
Stamford North Design comments  
Adjoining Authority Consultation ref S22/0502 – (RCC Outline Application ref 2022/0227/MAO) 

 

The comments below do not include a comprehensive analysis of the design of the Rutland application, but rather 

they focus on the cross-boundary issues such as the design of the main E-W street and connectivity and continuity 

between the two sites and the residential areas to the East and South within SKDC.   

Having been involved in discussions about this site with the planning and highways departments at both RCC and 

SKDC over the past few years, the comments below reflect the broad opinions given during these discussions and the 

comments received from Lincolnshire County Council align with those given below.   

 

 

Main E-W street 

Due to the linear E-W nature of this site and relatively thin width- the design of the E-W primary street is of 

fundamental importance.   

Although it is appreciated that this street may pass through various character areas and feature spaces, there 

remains a need for some degree of coherence.  This coherence will be important, with some examples set out 

below: 

• A consistent vision is needed for this E-W street –  and both RCC and LCC highways authorities need to be in 

agreement with this vision; 

 

• The vision would cover for example - designing it as a characterful residential street with a design speed of 

20-30mph, placing pedestrians and cyclists first, in line with Manual for Streets, whilst still being able to 

safely and smoothly allow vehicles to travel E-W (being respectful of pedestrians and cyclists); 

 

• the E-W street should not become a barrier to pedestrian movements N-S across it – and should not create a 

central division between the north and south halves of the development – rather it should be a street that 

can be crossed at any point; 

 

• cyclists travelling E-W will need a consistent cycle network design to avoid confusion – avoiding one 

approach being taken in SKDC and another in RCC; 

 

• a consistent design speed – in terms of highway design – this will be 20mph – 30mph; 

 

• related to the above, dedicated on-street parking (non-allocated) and direct driveway accesses are likely to 

be some of the measures used (amongst others) to achieve the desired design speeds; 

 

• certain design and character elements  - such as street trees and front boundary treatments, will need some 

degree of consistency; 

 

• LCC and RCC have different parking policies in terms of the numbers of spaces recommended for certain 

dwellings – RCC count the total number of rooms in the dwelling for example – in terms of the main street 

through the site and the potential impacts of additional cars overflowing on to it to park – a consistent 

approach to the requested number of parking spaces for different dwelling types between the two highway 

authorities would be recommended. 

 



• Best practice guidance exists in various documents, Streets for a Healthy Life (companion guide to BfHL 

includes the below advice for principal/main streets for example (p21): 

 

o Street user hierarchy with pedestrians at the top; 

o Community function of streets; 

o Meet needs of all users; 

o Street trees and SuDS 

o Defined car parking bays 

o Good cycle infrastructure in line with LTN 1/20; 

o 20mph design speed 

o Designed to encourage lower speeds – such as 20mph limit, direct frontage access, landscape and 

street trees, visual narrowing, no over-wide traffic lanes, on-street car parking, pedestrian crossings 

and strong relationship between the buildings and the street. 

 

In light of the above cross-boundary issues, there are issues with the present design of the main street within the 

outline application submitted, namely: 

• Dedicated on-street parking looks to be very limited – dedicated bays for on-street parking are 

recommended in order to avoid parked cars cluttering the street and creating road narrowing in an 

unplanned manner and parking within grass verges; 

 

• The above point will be exacerbated by the extensive use of rear parking courts (and the under provision of 

parking spaces -see below)– such courts are often less used than predicted, creating a large demand for on-

street parking – people like to park as close to their front door as possible (the approach to parking design 

does not follow all of the guidance in the Design Guidelines for Rutland and South Kesteven on pages 47 and 

48, p73 of BfHL mentions failure to anticipate and respond to displaced parking and this will be an issue as 

mentioned above). 

 

• Direct driveway accesses are limited along certain stretches, and this may affect the ability of the street to 

achieve a design speed of 30mph (in the absence of other measures); 

 

• The proposed E-W cycle route appears to be a shared pedestrian / cycle path – this is not consistent with the 

message given within LTN 1/20 – the scheme needs to embrace the LTN 1/20 approach more fully – and for 

a major primary street for a large development and important E-W link – this is to segregate cyclists from 

vehicles and also to segregate cyclists and pedestrians – there will be various ways of achieving this – the 

safety of cyclists and the need to minimise conflicts with side streets will all need to be considered – the 

present proposals fall short of this; 

 

• Parking looks to be underprovided – the table on p57 of the D&AS suggests 1 parking space for 1 and 2 

bedroom dwellings, and 2 spaces for both 3 and 4 bedroom dwellings – this doesn’t really meet the parking 

recommendations for either RCC or LCC.  (hard to assess RCC compliance until number of rooms known – 

but see above – this is considered an underprovision and some unity between the two authorities is 

needed).   

 

o LCC recommend 2 spaces for a dwelling with 3 or less bedrooms and 3 spaces for dwellings with 4 or 

more bedrooms (garages only count if large enough and driveway long enough).  Lincolnshire 

Development Roads and Sustainable Drainage Approach (2021)  (pages 58-65) 

o RCC require 1 space for a 2 room dwelling, 2 spaces for a 3-6 room dwelling and 3 spaces for a 

dwelling with 7 or more rooms (excludes bathrooms, toilets, halls, landings, storage only – utility 

rooms count as a room, garages only count if large enough, with a MfS definition being quoted).  

Shared/communal space quota also given.  (Site allocations and Policies DPD – 2014 p70) 

https://www.lincolnshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/2061/lincolnshire-development-roads-and-sustainable-drainage-design-approach-november-2017
https://www.lincolnshire.gov.uk/downloads/file/2061/lincolnshire-development-roads-and-sustainable-drainage-design-approach-november-2017
https://www.rutland.gov.uk/my-services/planning-and-building-control/planning/the-local-plan/the-adopted-local-plan/


• (note: in relation to above - although an example exists of streets with no driveway accesses and a shared 

ped/cycle path that is just about LTN 1/20 compliant (different surface treatments) – the New Eddington 

example (Eddington Avenue and Turing Way) – this is a different context, made up of a large proportion of 

apartments and underground parking with public squares behind/within apartment blocks) and these are 

more like secondary streets within this large development – the proposed Stamford North development 

looks to provide more standard housing and is a different context and housing mix where residents will 

expect ample parking (it is not best practice to discourage driving by restricting parking).  Other examples 

such as Poundbury and Nansledan are very high spec ‘one-off’ Duchy developments with exceptional design 

teams and design codes – and also better designed rear parking mews streets and areas.  Best practice in the 

Design Guidelines for Rutland and South Kesteven, Lincolnshire Development Roads and Sustainable 

Drainage Approach (2021) Manual for Streets, Building for a Healthy Life and Streets for a Healthy Life 

advises against extensive use of large rear parking courts and encourages direct frontage access to parking. ) 

 

• In light of the above, the main E-W street design needs further improvements and in some cases cross-

boundary agreement – if consistent and aligned comments are given between LCC and RCC, this will avoid 

future issues and aid clarity and certainty as SN progresses: 

 

o a consistent approach to cycle route (and bus stop) design is needed across the whole site (RCC and 

LCC);  

o the approach to parking design needs further thought and improvement, as well as agreement 

between LCC and RCC – with on-street parking being properly designed in, fewer rear parking areas 

and improved design of rear parking areas where they exist; 

o an agreement between LCC and RCC on the design speed of the street and the acceptable measures 

for achieving it; 

o an agreement between LCC and RCC on the speed limit of the street (20 or 30 mph); 

o agreement between RCC and LCC on the number of parking spaces required and which methodology 

used.   

Connectivity  

The well-used footpaths to the east of Little Casterton Road need to be illustrated and studied – so that seamless E-

W pedestrian connections can be made.  As illustrated below: 

 

Well used pedestrian route in the SE corner of the Monarch park site – the main access point for existing residents 

approaching from the east along Fitzwilliam Road and Little Casterton Road.   



In relation to the above point – there are differences between plans – the illustrative masterplan shows a pedestrian 

link in the SE corner – at the point where the well used existing link is located – but on the more detailed illustrative 

layout – this link is not there.  His link is important as it aligns with Fitzwilliam Road – where many existing residents 

will be approaching from the east. 

 

 

 

 

An opportunity exists for a strong green link in the SE corner – and this should connect through to N-S green space to 

the west – this link therefore needs to be provided and strengthened to be more green in character, more obvious as 

a route and more pedestrian focussed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Connections south 

The southern boundary of Stamford North, due to the very linear nature of the site, runs along the entire northern 

boundary and edge of Stamford (within SK) – this creates a need to interconnect the new community with the 

existing.  Many opportunities exist but only one has been successfully illustrated.  Page 86 in Fig 96 of the D&AS 

shows some potential connections with green arrows but some are on private drives and other links haven’t been 

illustrated.  Others include: 

1. Open space on Colllins Avenue – successfully responded to – fence to be removed – open space on the SK 

side to be improved; 

2. Open space on Parker Close/ Belvoir Close – potential to link in to this existing open space and play area – 

proposed layout has a footpath adjacent but could be illustrated as an intention; 

3. A vehicular and/or walking/cycle connection on Burgess Road – what appears to be adopted highway runs to 

the edge of the site; 

4. Jackson Way has a similar opportunity – although is narrower and may not be adopted 

5. Banks Crescent  east– proposed plan appears to show a link here, although the space feels semi-private 

6. Collins Avenue – proposed illustrative masterplan appears to show a connection here – but it looks to be 

private parking area – the illustrative layout differs and doesn’t show a connection but then does show one 

to the west off Ross Drive and again via a private parking area.   
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1.Collins Avenue open space – responded to successfully with new N-S linear park – fence to be removed, SKDC 

side/open space requires improvements 

 

 

2. Parker Close/Belvoir Close open space potential connection  

 

 

3. Burgess Road connection 



 

4. Jackson Way possible connection – although used for parking evidently 

 

5. Banks Crescent east  – proposed plan appears to show a link here, although the space feels semi-private 

 

 

6. Collins Avenue – proposed illustrative masterplan appears to show a connection here – but it looks to be 

private parking area – the illustrative layout differs and doesn’t show a connection but then does show one to 

the west off Ross Drive and again via a private parking area.   

 



 

E-W street connection design on Little Casterton Road 

The vehicular connection between the RCC and the SKDC parts of the site needs clarification – at present the 

proposed masterplan illustrates a different solution to the draft Development Brief – with the latter detailing a 

potential re-alignment of Little Casterton Road – again this is an issue where agreement is needed between multiple 

parties.  See images below. 

 

 

Above: Proposals in the Outline application and the draft development brief differ in their detail and alignment. 

 

 

 

 

 



Character areas 

In terms of character areas – this section of the D&AS references an old version of the Development Brief and detail 

is missing, such as for example, a better response to the woodland character of this part of the wider SN site. 

 

The character area details are more meaningful when they can be related to other character areas around the wider 

SN site. 

 

Other character areas that relate to context are also important – such as for example: 

- OGNR character 

- Little Casterton Road character 

- Main E-W street character 

- Response to existing landscape character areas (e.g. woodland, northern edge/rural transition) 

   

A Design Code for this character areas is promised within the draft development brief (including the jan 2020 

version, para 8.6) but this does not appear to be mentioned within the D&AS? 

 

 

Local Plan policy 

Although the SKDC Local Plan policy relates to the SKDC element of the site, point A relates also to the Rutland part 

and the Monarch Park application.  As such, point A (see below) hasn’t been met by the application as the high level 

masterplan and detailed development brief haven’t been agreed/approved yet and such masterplans and briefs 

need to guide any applications.  The Draft Development Brief submitted with the application dates back to January 

2020, although more recent versions exist and are yet to be agreed.   

Highways to comment on the full transport assessment and phasing plan that is required for the entire site.   

 

In order to more meaningfully guide the development of the Stamford North site, it is felt that an additional tier of 

guidance is needed.  This would be either in the form of a more detailed Development Brief or an additional 

Stamford North wide document that has more detail than the Development Brief – bringing together many of the 

issues discussed above, such as, for example, the detailed design of the E-W street, including cycle infrastructure 

design, parking approaches, character areas, more detailed green and blue infrastructure proposals (based on 

infiltration rates) and a landscape strategy, cycle network plans etc.  Many of these issues are cross-boundary, in that  

LCC, SKDC and RCC need to be in agreement of the approaches taken (as mentioned above).   

 

 

 

STM1-H1: Stamford North (SKLP257, SKLP258, SKLP240) Indicative Unit Numbers: 1,300 Approximate Density: 30 Dwellings 

per hectare The following development principles accompany this allocation:  

a. A high level masterplan, supported by a detailed development brief, appropriate full transport assessment and phasing plan, is 

required for the entire site (to include for the land extending into Quarry Farm, Rutland with an additional capacity of 650 

dwellings).  



b. The layout of the development should provide appropriate transport infrastructure measures to encourage walking, cycling 

and use of public transport in order to maximise opportunities for sustainable modes of transport.  

c. Safe and convenient highway, footway, cycleway connections shall be provided throughout the site connecting it to local 

schools, community facilities and into the wider town.  

d. An East-West road to be provided through from Old Great North Road to Ryhall Road. This should offer mitigation to the town 

centre from the traffic generated as a result of this development.  

e. The development shall accommodate specialist housing needs through the provision of retirement housing, extra care or 

residential care housing.  

f. The development shall make provision for a new primary school.  

g. The development shall make provision for contributions towards the expansion or improvement of the adjacent secondary 

school.  

h. The development shall make provision for a local centre, to serve the needs of both existing and new residents to the area. The 

local centre should include the provision of appropriate social and community facilities.  

i. The development should positively respond to green infrastructure opportunities and provide sensitive landscaping to the 

northern edge of the site.  

j. Land to the east of the dismantled railway line should be utilised primarily for the provision of open space and strategic 

landscaping including surface water drainage features, only in order that the character of this area remains open and verdant.  

k. The development should provide net gains in biodiversity on site and contribute to wider ecological networks where possible.  

l. The development will provide appropriate mitigation measures to the Strategic Road Network to be agreed with Highways 

England. 

 

 

Neighbourhood Plan 

Although at consultation stage and only relating to the SKDC part of the Stamford North site and not Monarch Park in RCC, the 

guidance and policies within the Stamford Neighbourhood Plan (and Character study) should be acknowledged due to the need 

for coherence across the Stamford North development site.   

The Neighbourhood Plan also reflects local opinions and is therefore helpful in informing the design of Monarch Park, alongside 

Monarch Park specific public engagement activities.   

High quality design and the importance of local landscape and built character and the context of Stamford come through 

strongly (there is an acknowledgement that contemporary approaches acceptable). 

Again, the need for a more detailed layer of guidance for the whole Stamford North site becomes important in order to achieve 

the quality expected by SKDC, the Neighbourhood Plan and local residents.   

 

 

 


