foreseeable future while this part is completed. The original plan for Oakham North 
was 1000+ houses, do we actually need them?  Many of the houses on Leighfield 
Park have been bought as Buy to Let (not terribly successfully!) and others are 
already trying to sell but finding it impossible as the development is crowded and 
insufficient parking spaces are leading to problems with parking on pavements.  

 
Resident of Blacksmiths Avenue 
 
7. As residents living adjacent to the tree belt to the north of the proposed development 

we wish to raise some points for consideration. In the 10 months we have lived here 
on the Larkfleet development we have noted tawny owls, buzzards, green 
woodpeckers, bats and a wide variety of other birds, butterflies and dragonflies. The 
former playing fields designated for building at present provide an important wildlife 
resource, eg ants for woodpeckers, and mice, voles and shrews for owls. The 
compliance document (C32-34) describes this area as having 'no significant ecology' 
but, given our direct observations, this cannot be true! The proposed development 
could be considerably enhanced for both wildlife and humans by giving more 
attention to wildlife corridors. The proposed apartment blocks would create large 
sterile areas of tarmac car-parking and no garden spaces, whereas providing small 
individual homes would add gardens and gravel driveways, as on previous phases of 
the development. Impermeable car parks increase surface run-off and decrease 
infiltration, robbing adjacent trees, hedgerows and plants of water.. Other responses, 
including those from Langham Parish Council, also query the acceptability of three-
storey apartment blocks for a variety of reasons and we hope you will consider these 
carefully, possibly visiting the apartment block on Stud Road to assess its 
environmental impact compared with other alternative designs nearby. We chose to 
retire to Oakham because of its predominantly rural character. We chose to live on 
Leighfield Park because it promised a mixed community with imaginative and varied 
designs of property. We feel that some minor alterations to the new proposals could 
enhance the future environmental quality for everyone living here - and for the wildlife 
too! 

 
Planning Assessment 
 
8. Members are reminded that the only issues that can be considered in a Reserved 

Matters submission are layout, scale and appearance of the buildings to be erected 
and the landscaping.  Other issues raised cannot be considered in this application. 

 
9. The main issues are those matters set out above as reserved matters. 
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Layout 
 
10. The overall layout of streets follows very closely that shown on the MasterPlan and 

the Design Code. The dwellings themselves are at a relatively high density but are all 
considered to meet normal standards. 
 

11. A revised layout showing tracking for highway purposes has been received and 
further comments are awaited. 

 
Scale and appearance of the buildings to be erected 
 
12. The scale and design of the proposed units follows that approved on Phase 1 to the 

north. Additional 3 storey units are located along the main spine road, in accordance 
with the scale heights plan approved at outline stage which indicated up to 3 storey 
along the spine road.  
 

13. The design of the properties follows those on other phases, with additonal 3 storey 
units being located along the Spine Road and along the central south-west to north-
east road in the centre of the Phase. 
 

14. 2 storey dwellings would face onto the open space (outside this application site) 
which runs along the Barleythorpe edge so 3 storey would not be prominent and 
would generally be set back into the development. This is in accordance with the 
approved Building Height Parameter plan approved at outline stage. It would also 
compliment existing 3 storey dwellings on Main Road nearer to the railway station.  
 

15. The dwellings facing Main Road would be 60-90 metres back from the Main Road 
boundary hedge. The open space in between will eventually be equipped with some 
play equipment and surfacing (currently subject to separate discussion with 
Hawksmead) as well as providing general open space.  

 
Landscaping 
 
16. Final details of the landscaping are still awaited and will be included in the 

Addendum. There is unlikely to be any major issue with landscaping. 
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Consultation Responses 
 
1. Environment Agency   
 
 
 

 
2. Natural England    
 
3. Network Rail - York  
 
4. Planning Ecology    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Archaeology  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We have no objection to the reserved maters application as submitted. The 
applicant is reminded that they will need to comply with the requirements of 
the drainage strategy for the proposed development as agreed in 
application APP/2011/0832. 
 
No objections. 
 
No observations to make. 
 
Our records indicate that badgers have previously been recorded close to 
the application site.  We would therefore recommend that an updated 
badger survey (completed within the last two years i.e. since May 2012) is 
completed and submitted in support of the application.  As badgers are 
mobile and regularly move their setts, there is a chance that badgers have 
moved into the current application site, particularly with the disturbance in 
the wider area.  It is therefore important that any badgers on site are 
identified and mitigated for as appropriate. We have concerns about the 
cumulative impact of development in this area on the local badger 
population.  Our records indicate that a main badger sett has previously 
been recorded to the east of Oakham Office Park (along the watercourse 
corridor).  If this badger sett is still occupied, the development to the south 
may cause both the loss of badger foraging grounds and the badgers into 
the developed area.  Has this been considered?  An updated survey of this 
area would be useful in order to assess the impact of the current 
development on the badger population. Without a more detailed mitigation 
plan for the whole of the Barleythorpe area there is a real risk that the 
badgers will become isolated and trapped.  The significant loss of foraging 
grounds for the badger are likely to encourage badgers into private gardens 
to forage.  This often causes conflict between badgers and homeowners 
and should be avoided. 
 
Following appraisal of the above development scheme, we recommend that 
you advise the applicant of the following archaeological requirements. The 
Leicestershire and Rutland Historic Environment Record (HER) notes the 
presence of significant heritage assets within the affected development 
area, including cropmark, and geophysical evidence for a pair of probable 
Early Bronze Age round barrows (HER ref.: MLE5020 & 5021), these form 
part of a small barrow cemetery including the excavated remains of a 
barrow recorded prior to the development of Phase 1 (MLE16640).  The 
archaeological investigation of the latter demonstrated good quality 
preservation of buried remains, including in situ human burials, flint and 
pottery as well as less well preserved environmental evidence.  It can be 
assumed, subject to the effects of differing land use, that the expected 
barrows within the development area offer a similar level of archaeological 
information, overall the complex of features can be assessed as of at least 
regional importance. Additional archaeological remains of other dates and 
differing types are also recorded within and in the immediate vicinity of the 
development area, adding to the potential of the site, however the extent, 
quality and character of these remains is yet to be established. In each of 
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6. Langham Parish Council 
 
  
 

the above two cases the developer must make provision for the further 
investigation by trial trenching of the archaeological deposits, this should be 
submitted in support of their development proposals. The preservation of 
archaeological remains is, of course, a material consideration in the 
determination of planning applications. The proposals include operations 
that will impact upon the expected archaeological remains present, 
however, the archaeological implications of this cannot be adequately 
assessed on the basis of the currently available information.  Since it is 
possible that archaeological remains will be adversely affected by this 
proposal, we recommend that the planning authority defer determination of 
the application and request that the applicant complete an Archaeological 
Impact Assessment of the proposals. This will require provision by the 
applicant for: A field evaluation, by appropriate techniques including trial 
trenching, if identified necessary in the assessment, to identify and locate 
any archaeological remains of significance, and propose suitable treatment 
to avoid or minimise damage by the development.  Further design, civil 
engineering or archaeological work may then be necessary to achieve this. 
This information should be submitted to the planning authority before any 
decision on the planning application is taken, so that an informed decision 
can be made, and the application refused or modified in the light of the 
results as appropriate.  Without the information that such an Assessment 
would provide, it would be difficult in our view for the planning authority to 
assess the archaeological impact of the proposals. Should the applicant be 
unwilling to supply this information as part of the application, it may be 
appropriate to consider directing the applicant to supply the information 
under Regulation 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Applications) 
Regulations 1988, or to refuse the application.  These recommendations 
conform to the advice provided in DCLG National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) Section 12, paras. 128, 129 & 135). Should you be 
minded to refuse this application on other grounds, the lack of 
archaeological information should be an additional reason for refusal, to 
ensure the archaeological potential is given future consideration. The 
Historic & Natural Environment Team (HNET), Leicestershire County 
Council, as advisors to the planning authority, will provide a formal Brief for 
the work and approve a Specification for the Assessment at the request of 
the applicant.  This will ensure that the necessary programme of 
archaeological work is undertaken to the satisfaction of the planning 
authority, in a cost-effective manner and with minimum disturbance to the 
archaeological resource.  The Specification should comply with this 
Department Guidelines and Procedures for Archaeological Work in 
Leicestershire and Rutland and relevant Institute of Field Archaeologists 
Standards Code of Practice and should include a suitable indication of 
arrangements for the implementation of the archaeological work, and the 
proposed timetable. Information on suitable archaeological organisations to 
carry out this work can be obtained from HNET. Should you have any 
further queries please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
Access. The accessibility to, and within the site for vehicles, cycles and 
pedestrians is generally acceptable. Recommend approval. Appearance. 
The location of this segment of the Oakham North development is situated 
on the Oakham town side, originally the Rutland Showground. The 3 storey 
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apartment blocks, though not typical of the wider rural area, are located 
close to the new build surrounding Oakham train station. This is fronted by 
3 storey housing. The 3 storey construction will not integrate with the rural 
parish of Barleythorpe, and apartment blocks of reduced size and height 
may be more acceptable.  There is some variation of house design, but no 
indication of materials to be used. Chimneys are included in some house 
designs, but there are no working fireplaces shown on the plans. Bin stores 
and bin collection points are as stated on the plans, but these may not be 
sufficient. However, a balance must be struck in a limited local area. 
Parking facilities are insufficient, and parking will increase, as 
acknowledged in the application  Planning Compliance Statement June 
2014. Further consideration needs to be given to House Design 3310, a 3 
storey family house with 4 bedrooms. There is little room for family scale 
eating in the house, only available in the kitchen/utility room. There is no 
further dining space available on the kitchen level unless the garage is 
converted. It would appear to be better if the full dining-kitchen area and the 
living room were adjacent on the first floor. The 4th bedroom, en-suite and 
WC could then occupy the ground floor. At present, it is a very poor and 
unrealistic design for family use. All other houses presented in the plans 
appear to respond to family living and needs. Recommend approval for the 
houses, subject to addressing the design as indicated. Recommend refusal 
for the 3 storey apartment blocks. Landscaping. There is some tree planting 
and an area of structural planting which is commendable. The area 
between the Main Road (old A606) and the proposed houses is not to be 
developed. There is to be some planting of trees in this area, but additional 
tree planting along the border with the Main Road would enhance this 
approach to Oakham, provide a habitat for wildlife and help make the 
development more acceptable. Apart from the latter it would be difficult to 
provide additional landscaping in this cramped development. Green and 
sport related spaces edge the development which is commendable. 
Recommend approval. Layout. Within the confines of such a high density 
development, much of the layout is acceptable. However, although the 
number of off road parking spaces may comply with guidelines, parking 
provision is inadequate. In reality, many residences will have at least two 
car owners as two adult occupants will need to work, usually outside the 
area, in order to service a mortgage. Garages are often used for storage, 
as modern homes are small and lack storage space. Apartments are only 
allocated one parking space each and there is no provision for visitor 
parking. It appears that some on road parking is planned, but, this too, will 
not be adequate for the number of proposed dwellings. There is likely to be 
a considerable amount on overflow parking on the roads and this will cause 
problems, particularly for emergency services, for those seeking access to 
dwellings. The Flood Risk assessment appears to be thorough and 
acceptable. However, as much of this land will be concreted over, 
consideration should be given to providing gravel or other suitable 
permeable materials for drives and parking areas. This would be preferable 
to tarmac, block paving or similar materials which do not allow water to 
penetrate below the surface. Many specialists now encourage the use of 
permeable materials in order to reduce the risk of flooding. Recommend 
refusal. Scale: The long, three storey blocks of apartment to be situated 
along the Avenue are completely out of scale for this area. Although there 
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7. Sport England    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Oakham Town Council   
 
 
 
9. Highways.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

is a slight staggering in two areas and a change of direction in one, these 
apartments will have a continuous frontage (i.e. width) of approximately 78 
metres. This large block will have significant visual impact and an 
overbearing effect on both adjacent dwellings and on the wider area of 
development. Such blocks are not typical of the area and will have a 
detrimental effect on Barleythorpe Parish, the Hawksmead development 
and on the setting of the ancient market town of Oakham. Considerably 
smaller apartment blocks with a maximum height of two storeys may be 
acceptable. Is there such a high demand for so many apartments in this 
area or is this just a means of the developer reaching the target number of 
dwellings? Taking in to account the limited amount of land available for 
such a large development and mindful of existing outline planning consent, 
the scale of the other dwellings is acceptable. Recommend refusal for three 
storey apartment blocks. Recommend approval for dwellings other than 
above. 
 
The site includes the playing fields last used by Oakham Rugby Club, who 
also sublet part of the playing field to Royce Rovers Football Club. 
Condition 5 of the outline consent was intended secure the replacement 
rugby and football playing fields and ancillary facilities. Sport England 
supported the discharge of condition 5 subject to the both the new rugby 
and football pitches being fit for purpose and available for use. Sport 
England does not have an issue with the approval of the reserved matters if 
the replacement playing field area will, as agreed, be available for use 
before the start of the 2014/15 season. We would be grateful if you would 
advise us of the outcome of the application by sending a copy of the 
decision notice.  
 
We note that the application does not comply with the Core Strategy Plan 
(CS5) on many points.  Therefore unable to approve the application, in 
particular the 3 storey block is out of character for the rural scene 
 
Bus stops agreed in the masterplan have been omitted..Lack of sufficient 
parking for residents and substandard internally dimensioned FOG garages 
will result in on-street parking causing obstruction and congestion.Tracking 
for large vehicles has been omitted. Details on visibility splays at junctions 
and bends has been omitted. Parking courts serving 10 or more spaces 
should be accessed via a kerbed radii junction, not a dropped crossing of 
the footway / verge. A planning meeting with the Highway Authority is still 
required and has not been fulfilled. 
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