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PLANNING COMMITTEE: 5th April 2022 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 
 
The “Supplementary Information” report supplements the main Planning Agenda.  It is 
produced on the day of the Committee and is circulated at the Committee meeting.  It is used 
as a means of reporting matters that have arisen after the Agenda has been 
completed/circulated, which the Committee should be aware of before considering any 
application reported for determination. 
 
Correspondence received is available for inspection. 
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Terms of reference, Hursley Park report.  
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21/01600/OUT 
 

Outline planning application (All Matters Reserved except for 
means of access and scale) for the construction of a new 
Category B prison of up to 82,555sqm within a secure perimeter 
fence, together with access, parking, landscaping and associated 
engineering works.  
 
Land Adj HM Prison, Welland Avenue, Gartree, Lubenham 

 
Additional Representations 
Cllr King, Leader, Harborough District Council 
I was first made aware of the interest by the MoJ in development of additional prison capacity, 
as part of the Government's New Prisons programme, in summer 2021 as part of their 
stakeholder consultation. The new prisons programme is one that I am in general policy terms 
supportive of. 
 
In respect of the Gartee plan, I was involved in a round of pre-submission discussions and 
many of the issues I raised then are issues that have been highlighted in the report or via the 
local community responses. I share many of the concerns that residents have raised. 
From recollection, the MoJ  stated that one of the main reasons for choosing Gartree for this 
expansion of prison capacity was driven by the hard fact that the MoJ own the land and as a 
result the financial costs to the scheme now being proposed by them was lower than if they 
had to buy the land on the open market. This represents best value to us all as taxpayers. 
 
Logically, adding more prison spaces to land that you own next to an existing prison is worth 
evaluating via the  application process. 
 
In my opinion and experience this is a good report by officers and there is sufficient information 
to make a decision. I think the conclusion in Part 7 of the report 'Planning Balance' outlines 
the  issues that members of the committee will need to evaluate and decide, clearly and 
concisely. 
 
In an ideal world then yes, it may have been better if these proposals had come via the Local 
Plan review process, but as the report outlines, the MoJ demand for new prison places is 
urgent to accommodate the growth in longer custodial sentences. LPA has to consider an 
application submitted to it. 
 
As the Leics County Councillor for the division that includes the application site, there have 
been numerous meetings with county officers, the MOJ and myself as the LCC member to 
look at concerns of residents and other stakeholders, to explore mitigation, and other non-
planning related benefits. The latter are outlined on page 216 of the report in para 6.14.2. A 
late addition to this is the proposal to improve local public bus services to/from the prison. 
The benefits involved both financially and otherwise, are not unsubstantial and would deliver 
a quantum of infrastructure improvements via the s278 process and other unilateral 
undertakings, which could make a real and positive lasting difference to the communities in 
Lubenham, Foxton and Gartree itself.  
 
There are also the proposals to improve Welland Avenue and other aspects of the Gartree 
estate as part of the plan, if it was approved.  
 
Whilst the improvements required via the planning process are not as extensive as many 
people including myself initially thought  would be required. I think on balance the officers 
report does explore and explain why only limited  mitigation can be secured via the planning 
process. 
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However, if this scheme was to be approved then I would like to suggest the following, if not 
already incorporated:- 

1. Cycle facilities- that a fully weather proofed and secure storage area and changing 
facilities are incorporated into the site for cyclists along with electric charging points for 
electric bikes. 

2. Parking and weather proofed storage, changing for motorcyclists and e-charging 
points. 

3. Local Labour agreement- discussions on this to include the Economic Development 
team at HDC 

4. Details sought as to how any construction traffic routing plan will be strictly enforced 
and a system of sanction for any transgression applied 

5. A liaison group of local stakeholders and residents to be created and meet regularly 
for the duration of the whole process until occupation. 

6. The establishment of a community engagement group for the post development 
process- in perpetuity funded by the MoJ. 

So what are the alternative uses for this land?  
 
Firstly, this application could have come to the LPA as a series of extensions to the existing 
prison, but then there would be very limited scope to obtain any of the many  positive 
improvements that this proposal for the new prison does bring, both through the planning and 
non-planning gains. 
 
Secondly, if this scheme doesn't proceed then  there is a significant and real risk that the MoJ 
will sell off the surplus land that it doesn't require, to I 'd suggest a large scale house builder. 
That would bring development pressures of an altogether different nature  
Ultimately this comes down to a matter of  significant national public benefit vs some harm and 
what weight is attached to each. 
 
The significant public benefits are clearly outlined and articulated in the report as is the harm. 
 
This is a balanced judgement that members will need to make. 
 
HDC professional & experienced planners are recommending approval. 
 
Armstrong Rigg Planning On behalf of Lubenham PC, Foxton PC, East Farndon PC, Great 
Bowden PC, Gumley PM, Laughton PM and Gartree Action Group  
Reference to the new facility within our previous representation (see Appendix G of the main 
report) as a “Category C” facility should read “Category B” 
 
Foxton Parish Council 
Foxton Parish Council wish to add this statement as a supplementary to our original objection 
to the Planning Application 21/01600/OUT. 
 
This has been influenced by the recent refusal of a very similar planning application for a large 
new prison near Aylesbury. The similarities with the Gartree application are uncanny, with the 
main difference being that their planning officer recommended refusal. 
 
We believe that this proposal should be refused because of the reasons below. 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that planning 
applications are determined in accordance with the local development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. This is reiterated within paragraph 47 of the NPPF (2021). 
The development plan is defined in Section 38(3)(b) of the 2004 Act as  “the development plan 
documents (taken as a whole) that have been adopted or approved in that area”. 
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There are material considerations which relate to this proposal namely the national and 
regional need for additional prison places. However, the application provides insufficient 
justification for the development of this sensitive site and does not provide convincing evidence 
that there are no alternative locations which accommodate this development. 
 
Paragraph 85 of the NPPF does recognise that there may be need for specific development 
beyond the existing settlements where there is a clearly identifiable local need. Whilst the 
above commitment from National Government is acknowledged and it has been identified that 
there is a regional need for two of the proposed four prisons to be located in the south of 
England and two in the north, this in itself does not justify the specific need for the location 
proposed, particularly given the sustainability issues which surround the site. It is 
acknowledged there is some logic to locating a new prison adjacent to an existing prison to 
allow for shared resources. Nevertheless, as part of the associated pre-application discussions 
for this proposal, the Parish Council asked for more information regarding the site selection 
process and criteria, including why other sites within the region were discounted, and the 
functional/ operational reasoning for selecting this site. This justification is pertinent to the 
determination of this application in order for the Local Planning Authority to consider whether 
there are any material considerations which indicate a decision other than in accordance with 
the development plan. 
 
No substantive reasons for the selecting specific location have been received.  The verbatim 
explanation from the MoJ for site selection is as follows: 
 
- “the land next to the existing HMP Gartree Prison is ideally located for a new Category B 
prison because of its suitability for building, geographic location and good transport links.  The 
site is also already owned by the Ministry of Justice." 
 
That the land is suitable for building upon and that the land is owned by the MoJ do not justify 
the site selection.  The remainder of this objection will focus on the merits of its geographic 
location and transport links. 
 
1. Geographic location 

 
The site is in detached from a strategic development area in an unsustainable location. 
 
Harborough District has no specific policies that relate to the provision of a new prison, nor is 
there an allocation for such a provision. Paragraph 84 of the NPPF seeks to encourage 
planning decisions which enable the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of 
businesses in rural areas; the development and diversification of agricultural and other land-
based rural businesses; sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments which respect the 
character of the countryside; and the retention and development of accessible local services 
and community facilities. With paragraph 85 advising that planning decisions should recognise 
that sites to meet local business and community needs in rural areas may have to be found 
adjacent to or beyond existing settlements. 
 
The proposal is located on land associated and within the ownership of the Ministry of Justice, 
adjacent to an existing prison. The proposal seeks the creation of an entirely new prison. 
Paragraph 84 of the NPPF makes allowances for the expansion of land-based rural 
businesses, local services and facilities. However, as the proposal is for a new prison rather 
than the expansion of existing facilities within the open countryside, the proposal would fail to 
comply with these exceptions in paragraph 84 of the NPPF. 
 
Within the supporting Planning Statement it advises that a commitment was made as part of 
the Conservative Manifesto (2019) confirming that the Government would ‘add 10,000 more 
prison places, with £2.75 billion already committed to refurbishing and creating modern 
prisons’. In June 2020, this was followed by an announcement that four new prisons would be 
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built across England over the next six years as part of the 10,000 Additional Prison Places 
Programme. ‘Following analysis of current and future national demand for additional prison 
places, two of these new prisons are proposed to be built in the North of England and two in 
the South, targeting areas of greatest forecast demand’. 
 
The supporting Planning Statement made no reference to how the proposed new prison is 
targeted to meet demand in the East Midlands.  
 
2. Transport links 
 
The limited opportunities available for undertaking trips by sustainable transport modes is 
admitted by the applicant. Consequently, this will result in increases in those visiting and 
working at the site who will be heavily reliant upon the use of a private motor vehicle for a 
significant proportion of trips. The site is therefore not sustainably located and therefore the 
proposal would fail to accord with local plan policies. 
 
Building this facility in an unsustainable location has significant consequences: there is a lack 
of housing availability and a lack of public transport.  Additionally, as the site has no pedestrian 
access from conurbations and is on top of a hill, there is almost no opportunity to travel to the 
site by active modes. 
 
Other Category B prisons are located in sustainable locations and the MoJ has provided no 
evidence to support the notion that new prisons need to be built in unsustainable countryside 
locations.  The table below demonstrates how both existing and new Category B prisons are 
located in brownfield sites: 
 

Name of site Number of 
prisoners 

Number of 
homes currently 
for sale within a 
3 mile radius for 
less than 10x the 
starting salary of 
a prison officer 

Is there a 
frequent 
commuter 
bus service to 
the site? 

Location 

New Gartree 1715 8 No Countryside, 
contrary to 
Policy GD3 

New HMP Fosse 
Way 

1680 121 Yes Brownfield 

HMP Altcourse 
(near Liverpool) 

1164 489 Yes Brownfield 

HMP Birmingham 1028 728 Yes Brownfield 

HMP Nottingham 1060 436 Yes Brownfield 

 
Roughly speaking, category B prisons have a prisoner: staff ratio of 2:1.  Hence, at Gartree, 
c.750 employees will be vying for homes reasonably close to the site.  An analysis of 
rightmove.co.uk demonstrates that there are currently only eight homes for sale within a three 
mile radius of the site, for less than £230,000 (ten times the starting salary of a prison officer).  
Contrast that to HMP Fosse Way, which also has the benefit of being 0.7 miles away from a 
train station and on multiple commuter bus routes.  It can be reasonably deduced that staff 
and visitors would travel to Gartree from afar, almost exclusively by private motor vehicles.  
Whilst the MoJ can provide no data on this point, it is likely that at least some employees and 
visitors travel to brownfield site prisons via active modes. 
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Leicestershire’s recently published Cycling and Walking Strategy commits the county to “work 
with district council partners through the development plan process to seek to ensure that new 
developments are located in places that offer genuine opportunities to make everyday trips 
using active modes” (Policy 1).  This commitment appears to have been ignored by both the 
County Council and the District Council. 
 
In summary: with the limited information provided, it is not possible to conclude that this is the 
most appropriate site to meet needs identified. Without this information, Officers should not 
attribute weight to the special circumstances of this site to overcome the in-principle objection 
to the development due to its unsustainable location. 
 
The applicant has failed to provide sufficient justification to properly evidence that the site 
selection has considered and discounted other alternative sites within the region and that this 
is the only site for the development of the new prison. The applicant has not provided clear 
and convincing justification that the harm to the locality could be avoided by finding an 
alternative site for the development of the new prison.  There is no evidence to support site 
selection on the basis of geographical location or good transport links.  In fact, the site is 
neither in the north nor the south and has very limited opportunities for sustainable travel with 
most journeys needing to be undertaken by private motor vehicle. 
 
Foxton School Governors 
I write for and on behalf of Foxton Primary School as a member of the Full Governing Body to 
object strongly to the planning application above. 
 
Our concern is mainly about road safety for children, their parents and associated carers. 
 
It is essential and necessary we maintain as safe parking as possible between 8am - 9am and 
3pm to 5.20pm along the main road outside the school for a number of reasons. There can be 
up to thirty cars at any one time parked on the road at these times enabling pick up or drop off 
of children.  
 
I don’t believe it has been noted that our school day is an extended day starting at 8am with 
children being dropped off for breakfast club by parents and carers on their way to work. The 
school day finishes at 5.20pm from our after school care enabling parents to pick their children 
up on the way home from work.   
 
We also must advise you only approx one third of our children come from Foxton. Another 
third come from Gumley and Gartree and a final third from out of catchment.  This means that 
always and without option at least half our children have no option but to brought to school by 
car and hence must be dropped off near the school entrance on the main road.  
 
The increased volume of traffic both during the construction phase of the new prison and later 
during its operational phase will undoubtedly  put children, parents and staff at greater risk of 
road accident which must be avoided. Safeguarding our children is paramount to our job as 
educators and we MUST ensure they both feel safe and are safe on their way to and from 
school. This large increase in traffic threatens this.  
 
I will also advise that many of the Foxton village children currently walk to school using the 
pedestrian path already. Widening the path will not make any difference to this number as it’s 
a nice walk as it is. The school has on a number of occasions attempted to increase the number 
walking to school by promoting the footpath and parking in the village. The problem however 
is twofold. Firstly is that there is very little safe parking for any number of cars anywhere in the 
village - much of the village has no pavements and canal traffic often takes up any of the few 
parking spaces available so people struggle to park and hence give in.  Where the path joins 
Swingbridge street itself the road is narrow, in a bottle neck  and has limited visibility.  Secondly 



 

7 
 

although we note our promotion has an effect for a day or so as soon as we get inclement 
weather or people are tight for time (which is most of the time) parents revert to parking on the 
road next to the school again. It’s unavoidable and necessary.  A wider path does not address 
these issues in any way.  
 
We believe a traffic management system is the minimum that needs to be put in place to keep 
our children safe. It must direct all relevant prison traffic away from the road outside the school 
during the pickup and drop of times stated above or we do dramatically increase the risk of 
serious harm.  
 
Please take this objection most seriously. If the understanding of the school opening and 
closing times and the make up of our school population and their need to use the road outside 
for pick up/drop off has not been fully identified or understood  you do now have the information 
in time  direct from the school to make a difference. Please help us keep our children safe.  
 
Lubenham Parish Council 
Please find below a mail I have sent to the Local Lead Flood Authority raising concerns about 
flooding of our local area, of which the extra discharge water from the prison will make worse. 
  
Can this be added to the planning document? 
 
‘Good Morning. 
  
My name is Rick Wilson and I am a councillor with Lubenham Parish Council, I recently 
attended a consultation event by the MoJ looking at the plans for the new prison at Gartree 
near Market Harborough. 
  
I noticed that the prison is intending to discharge surplus ground water into an existing water 
course, I have highlighted the water course on the attached map in red.  When I informed the 
MoJ that this water course was already causing flooding in several places along its length, I 
was informed that the flooding was caused by unmaintained culverts. This is incorrect; 
presently I am working with the environment agency, Welland Rivers Trust and Welland Valley 
Partnership on a project to investigate the flooding at Lubenham Village.  This water course 
has been identified as one of the sources contributing to the existing flooding, the environment 
agency presently has three river level monitoring stations collecting data. 
  
 The present locations that flood, I have highlighted in green on the attached map, these 
include: 
  
Grazing land:  This is due to the old land drains no longer working and the area flooding. 
Roads: These include Laughton road, Foxton Road in Lubenham, there are also reports of 
flooding at Welland Avenue in Gartree 
Lubenham Village: East Farndon Road under the old railway line where the road crosses the 
river Welland. 
  
The council's concerns are that if the new prison discharges more water into this water course, 
flooding will increase further downstream. In the MoJ response to the LLFA comments made 
on the planning application, the MoJ quoted a discharge rate in the region of 47 litres 
per second.  This is a considerable amount of extra water into a water course which already 
floods at peak times. 
  
Can our concerns be taken into account when dealing with the MoJ if planning goes ahead, if 
you require any more detail please do not hesitate to contact me.’ 
 
See plan – Appendix A of this Supplementary Information List. 
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Additional Neighbour Representations 
Since the publication of the report, an additional 26 objections have been received, the sources 
of which are set out in the table at Figure 1.  Any points raised which are over above those 
already reported in Figure 13 of the main report are summarised in Figure 2.  1 further letter 
from a resident was circulated to Members of the Planning Committee and local Ward 
Members directly.  

Area Number received 

Gartree  

Foxton 9 

Lubenham 2 

Market Harborough  10 

Gumley  

Laughton  

Great Bowden  

Further afield (within 
District) 

Medbourne x1;  Kibworth Beauchamp x1; Kibworth Harcourt x1 

Outside of District Ashley x1; Uttoxeter x1 

Figure 1: Source of objections 
 

Issues of 
Principle raised 

through 
representations 

 
 

• We already have too many people in custody and should be reducing not 
increasing this number. This could be accommodated by increasing the role 
of the Probation Service in the community where their outcomes outstrip 
those of the Prison Service. 

• I believe that much of the current prison stock is outdated and is not fit for a 
compassionate society. As such it should be improved but within an overall 
strategy of less places and no expansion. 

• Our media showed some months ago families living in temporary social 
housing with mold and damp covering and dripping down the walls., but 
criminals must be looked after simply on the basis that sections of the legal 
profession are ready to sue the tax payer (just like ambulance chasers I think 
they were called). 

• It is bad enough to find a ministry based in London having no real sense of 
what it is like to live in a South Leicestershire village community. It is far 
worse to find this proposal being supported by my local District Council. 

• If this proposal is allowed to go ahead against the express wishes of the local 
community (count the objections please), then those who approve it will be 
directly responsible for the deleterious effects to our villages, roads, 
environment, and communities in future years. 

• If the MOJ owns the land, as I have read, then that is surely their primary 
reason for choosing the site, but if they didn't own it I don't believe they would 
even consider the site as being suitable. A brownfield location closer to a city 
such as Birmingham would be much more suitable, with established 
transport links and a bigger pool of workers to recruit from. 

 
Highways issues 
raised through 
representations 

 

• The MoJ's suggested cycle lane to reduce traffic is laughable. Have they 
actually considered the catchment area which would attract staff? Imagine 
cycling from Oadby! 

• There are serious concerns that the report in relation to traffic and 
transportation is inadequate. I respectfully ask members of the Planning 
Committee to carefully scrutinise this document and that they also may also 
find that it is wholly inadequate for the purpose of deciding an important 
material consideration for planning. 

• LCC Highways has made a substantive response based on information 
provided by the MOJ's consultant Atkins, and subsequently considers the 
impact on highway safety would not be unacceptable and that the impact on 
the road network would also not be severe. 

• There are serious concerns with the Atkins report, and other consultants 
have questioned the findings, leading to a number of counter reports from 
Professional Consultants - Systra, Armstrong Rigg, Edwards & Edwards. 
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• Given that the applicant has suggested staffing (over 700 employees) for the 
proposed prison will come from a 40 mile radius, and inmates, visitors and 
service/suppliers from anywhere in the UK, it is important to consider all the 
potential traffic routes not just a selected few in the immediate vicinity, as is 
the case in the Atkins report. 

• Examples (not exhaustive) of absence of important information in the Atkins 
report. Examples based on local knowledge and travel routes by car - I am a 
resident of Foxton village. 

1.a:  Consideration of the traffic flows through an already congested Main 
Street in Great Bowden village. From the proposed development this 
is the most direct/quickest route for Corby, A14 East, Kettering, 
Uppingham and A47 East etc. (Not mentioned?) 

1.b:  Consideration of the traffic flows to the Railway Station in MH. From 
the proposed development the most direct/quickest route is again 
either through Great Bowden or via Alvington Way and Ridgeway. (Not 
mentioned?) 

1.c:  Consideration of traffic flows south towards Northampton and A14 
West. From the proposed development the most direct/quickest route 
to the A509 southbound is through Lubenham village, via East 
Farndon and Great Oxendon. (Not mentioned?) 

1.d:  Consideration of traffic flows north towards Kibworth, Leicester and 
M1 North. Most direct/quickest route is via Main Street Foxton out of 
the village leading onto the Langton Rd to the junction with the A6. 
Main Street in Foxton has a single vehicle width humpback bridge over 
the canal, there is no footway over the bridge, pedestrians have to 
walk in the roadway over a blind humpback bridge! Langton road is a 
very dangerous narrow winding country lane - there are regular 
accidents including 2 fatalities within the last 5 years. (Not 
mentioned?) 

1.e:  Consideration of traffic flows to urban areas and villages south west of 
Leicester. Most direct/quickest route is via Foxton Locks over the 
single vehicle width (blind) humpback bridge and through Gumley 
village towards Laughton and Fleckney or Smeeton and Kibworth. 
(Not mentioned?) 

• CONCLUSION: These are only a few examples of considerations that have 
not been addressed in the Atkins report. May I respectfully ask the Planning 
Committee to consider requesting a comprehensive independent report that 
includes all potential traffic routes radiating out from the proposed new 
prison, including the potential impact on neighbouring villages, and the 
cumulative effect of this major development proposal alongside other 
approved developments as a whole. Neighbouring villages in 
Northamptonshire potentially affected by traffic flows to and from this 
development should also be considered and where appropriate consulted. 

• There is provision for a S106 financial obligation to improve footpath A22 
between Swingbridge Street and Foxton Primary School (section 
6.3.19).The intended purpose of this path is to "provide safe routes to school 
removing the reliance of parking at the junction of Gallow Field Road and 
Foxton Road". 

• I would like to make the planning committee aware of three significant 
oversights made by the Planning Officer that materially change the 
recommendation in the Planning Committee Report.  

• In short, this measure is destined to fail and unless another idea comes to 
light, please disregard the conclusion in section 7.8 and replace it with the 
phrase: "significant weight should be afforded against the proposal in the 
light of traffic issues". 

• No background information on Foxton School is provided in the Report and 
the Planning Officer has inexplicably chosen not to weigh any of the 
reasonable concerns from residents in the recommendations. I shall provide 
some background for you whilst explaining how some of the mistakes in the 
recommendations may lead you to a dangerous conclusion. 

• Foxton School has a capacity of 119 pupils and currently has c.90 children 
on the register. The school lies approximately 650 metres from the proposed 
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development site. The school day runs from 8am to 5.30pm (including 
breakfast club and after-school care). Hence, the school day coincides with 
the peak traffic hours of the prison. Failure to recognise that children are 
being moved during peak traffic hours is the first oversight. In this regard, the 
assessment of impact on the local highway network (sections 6.3.24 and 
6.3.36) is materially incorrect and misleading. 

• Foxton School has a large catchment area, covering Foxton village, Gumley 
and Gartree. Approximately one third of the school population comes from 
Foxton Village. A further third of the school population comes from the rest 
of the catchment area. The remaining third of the intake comes from outside 
the catchment area, including from Greenacres travellers' site and further 
afield.  

• Hence, many children travel a large distance to get to the school and they 
are necessarily driven by private car rather than walk. The extant path A22 
between Swingbridge Street and Foxton School is already used by many 
Foxton village school children as the primary route to school.  
All the children who can reasonably walk to school on path A22 already do 
so. Increasing the width of this path to 2 metres would not and could not 
persuade any schoolchild to change mode from driving to walking. The 
current path is wide enough and there have been no reports of 
accidents/injuries on this footpath. Widening the path in a bid to increase its 
use by children is irrational and without foundation. The implication that a 
wider footpath will reduce traffic movements and increase pedestrian 
movements (section 6.3.19) is untrue and misleading.  

• It is absolutely unsafe to divert cars from parking outside the school to 
parking on Swingbridge Street. Swingbridge Street is narrow with no 
pavement. At the start and the end of the school day, there are many children 
walking on this street to/from home. Contrary to the misleading statement 
that there is a safer parking area in Swingbridge Street (section 6..3.19), 
there is no parking available at the Foxton end of the school footpath. It is 
not reasonable to expect parents from Gartree, Gumley or outside of the 
catchment area to park in Swingbridge Street and walk their children up the 
path. Common sense suggests that parents will do what they have always 
done: park outside the school. 

• Two issues are at stake here. Firstly, there is a lack of honesty in the report 
and its recommendations. Secondly, there is an implication that parents will 
need to change their modes of transport to allow easier traffic access for the 
prison. This isn't the right solution. An alternative approach would be to site 
the prison away from a primary school. 

• As you consider your choices regarding this planning application, please take 
into account that the errors embedded in the report will mislead you into 
thinking that there's no issue with increased traffic around Foxton School. Be 
aware that there is an issue and children's safety is at stake. Please reject 
this application on the grounds of Policy LNP16a, citing road safety as the 
issue. 

• There have been two recent separate reported fatalities on these roads 
showing that even the current low volumes of traffic cannot be adequately 
accommodated. 

• The A4304 between Lutterworth and Market Harborough is used as an 
alternative route by Highways England when the A14 is shut (accident, road 
repairs etc) and the roads in town and villages are greatly impacted on such 
occasions.  

• Additional traffic to a super prison will make such situations worse especially 
at junctions such as Foxton Road and the A 4304. Of particular concern is 
when prisoners are in transit and safety is crucial. This was not considered 
in the traffic reports. 

Socio-Economic 
issues raised 

through 
representations 

• What about the problem of homelessness and ex-offenders. I understand 
Harborough does not provide a homeless shelter. This service would need 
to be provided as part of planning consent. 
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Other issues 
raised through 
representations 
 

• The Town and area has had considerable construction and development in 
the last fifteen years (some housing projects have been too big for the size 
of Town). There are some developments that have also benefited the area. 

• Leicestershire has already had a new super prison opened in Glen Parva. 

• Security and geographical distance to large back up policing support if 
needed. This includes having the road infrastructure to enable a community 
response. This could put our local community at risk in the event of an 
escalation. 

• The proposal is also cynically packaged by the MOJ whose representatives 
told us at their recent consultation in Lubenham that they planned 
immediately after this application to revive the plan for extending the existing 
prison. Their argument that this a separate prison is wholly disingenuous as 
for the local community the impact will be as if it is one super prison. 

• I would make a counter proposal that the land be used to develop sports and 
physical activities for the current Gartree prisoners as well as for local people. 
A secondary activity could also be agriculture, eg growing of fruit and 
vegetables, where current prisoners can learn new skills and increase their 
chances of employment on release. Indeed, the re-habilitation of prisoners 
has barely had a mention, but reducing their numbers should be the focus, 
rather than constructing more prisons 

 
Additional Information from Applicants 
Cushman and Wakefield (obo MoJ) response to Armstrong Rigg letter 
Cushman and Wakefield have prepared a response to the letter received from Armstrong Rigg 
Planning on behalf of Lubenham PC, Foxton PC, East Farndon PC, Great Bowden PC, 
Gumley PM, Laughton PM and Gartree Action Group.  This can be seen in full at Appendix B 
of this Supplementary Information List.  
 
Atkins (obo MoJ) response to Edwards and Edwards letter 
Atkins have prepared a response to the letter received from Edwards and Edwards on behalf 
of Lubenham PC, Foxton PC, Laughton PM and Mowsley PM.  This can be seen in full at 
Appendix C of this Supplementary Information List.  
 
Ministry of Justice Planning Committee Member Briefing Paper 
The MoJ have produced a factual briefing paper summarising the application submissions and 
proposals and drawing on elements from the Planning Officer Committee Report. This can be 
seen in full at Appendix D of this Supplementary Information List.  
 
Cushman and Wakefield (obo MoJ) in relation to Public Transport provision 

• MoJ met with LCC Highways (Lee Quincey) on 4th April 2022 to discuss a potential public 
transport contribution (minimum £500K). 

• LCC Highways confirmed that they would be willing to discuss further a contribution to 
public transport.  

• LCC Highways confirmed that this could be included in the Section 106 Legal Agreement 
for the New Prison (subject to receiving advice from their legal team).  

• MoJ’s team confirmed that they would prepare draft text for the public transport contribution 
for LCC’s review later this week (i.e. w/c 4th April 2022). HDC to be copied in on this 
correspondence also.  

• Once agreed text to be included into the draft Section 106 Legal Agreement (of which LCC 
would be a signatory).  

 
Cushman and Wakefield (obo MoJ) draft S106 Agreement 
Cushman and Wakefield have submitted a draft S106 Agreement for consideration on behalf 
of the Applicants.  The draft agreement includes all of the provisions set out in Appendix B of 
the main report 
 
Officer Comment in relation to Public Transport 
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In relation to the late information regarding the potential provision of Public Transport funding 
through the S106, Officers have asked LCC Highways for their comment in relation to this.    
Officers consider that this is a positive action and, if LCC Highways confirm that they do require 
such a contribution to form part of the S016, Officers confirm that they would likely consider it 
to meet the necessary tests for S106 Obligations, and as such, would likely support such a 
request from LCC Highways.  The Officer Recommendation has been amended to reflect this 
(see below) 
 
Officer Comment in relation to PRoW A22 
Further to comments raised regarding the S106 obligation for the improvement of the footpath 
from Foxton School to Swingbridge Street, Officers would comment as follows: 
 

The S106 obligation was a request from LCC Highways, and not one instigated by HDC 
Planning Officers.  Notwithstanding this, Officers do support the request and believe that 
the required improvements (resurfacing, repairing and widening where necessary) would 
provide a tangible benefit which could help minimise conflict between road users 
associated with the development and school drop off. It is accepted that we are unable 
to change the habits of drivers, however, by providing a safer alternative, it is hoped that 
people dropping off at the school by car will opt to use this rather than parking in more 
dangerous locations.  In terms of comments received stating that there is no parking 
available at the Swingbridge Street end of this route, Figures 3 and 4 clearly 
demonstrate that there is adequate space for cars to park in this area without impeding 
the flow of traffic along Swingbridge Street 

 

 
Figure 3: View looking east along Swingbridge Street towards PRoW A22 
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Figure 4: View looking south-west along Swingbridge Street towards PRoW A22 

 
Amendments to Report 

• Figure 12 of the original report states that 23 objections were received from Kibworth 
Harcourt, this should read 3. 

• Para 7.9 of the original report cross references to Para’s 6.15 – 6.26, this should read 
6.19 – 6.29 

• Para 7.17 of the original report cross references to Para’s 6.15 – 6.29, this should read 
6.19 – 6.29 

 
Amendments to Officer Recommendation 
The Officer recommendation should be amended to include the wording in italics and 
underlined and remove the wording which has been struck through 
 
Planning Permission is APPROVED, for the reasons set out in the report, subject to:- 
 
(i) The proposed conditions set out in Appendix A (with delegation to the Development 

Planning Manager to agree the final wording of these); and 
(ii) The Applicant’s entering into a legal agreement under Section 106 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 (and S38/S278 of the Highways Act 1980) to provide for 
the obligations set out in Appendix B and justified in Section 6d of this report; and  

(iii)  The inclusion of a Leicestershire Highways Public Transport obligation if requested by 
LCC and if considered by Officers to be Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure 
Levy Regulations compliant except; 

(a) if the contribution is found to be compliant but the applicant refuses to accept 
it the application is referred back to this committee; or 
(b) it is found not to be reg.122 compliant the agreement be entered into without 
such a contribution 

(with delegation to the Development Planning Manager to agree the final wording and 
trigger points of the obligations); and 
 

Addition to speaker list:  
Lubenham Parish Council (LPC) has been added after it raised queries about the speaking 
registration procedure.  It was added because Lubenham Parish Council agreed to allow use 
of its dedicated speaking spot by Armstrong Rigg to speak on its and other parishes behalf.  As 
this is not an eventuality covered by the speaking advice guidance, and all interested persons 
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would welcome specific parish council input from the host parish on this proposal, LPC was 
added.  
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APPENDIX A: Lubenham Parish Council Plan sent to LLFA 
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APPENDIX B: Cushman and Wakefield (obo MoJ) response to Armstrong Rigg letter 
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APPENDIX C: Atkins (obo MoJ) response to Edwards and Edwards letter 
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APPENDIX D: MoJ Member Briefing Paper 
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Page: 296 
 

21/02032/FUL 
 

Subdivision of dwelling to recreate 3 dwellings 
 
1 - 3 Oswin Cottages, Town Street, Burton Overy 
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Page: 319 
 

21/01320/OUT 
 

Outline application for the demolition of existing dwelling and 
commercial buildings and for the erection of seven dwellings 
(access to be considered) 
 
33 Dunton Road, Broughton Astley 
 

 

Neighbour objection: 
 
With reference to the above application I draw your attention to the following:-  
 
In your agenda for the meeting to be held on the 5th April 2022, item 8, Applicants 5th 
April, page 316, items 6.14-6.15, (copy attached), you state that the window to the 
study of number 4 Thorneycroft Close is on the first floor of the house and is not a 
principal window. Both of these assumptions are incorrect, the study window is on the 
ground floor, is not small, and is a principal window. It states that the proposed 
separation distances comply with SPD Chapter 2. This is not the case. (See attached 
original objection)  
 
On page 320 it states that the following drawings are correct:- Proposed illustrative site 
plan Drawing No. 201453-PL04 – Revision-C Proposed site plan – Drawing No. 
201453—PL05 – Revision B In fact only Drawing No. 201453-PL04 – Revision-C is 
correct Drawing No. 201453—PL05 – Revision B is incorrect and shows no. 4 
Thorneycroft Close in the wrong position with the wrong footprint. I am a loss to 
understand how these important matters have been misconstrued or misunderstood 
and expect the planning department to inform the members of the planning committee 
individually.  
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Page: 339 
 

21/02155/REM 
 

Erection of 315 dwellings and associated garage and parking 
(Reserved matters of 13/01483/OUT) (revised scheme of 
17/01966/REM, including details of appearance, landscaping 
and layout for substitution of plot numbers 201-221, 223, 225-
233, 235-249) 
 
Land to The West Of Leicester Road, Market Harborough 
 

 
Local Highway Authority (29.03.2022) 
 
The initial observations highlighted two issues with the internal layout that needed 
addressing as part of the planning application before the LHA would consider adopting 
the roads within the development as publicly maintainable highway. These were as 
follows: 
 

 • Conflict between the driveway of plot 208 and the adjacent ramp; and  

• Road 202 requires further speed control as 40m spacing is exceeded.  
 
The applicant subsequently submitted drawings and documents (10.03.2022) 
 
After a review of the submitted plans the LHA is pleased to advise the LPA that the 
information submitted demonstrates a layout which the LHA would consider 
acceptable for the purposes of the planning application and future adoption by the 
LHA. Therefore the LHA would not advise refusal of 21/01222/REM on highway 
grounds subject to the inclusion of the conditions outlined below. 
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Conditions  
 
1. No residential unit shall be occupied until the parking and turning facilities 
associated with that unit have been implemented in accordance Davidsons drawing 
number: 2007-100, 'Planning Layout - Phase 7 Land to the West of Leicester Road', 
Revision C07, dated 10 March 2022. Thereafter the onsite parking provision shall be 
so maintained in perpetuity. Reason: To ensure that adequate off-street parking 
provision is made to reduce the possibility of the proposed development leading to on-
street parking problems locally (and to enable vehicles to enter and leave the site in a 
forward direction) in the interests of highway safety and in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework (2021).  
 
2. Any dwellings that are served by private access drives (and any turning spaces) 
shall not be occupied until such time as the private access drive that serves those 
dwellings has been provided in accordance with Figure DG20 of the Leicestershire 
Highway Design Guide. The private access drives should be surfaced with 
tarmacadam, or similar hard bound material (not loose aggregate) for a distance of at 
least 5 metres behind the highway boundary and, once provided, shall be so 
maintained in perpetuity. Reason: To ensure that vehicles entering and leaving the site 
may pass each other clear of the highway, and to reduce the possibility of deleterious 
material being deposited in the highway (loose stones etc.) in the interests of highway 
safety and in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (2021).  
 
3. Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 2 of Schedule 2, Article 3 of the Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any 
Order revoking and re-enacting that Order) no vehicular access gates, barriers, 
bollards, chains or other such obstructions shall be erected within a distance of 5 
metres of the highway boundary and shall be hung to open away from the highway. 
Reason: To enable a vehicle to stand clear of the highway in order to protect the free 
and safe passage of traffic including pedestrians in the public highway in accordance 
with the National Planning Policy Framework (2021).  
 
4. No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until such time as 
1.0 metre by 1.0 metre pedestrian visibility splays have been provided on the highway 
boundary on both sides of all private accesses with nothing within those splays higher 
than 0.6 metres above the level of the adjacent footway/verge/highway and, once 
provided, shall be so maintained in perpetuity. Reason: In the interests of pedestrian 
safety and in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (2021).  
 
Informative  
 
Planning Permission does not give you approval to work on the public highway. To 
carry out off-site works associated with this planning permission, separate approval 
must first be obtained from Leicestershire County Council as Local Highway Authority. 
This will take the form of a major section 184 permit/section 278 agreement. It is 
strongly recommended that you make contact with Leicestershire County Council at 
the earliest opportunity to allow time for the process to be completed. The Local 
Highway Authority reserve the right to charge commuted sums in respect of ongoing 
maintenance where the item in question is above and beyond what is required for the 
safe and satisfactory functioning of the highway. For further information please refer 
to the Leicestershire Highway Design Guide which is available at 
https://resources.leicestershire.gov.uk/lhdg  

https://resources.leicestershire.gov.uk/lhdg
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If the roads within the proposed development are to be offered for adoption by the 
Local Highway Authority, the Developer will be required to enter into an agreement 
under Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980. Detailed plans will need to be submitted 
and approved, the Agreement signed and all sureties and fees paid prior to the 
commencement of development. The Local Highway Authority reserve the right to 
charge commuted sums in respect of ongoing maintenance where the item in question 
is above and beyond what is required for the safe and satisfactory functioning of the 
highway. For further information please refer to the Leicestershire Highway Design 
Guide which is available at https://resources.leicestershire.gov.uk/lhdg  
 
If an Agreement is not in place when the development is commenced, the Local 
Highway Authority will serve Advanced Payment Codes in respect of all plots served 
by all the roads within the development in accordance with Section 219 of the 
Highways Act 1980. Payment of the charge must be made before building 
commences. Please email road.adoptions@leics.gov.uk in the first instance.  
 
To erect temporary directional signage you must seek prior approval from the Local 
Highway Authority in the first instance (telephone 0116 305 0001). 
Page: 350 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://resources.leicestershire.gov.uk/lhdg
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21/02020/VAC Erection of 72 dwellings to include means of access from 
Coventry Road, public open space and all other ancillary works 
(variation of Conditions 2 (approved plans) and 21 (FRA 
compliance) of 19/00853/FUL to facilitate the delivery of the 
scheme as 100% affordable homes) 
 
Allotments, De Verdon Road, Lutterworth 
 

 

  
 
  



 

36 
 

Page: 372 
 

21/02182/REM Erection of 123 dwellings and associated highways, landscaping, 

public open space, and pedestrian links (Phase 2 of the development, 

as shown on the phasing plan approved under 21/02259/PCD) 

(Reserved Matters of 19/01989/VAC including details of access, 

appearance, landscaping, layout and scale) 

 

Land South Of, Kettering Road, Market Harborough 

 
Condition 1 amendments/typos 
Phase 2 Soft landscape plans ref: GL1290 910C 
Existing site levels plan ref: KRPH2_105 
Noise Assessment Rev A (dated March 2022) 
Market homes, Affordable Homes and Garages drawing schedule P04:  
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Page: 394 
 

22/00566/VAC Change of use to a ladies only fitness centre (Variation of Condition 1 

(Opening hours) of 05/00939/FUL), to amend the opening hours to 

allow increased use of the premises.  1 Angel Court, High Street,  

Market Harborough 

 
APPLICATION WITHDRAWN 
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Page: 409 
 

21/01832/FUL Change of use of land for siting of 1 mobile home to provide 1 
no. Gypsy and Traveller pitch.   
Land Opposite Wild Meadow, Bowden Lane, Welham, 

Leicestershire 

 
Cllr Michael Rickman  
As Nevill ward councillor I fully support the officer's recommendations on these two 
applications to refuse. 
The area is notorious for flooding and the lane is not suitable for regular traffic. It is not a safe 
or suitable site for residential use. 
 
Additional correspondence on behalf of applicant: 
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Page: 418 
 

21/01831/FUL Change of use of land for siting of 1 mobile home to provide 1 
no. Gypsy and Traveller pitch 
 
Land Opposite Wild Meadow, Bowden Lane, Welham, 

Leicestershire 

 
 
 

Cllr Michael Rickman  
As Nevill ward councillor I fully support the officer's recommendations on these two 
applications to refuse. 
The area is notorious for flooding and the lane is not suitable for regular traffic. It is 
not a safe or suitable site for residential use. 
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Planning Committee Speakers List – 5th April 2022 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Application Parish Speaker Type Time (mins) 

21/01600/OUT Lubenham John Martin  
Francesca 
Broadfoot (Gartree 
Action Group) 
Adrian Carr  
Tim Coles-Atkins 
Katherine Morgan 
Robin Seaton  
Alex Munro 
Diana Cook 
Cllr P Knowles 
Cllr P King  
Cllr Dr Bremner 

O 
O 
 
O 
S 
AG 
A 
PC 
PC 
STC 
STC 
WM 

3 
3 
 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
5 

21/02032/FUL Burton Overy Grant Cotton 

Robert Warwick 

A 
PC 

3 
3 

21/01320/OUT Broughton Astley Carl Dryden 

Malcolm Humphrey  

Nick Cox  

O 
O 
AG 

3 
3 
6 

21/02155/REM Market Harborough    

21/02020/VAC Lutterworth Jake Stontiford AG 3 

21/02182/REM Market Harborough Carl Stott AG 3 

21/01832/FUL Welham    

21/01831/FUL Welham Reuben 
Arrowsmith  

A 3 

22/00566/VAC Market Harborough
  

APPLICATION 
WITHDRAWN 

  

 
Key to Speaker Type: O = Objector, S = Supporter, PC = Parish Council, 

A = Applicant/to speak on behalf of applicant, AG = Agent, STC = subject to 
confirmation, WM = Ward Member  
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 2021/22 
Councillors Mrs Ackerley, Mrs Burrell, Champion (Chairman), Frenchman, 

Galton,  James, Liquorish, Modha (Vice-Chairman) and Nunn. 
 

Please note – any Councillor unable to attend a meeting can be substituted 
with prior notice being given.  Any substitutions will be announced 

at the start of each meeting. 

Speakers please note that the Council’s constitution requires evening meetings to 
end after three hours, unless the Committee votes to continue the meeting. If a 
meeting does adjourn, remaining business will be considered at a time and date 
fixed by the Chairman or at the next ordinary meeting of the Committee and the 
existing speakers list will be carried forward. 


