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POLICY 1  - CONSOLIDATION OF TOWN CENTRE BOUNDARY 

 

We submit that the Council has offered no justification for the policy of consolidating the 

town centre of Oadby, and that, even if the Policy is justified, the Town Centre boundary 

shown on the Proposals Map is inappropriately drawn in respect of Oadby and would 

have the opposite result to that called for by the Core Strategy. 

 

1. In redrawing the current Saved Plan Town Centre Boundary (AAP Appendix B) to 

include only the core Primary Shopping area of Oadby, the Plan thereby excludes over 

40 businesses (see attached Doc A) which currently make up 30% of the AAP total. 

These businesses would then be subject to Policy 5 which effectively restricts planning 

proposals outside the “Town Centre” to residential uses. This action reverses the Saved 

Local Plan 2010 (Shopping Proposals 4 & 5) which allows retail or service uses for such 

businesses which currently lie within Secondary Shopping Areas.  

 

The intended effect of this boundary change would be, in due course, to force the 

closure of many shops which are currently part of Oadby Town Centre, (some having 

been part of it for hundreds of years), without justification other than to centralise the 

shopping area. This would be contrary to the Core Strategy Spatial Objective 3, by 

eliminating a range of smaller independent shops, cafes and restaurants which are 

fundamental to the Council’s stated objective of making Oadby a small town, and in 

conflict with Core Strategy Policy 2 which states that it is “essential that any new 

development does not have an adverse effect on existing centres”. The policy (of 

redirecting the location of these businesses into a new, more clearly defined, core area 

as per paragraph 5.28) would also be ineffective because such businesses would be 

unable to support the consequent increase in rents and would close.  

 

All the previous studies have concluded that the “Village” area and “London Road East” 

is part of what makes Oadby different (for example, the Baseline Report paragraph 

3.38) and is exactly what the AAP is designed to achieve (see Paragraph 5.17), which is 

to offer a shopping experience which is different to Wigston and not a competitor to it. 

This is more sustainable if the existing Town Centre boundary is retained, and these 

Secondary Shopping Areas are allowed to continue as per the current Local Plan. 

 

2. By restricting the boundary, the Plan has virtually removed the need for Policies 2, 3 

and 4, because there are hardly any secondary or other frontages remaining in the 

proposed Oadby Town Centre (Appendix B) which means the Policy lacks flexibility 

and therefore would be ineffective. Retaining the existing boundary would allow for 

businesses on London Road East, New Street etc to be secondary frontages, thereby 

subject to Policy 3, which is surely the intention of the Core Strategy. 

 

3. The proposed redrafted boundary would also exclude the Waitrose supermarket site 

which, although not developed at the time of the Baseline Report or Retail Study, was 

intended by the Core Strategy to help the core area with linked trips (see Paragraph 

3.14). The significant size of this development has a serious potential impact on existing 

and planned new businesses in the Town Centre and should be considered as part of its 
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development plan for the future. If the Waitrose site is not part of the Town Centre, 

there would be a potential conflict between Policy 17 (which calls for 5070 sq m of new 

retail space over the period 2009-2026) and Policies 18/19 (which propose a total of 

only 2670 sq m). This could be resolved within the Plan if the boundary were to include 

the 2285 sq m Waitrose site, which has been developed during the Plan period. 

 

4. The Baseline Report 2007, and the Retail Study 2008 (on which much of the Core 

Strategy relies – see paragraph 5.77) used the existing AAP boundary for all their 

calculations, and to redefine it would require the detailed Core Strategy Objectives 

(housing, retail and commercial capacity) to be recalculated to a lower base to allow for 

the changes in area. This would require further research and the whole Plan then 

becomes unsound. As an example, the 2008 Baseline Report (Page 104) listed 12 

potential housing opportunities in the Town Centre, of which only 5 now fall within the 

new proposed boundary. Yet the 81 new dwellings required by the Core Strategy (p105) 

have virtually all been planned to be built within the reduced Town Centre boundary, 

giving no flexibility to use spaces for other purposes and forcing the Plan into unpopular 

proposals such as building on car-parks. In our view, this lack of flexibility caused by 

the proposed boundary change makes the Plan ineffective.   

 

5. In a previous version of the Plan (the Preferred Options Addendum Report November 

2008) the Council suggested a Proposed Town Centre Boundary (Figure 5.1 on Page 12) 

which included the area enclosed by Harborough Road and New Street. There was no 

justification offered then, and there is none in the Plan now as to why this has been 

changed yet again, and the only mention of the redefinition is in paragraph 5.37 which 

talks about “areas to the east that formerly fell within the centre” benefitting from “a 

more flexible policy approach” – a claim which would seem to be inconsistent with 

Policy 5. Repeated redefining of the Town Centre has a very destabilising effect, is 

debilitating for existing businesses and is a potential deterrent to new investment 

because it indicates indecision, which could render the Plan ineffective. 

 

6. The first four targets for the Core Strategy (page 105) clearly refer to “Oadby town 

centre” as distinct from the fifth target (no net loss of retail uses) which refers to the 

“primary retail areas of the centre of Oadby as defined by the AAP”. It appears the Core 

Strategy considers the two to be different. By combining them, the Plan is in conflict 

with it and thereby unjustified. 

 

AAP Paragraph 5.28 states that “the assessment of the options as informed by the various 

consultations undertaken, does point towards a strategy of consolidation in a spatial manner” – 

an assessment which is not clarified and with which we do not agree. We submit that the weight 

of evidence seems to point in favour of retaining existing retail areas within the Town Centre 

boundary. This does not preclude or inhibit any proposals for development or growth within the 

core “primary shopping” development areas, but allows flexibility within the Plan and retains 

the existing character of the town centre.  

 

In order to ensure the Plan is compliant with the Core Strategy, we submit that the 

Proposals Map be modified to reinstate the existing Local Plan Town Centre Boundary, 

and amend such relevant wording of the Plan as may be required to clearly define the 

core primary shopping areas as “Town Centre Development Areas”. 
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POLICY 2 - PRIMARY FRONTAGES 

 

We submit that the Council has offered no justification for the policy of reducing the 

proportion of A1 retail use units within Oadby primary frontages, from the 70% figure in 

the Saved Local Plan, to 65% in the AAP. 

 

1. The Local Plan showed 71% of Oadby primary frontages to be A1 in 1996. The current 

figure is just slightly lower at 69%, which suggests the 70% figure, which is currently 

the target within the Local Plan, is effective in maintaining an acceptable mix of uses as 

required by the Core Strategy, and by reducing the figure to 65%, the Policy would be in 

conflict with it and therefore unjustified. 

 

2. Whilst recognising that there is constant pressure from financial and other services, as 

well as fast food outlets, to expand into available units, and that the influence of Internet 

shopping is greater on A1 than other types of outlet, the Council have however provided 

no justification for imposing a different limit in Oadby to that in Wigston.  

 

3. The inevitable impact of this change will be for non-A1 use to increase rapidly and 

significantly (the relative reduction is a change of 9.3% - almost one in ten shops). 

There is no evidence from the Retail Survey that this change is desirable or justified, 

and certainly the local customers, to whom we talk regularly, would like more A1 

shops, not less. This is supported by the Retail Capacity Study – when asked what 

improvement would encourage them to shop in Oadby more often, 53% of positive 

respondents said “more/better shops” (paragraph 4.63), followed in second place by 

“more/better parking” (20% of positive responses). Their desire to see more 

cafes/restaurants/ leisure/entertainment/pubs/bars was a much lower priority (totalling 

only 12% of positive responses). The Policy is therefore in conflict with the Retail 

Capacity Study on which the Core Strategy is founded, and is therefore unsound. 

 

4. By allowing more non-A1 use in the primary frontages, this Policy is further 

undermining the character and viability of the established centre, in contravention of the 

Core Strategy 5.77, which again makes the Policy unsound.   

 

 

We therefore propose that Policy 2 be amended to use the same 70% target for A1 use of 

primary frontages throughout the borough. 
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POLICY 8  - USE OF UPPER FLOORS 

 

Whilst supporting the objective of bringing into use existing upper floors of Town Centre 

properties, we submit that the proposed wording of this Policy would be ineffective and 

unsound because there are no targets set, no active policy proposals to achieve those 

targets, and other regulations exist which are preventing the achievement of this Policy. 

 

1. The Baseline Report in 2007 suggested that, in Oadby alone, a minimum of 60 

residential units could potentially be created by converting upper floors (of which 46 

were in the primary shopping area). Since that time, there have been very few actually 

converted. Whether residential, office or community use, we believe that such 

development is desirable and would help the centre’s vitality and viability, particularly 

in the case of residential, non-family dwellings of less than two bedrooms. 

 

A positive strategy designed to achieve this objective (for example by grants or council 

tax concessions) would help towards the Core Strategy target of 80 residential units in 

Oadby, and possibly provide potential accommodation to strengthen the links with the 

University’s Oadby Campus to the benefit of the Town Centre and night-time economy 

(as required by the Core Strategy). As this policy does not offer any strategy to achieve 

its objective, nor any way of monitoring its success, it is therefore ineffective. 

 

2. A major obstacle to the achievement of this policy is the current Parking Standards 

policy of the Council, which requires off-street parking to be provided for any such 

change of use. This makes the whole policy ineffective. The original Planning Policy 

Guidance  PPG3 (Transport) required local authorities to “revise their parking 

standards to allow for significantly lower levels of off-street parking provision, 

particularly in locations, such as town centres, where services are readily accessible by 

walking, cycling or public transport”. This has been superseded by the new National 

Policy Framework which allows councils more freedom to set their local standards and 

we believe Policy 8 should be worded so as to take advantage of this. 

 

3. A similar problem is caused by the Council’s requirement for a development levy on 

any such change of use applications. This adds complication and expense which can be 

discouraging to such small-scale developments and, again, makes the policy ineffective. 

 

 

 

To become compliant, we propose Policy 8 should include a target of 40 non-family 

dwelling units and should require the Council to put forward positive proposals to help 

achieve this target. To encourage such change of use, upper-floor planning applications 

concerning two or fewer units converting to non-family dwellings within Oadby Town 

Centre Development Area should be exempt from parking restrictions and development 

levies. 
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POLICY 17  - OADBY TOWN CENTRE 

 

Whilst wishing to emphasise that the OTCA supports the strategy of regeneration of 

Oadby and accepts the Core Strategy Spatial Objective 3 (paragraph 8.8) on the role of 

Oadby Town Centre (smaller independent and specialist shops, cafes and restaurants to 

reflect the proximity of Oadby Grange and The University’s Oadby Campus), we 

nevertheless have serious concerns about the justification for, and effectiveness of, the 

wording of this Policy. 

 

1. The Plan offers no justification for the specific retail floor space (gross) target of 5070 

sq m of this Policy, which is in excess of the Core Strategy Policy 2 (which calls for 

approximately 5000 sq m), but lower than the Spatial Objective 3 target (which is set at 

5213 sq m). Paragraph 2.17 acknowledges that the Core Strategy targets are “not 

achievable given the current economic climate” and confirms that differences “will be 

accommodated elsewhere” in space or time, but does not justify the specific target of 

5070 sq m. Such lack of clarity in our view makes the Policy unsound.  

 

2.  By the same argument, the Core Strategy calls for approximately 80 dwellings and the 

Spatial Objective for 81 (presumably gross) over the period 2009 – 2026, yet the Plan 

aims for 75. This lack of clear justification (eg a stated policy of  x% lower targets than 

the Core Strategy) is confusing and increases the likelihood of inappropriate 

development policies being proposed which in turn would make the Plan unsound. 

 

3. The figure of 2300 sq m of commercial floor space (presumably gross) appears to lack 

any relationship to the Core Strategy Policy 2 (page 50) which calls for approximately 

1000 sq m (gross) and the Spatial Objective target of 1125 sq m (page 105) over the 

period 2009 - 2026. Given the comments above in relation to paragraph 2.17 (economic 

situation) and the fact that the large Tenon/Vantis office block on Harborough Road 

currently stands empty, the target of a further 2300 sq m of office space appears 

unfounded and again increases the likelihood of inappropriate development policies 

being proposed which in turn would make the Plan unsound. 

 

4. The introduction of the term “district centre” in this context serves no useful purpose, 

is extremely misleading and causes further confusion, given that the boundary of the 

district centre is not defined and the term “town centre” is used in other policies. Whilst 

it may be technically accurate in Planning terminology, the potential for confusion 

(which has already been highlighted in our comments regarding Policy 1) would make 

this policy ineffective. 

 

5. The minimum target of 370 car park spaces has no justification (it happens to be 

approximately the total of the two existing main car parks). Parking spaces in Oadby, as 

in most town centres, are a major cause of concern to shoppers and retailers, and are 

crucially important to the vitality and viability of the town centre, as confirmed by the 

Retail Study (p55) and the Portas Report (p27). 

 

The Plan, however, does not recognise that the location of the parking is just as 

important as the total number of spaces. High streets, as Mary Portas observes, “do not 
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have the luxury of pretending that car-based access is not convenient for shoppers”. 

Today’s shoppers are used to parking close to their destination stores and will avoid 

centres that cannot offer convenient parking. Of the respondents who disliked Oadby 

town centre in the Retail Study (p54), over 10% cited the difficulty of parking near 

shops. By not taking account of this, the Plan would be ineffective in attracting more 

business to Oadby town centre. Competing retailers within Oadby (Asda, Sainsbury and 

now Waitrose) all have large car parks, because they are aware that ease of parking 

brings in more customers. In order to offer any hope of regeneration, the town centre 

must do likewise and aim to achieve the maximum number of spaces possible, as close 

to the shops and as easily accessible as is feasible.  

 

This would not contradict the Core Strategy, which sets no targets for car parking. We 

understand the only limit is that provided by Leicestershire County Council (which we 

believe to be currently in excess of 400 spaces). By fixing a target figure, the Plan is 

inflexible, cannot respond to any future development of the town centre or possible 

changes to the maximum limit, and is therefore not effective. 

 

6. The phrasing of the policy regarding a community use building is ambiguous and 

therefore ineffective. The policy does not include it amongst its list of targets, but 

merely “allows” for it. Whilst recognising that community buildings are desirable, we 

believe that such projects should not be given priority in the core Development Area 

over other uses (such as car parking, or improved access) which are more crucial to the 

regeneration of the town centre, which is the main objective of the Core Strategy.  

 

We believe it is therefore unjustified to include such a proposal which is not specifically 

required by the Core Strategy. Additionally, it puts an extra financial strain on the 

regeneration plan, diminishing its likelihood of being achieved, making the Plan 

ineffective. 

 

By not recognising other locations within the town centre (AAP) boundary which could 

equally be developed for this purpose, without damaging the regeneration project, the 

proposal also lacks flexibility and is therefore ineffective.  

 

7. The phrase “and promotes improved public realm along The Parade” is superfluous as 

this is already the wording of Policy 20, which we support. 

 

To make the Plan effective, we propose that Policy 17 be re-worded to replace the word 

“district” with “town”, to have targets which recognise the current and predicted 

economic situation and therefore aim for, say, 80% of the Core Strategy figures (i.e. 800 

sq m office floor space, 4000 sq m retail floor space, and 64 new residential units), over the 

period 2009 – 2026. In respect of car parking spaces, the Policy should not quote a figure, 

but target to have at least 90% of the maximum number of spaces allowed by LCC.  We 

suggest the sentence starting “The Masterplan allows” be replaced with “The Council will 

look favourably on planning applications proposing community use buildings in suitable 

locations within the town centre.” 
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POLICY 18  - BROOKSBY SQUARE (East St car park) 

 

We support the various studies which point out that the East Street car park is in need of 

renovation, and believe the provision of a new public square and improved public realm 

would be beneficial to shoppers and town centre businesses. We do not agree however, 

that the other proposals in this policy are either justified or effective. 

 

1. There is no justification for any residential development fronting Harborough Road 

on the ground of dwelling targets, because the 2009-2026 target in Policy 17 (75 net 

additional dwellings) can be met within the existing Plan area as discussed above in 

Policy 1, or by other means within the Town Centre “Development Area”, such as the 

South Street block (see below) or conversion of Upper Floors (see Policy 8). 

 

Neither is there any justification for such a residential development on the aesthetic 

ground of “improving” the view from the A6 that could not equally be met much more 

economically with good landscaping, with or without some symbolic landmark. Indeed 

many believe that a 3-4 storey residential block would inevitably degrade the image of 

Oadby. There is no evidence from surveys that there is currently a problem and it is only 

the opinion of a consultant from outside the area that this would benefit Oadby.  

 

2. The construction of additional office space in South Street is totally unnecessary 

because of the existing over-capacity in the area (Lyn House is half-empty, the 

Tenon/Vantis block on the corner of Harborough Road and New Street is empty, and 

Regent House on London Road is planning to be converted to residential apartments). 

As discussed above under Policy 17, the whole target for office space is unjustified, and 

this proposal makes the Plan unsound. A better proposal would be to refurbish the block 

on South Street to provide retail and residential footage, using the opportunity this 

presents to widen slightly South Street to enable better pedestrian access to the car park 

and proposed shops, and the improved public realm as required by the Core Strategy. 

 

3. The public of Oadby strongly oppose the idea of any development of the existing East 

Street car park which would reduce the number of parking spaces, as is evidenced by 

the Petition presented to the Council, following the Nov 2007 version of the Plan, which 

consisted of 2032 signatures, over 70% of which were Oadby residents (see supporting 

Doc F). By reducing the number of spaces to 150, the Policy would create more traffic 

problems, with add-on safety issues, and would have an adverse effect on existing 

businesses, which is contrary to the Core Strategy Policy 2, making the Policy unsound. 

 

The importance of car park location (referred to above in Policy 17) is borne out by the 

Baseline Report in 2007 (p64) which reported that 98% of the 185 public spaces in the 

East Street car park were occupied at the time of its survey. A more recent Council 

survey in January 2012 (not considered to be a busy period of the year), showed usage 

varying from 66% full to 95% full, depending on the day/time (see supporting Doc E).  

 

In the same studies, the Sandhurst Street car-park was 74% full (Baseline Report) and 

between 23% and 57% full (Council Survey) for the same periods. Although the 

possible influence of charging for long stay and the difficulty of access to Sandhurst 
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Street cannot be excluded, this is additional evidence that the proposal to reduce, rather 

than expand, the number of spaces in the East St car park is unjustified. Without the 

proposed residential development (see above), expansion could be achieved by the 

methods already assumed by the Plan (i.e. converting the existing 36 reserved private 

parking spaces to public parking, and re-modelling the car park layout). A suggested 

proposal for the re-modelled A6 end of the car park is attached (Doc B). 

 

 

4. The Policy does not call for any improvement in traffic flow and safety in answer to 

the current problems which exist at the East St car park exit to the A6, where vehicles 

are currently permitted to enter and exit in all directions across a very busy highway, 

making accidents inevitable. This is in conflict with Core Strategy Policy 3, which calls 

on the Council to “identify relevant access, transportation issues and solutions”. This 

omission makes the Policy ineffective. The construction of dwellings on the car park 

would further exacerbate the existing dangers to motorists and pedestrians.  

 

This issue could be remedied by modifying the traffic flow at the junction to modify the 

junction of East Street and the A6 to be one-way (exit only). A suggested layout is 

attached – see Doc C. Any vehicles wanting to enter the car park from the A6 would 

then flow via the north end of The Parade (where some might filter off to the Sandhurst 

St car park if suitable signage was available, thus easing some pressure on East St car 

park) and South Street (duly improved as discussed above).  

 

 

To make Policy 18 effective, we recommend the reference to new residential development 

fronting Harborough Road be struck out, that the words “Refurbished office block on” be 

replaced with “Redevelopment of” and “commercial” be replaced with “residential”, the 

target for car park spaces be 200 instead of 150, and a commitment to improve the 

junction of East Street and the A6 be added. 
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POLICY 19  - BAXTER’S PLACE (Sandhurst St car park) 

 

We recognise that the Sandhurst Street car park is a logical area for redevelopment, and 

welcome the addition of modern retail units to the town centre, but believe the policy as 

drafted is unjustified, would be ineffective and does not maximise the potential of this 

space as required by the Core Strategy. 

 

1. We believe the target of 2170 sq m of retail floorspace is over-ambitious and, being 

financially unattractive to investors, would be unlikely to be built, making the policy 

ineffective. Given the number of existing vacant units within the town centre and the 

likelihood of the current economic situation lasting for some time, we feel a more 

modest scheme would be more likely to achieve funding support and be taken up by 

potential retailers, whilst retaining the option to expand at some future time. 

 

2. We believe the 800 sq m of new office space is equally unjustified, as argued above in 

Policy 19, and would just add additional cost to the project without befitting the Plan. 

 

3. As argued above (Policy 17), the community use building is an unjustified  use of the 

space and financial resources likely to be available, making the Policy unsound. 

 

4. This Policy makes no proposals to improve the existing problems of access and egress 

at the entrance to and along Sandhurst Street which are the subject of much public 

concern, and, indeed, it would exacerbate the situation by promoting extra vehicles to 

use this car park. Whist Paragraph 5.75 acknowledges the difficulty of the proposed 

layout in respect of service access to existing retail units, with associated safety issues at 

the mixed pedestrian/vehicular entrance via The Parade, it proposes no solution.  These 

omissions are in conflict with Core Strategy Policy 3, which asks to “identify relevant 

access, transportation issues and solutions” and this makes the Policy ineffective.  

Neither does policy offer a solution to the serious problems of illegal parking on the 

corner of Chestnut Avenue (a serious traffic hazard). A positive alternative to the 

proposed layout is suggested in our supporting Doc D, which would help resolve the 

above issues, provide easier and safer access for shoppers and vehicles, and remove the 

necessity for vehicles to transit The Parade to access this car park. 

 

5. The target of 200 parking spaces is, in our view, unrealistic and inflexible. The high cost 

of the decked parking, together with the potential public disquiet over this idea, means 

the project is unlikely to be constructed and the policy is therefore ineffective. As noted 

above (Policy 17), we are in favour of the maximum feasible number of spaces and 

believe in this instance it is better to have new shops, better car park access, and slightly 

fewer (but well managed and convenient) car park spaces rather than no project at all.  

 

To make this policy effective and justified, we therefore propose that the Policy be re-

worded to reduce the target retail floorspace by 20% to 1736 sq m, delete the references to 

commercial floorspace and community use, amend “at least 200 spaces” to read “the 

maximum feasible number of spaces” and add a commitment to improving the 

access/egress to the car park by providing an entry/exit point in Chestnut Avenue. 
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PHASING 

 

Pages 91/92 of the Plan, covering the delivery strategy for the Oadby part of the AAP, is 

so ambiguous about time-scales (1-10 years for Brooksby Square, and 6-15 years for 

Baxter’s Place) that it calls into question the effectiveness of the Plan. 

 

1. The current economic trends are such that, by the time the regenerative effect of the 

Baxter’s Place development is felt, there may be very few independent retailers left in 

Oadby, resulting in a net loss of units, contrary to the Core Strategy Spacial Objective 1. 

This would make the whole Plan ineffective. It is important therefore that the Plan be 

scaled down as suggested in our various recommendations above, so that detailed 

planning and implementation can proceed as quickly as possible. A lack of precise time-

scales suggests uncertainty and makes the Plan ineffective. 

 

2. If the Oadby TCA proposals regarding Brooksby Square are accepted, then it would be 

logical to proceed with this element of the Plan as soon as possible, for all the reasons 

advanced in the Plan, and because it would be immediately beneficial to the viability of 

the town centre.  

 

If, however, the Council’s proposals were to be accepted, then a real problem with 

phasing appears. To reduce existing car park spaces in the short term, with the 

expectation of re-instating them later by building a larger car park elsewhere, would be 

catastrophic for businesses in the town centre and be contrary to the Core Strategy 

Policy 2 which states that it is “essential that any new development does not have an 

adverse effect on existing centres”, making the Policy ineffective. 

 

To ensure the effectiveness of the Plan, and provide certainty for existing and potential 

investors, we recommend ideally that the Phasing of the Plan be set out in four time 

periods of four years each, but as a minimum, that the indicative timescales of each 

project should fall into one period only (unless it is an activity which of necessity has to 

take place in more than one time zone). Should the TCA’s recommendations above (p10) 

not be implemented, then we propose the phasing of the Baxter Place development should 

precede, rather than follow, that of the Brooksby Square development. 
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Doc A – Businesses now outside the Proposed Town Centre 

Business Address Postcode Tel Nature of Business

1 Cheiko's Restaurant 8 Leicester Road LE2 5BD 271 1933 Restaurant

2 Keith Law Sowman 3 Leicester Road LE2 5BD 271 0871 Accountants

3 Meridian Mortgages 3 London Road LE2 5DL 272 0083 Financial Services

4 Aloe Therapy 19 London Road LE2 5DL 271 9049 Alt Therapy

5 Fox Inn 21 London Road LE2 5DL 271 3102 Pub

6 Black Dog 22 London Road LE2 5DL 271 2937 Pub

7 Chirag Restaurant 29 London Road LE2 5DL 271 0010 Indian Restt/Takeaway

8 Oadby Design Studio 31-33 London Road LE2 5DL 271 7021 Kitchens

9 Queens Cars 35 London Road LE2 5DL 271 2828 Taxi Service

10 Broughton House Furniture 37 London Road LE2 5DL 271 4934 Furniture (closed)

11 Oadby Tyres 8 London Road LE2 5DG 271 9968 Tyres

12 Oadby Central Garage 8a London Road LE2 5DG 271 3258 Garage

13 AJ Adkinson 12 London Road LE2 5DG 271 2340 Funerals

14 Wilson B Ragg 24 London Road LE2 5DG 271 2140 Butcher

15 Swatlands 38 London Road LE2 5DH 271 1117 Restaurant

16 Blueberry Bush 39 London Road LE2 5DH 271 4888 Nursery

17 ER Fox & Sons 42 London Road LE2 5DH 271 4408 Knitwear Agent

18 The Barber Shop 44 London Road LE2 5DH Hairdresser

19 Oadby Cobbler 46 London Road LE2 5DH 271 9221 Shoe Repairs

20 Gingerbread Cottage 50 London Road LE2 5DH 271 4677 Baker

21 Spices 52 London Road LE2 5DH 271 8363 Indian Takeaway

22 Creed Hair 52a London Road LE2 5DH 271 4564 Hairdresser

23 Oadby Mower Services 52 (rear) London Road LE2 5DH 271 2379 Lawnmower Services

24 The Retreat 54 London Road LE2 5DH 271 7183 Beauty Salon

25 Inline TV 56 London Road LE2 5DH 271 7393 TV repairs

26 Nice n Spicy 60 London Road LE2 5DH 271 1211 Indian Takeaway

27 Mercury News 62 London Road LE2 5DH 271 2514 Newsagent

28 Salon 62 62a London Road LE2 5DH 271 8797 Hairdresser

29 Taks House 62b London Road LE2 5DH 271 9789 Chinese Takeaway

30 Schoolwear Solutions 64 London Road LE2 5DH 271 2227 Childrens Clothing

31 Adrian Salon 66 London Road LE2 5DH 271 5876 Hairdresser

32 Tamarind Leaf 47 London Road LE2 5DN 271 7109 Restaurant (closed)

33 York & Cooper 51 London Road LE2 5DN 271 2310 Opticians

34 Oadby Angling 81 London Road LE2 5DN 271 0789 Fishing Tackle

35 John Hardy Antiques 91 London Road LE2 5DP 271 2862 Antiques

36 Wheel Inn 99 London Road LE2 5DP 271 2231 Pub

37 Halaal Ice-Land 115 London Road LE2 5DP 271 1234 Convenience Store

38 EA Signs 25 New Street LE2 5EB 271 0474 Signs

39 EAS Windows 25 New Street LE2 5EB 271 0120 Windows

40 New Street Motors 27 New Street LE2 5EB 271 5993 Garage/Filling Sta

41 Vantis (now vacant) Harborough Road LE2 4LP 272 8200 Accountants

42 Waitrose plc 36 Harborough Road LE2 4LA 272 0808 Superstore

 



Page 14 of 18 

 

Doc B – East St Suggested Improvements to car park layout 
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Doc C – Suggested A6 Junction Improvements 
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Doc D – Suggested Baxter’s Square Layout 
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Doc E – Analysis of OWBC Jan 2012 Parking Survey in Oadby 

Times : A = 11.00-12.00 B = 12.00-13.00 C = 15.00-16.00 D = 14.00-15.00  E = 16.00 - 17.00

Day Time

Disabled 20 Min 3 Hr Total Disabled 3 Hr Over 3 Hr Total

Available Spaces 11 8 163 182 11 98 82 191

Free Spaces

MON A 5 2 35 42 9 33 56 98

MON B 5 5 52 62 9 33 59 101

MON C 5 3 24 32 10 56 65 131

TUE A 2 2 6 10 7 30 65 102

TUE B 3 5 21 29 6 39 58 103

TUE C 3 2 10 15 7 55 69 131

WED A 6 4 21 31 11 51 61 123

WED B 3 2 21 26 9 39 61 109

WED C 2 1 32 35 10 49 61 120

THU A 1 3 13 17 7 27 49 83

THU B 4 2 32 38 9 56 48 113

THU C 7 0 21 28 8 55 52 115

FRI A 5 1 6 12 6 30 60 96

FRI B 5 1 11 17 5 38 59 102

FRI D 7 6 42 55 6 53 61 120

FRI C 5 1 49 55 7 63 62 132

FRI E 6 0 30 36 9 69 69 147

SAT A 4 1 11 16 10 14 74 98

SAT B 4 0 14 18 9 13 73 95

SAT C 8 4 15 27 10 48 78 136

QUIETEST 8 6 52 62 11 69 78 147

% Free 73% 75% 32% 34% 100% 70% 95% 77%

% In Use 27% 25% 68% 66% 0% 30% 5% 23%

AVERAGE 5 2 23 30 8 43 62 113

% Free 41% 28% 14% 17% 75% 43% 76% 59%

% In Use 59% 72% 86% 83% 25% 57% 24% 41%

BUSIEST 1 0 6 10 5 13 48 83

% Free 9% 0% 4% 5% 45% 13% 59% 43%

% In Use 91% 100% 96% 95% 55% 87% 41% 57%

EAST STREET SANDHURST STREET
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Doc F – Analysis of Petitioners’ Postcodes 

 

The following list analyses the addresses of all individuals who signed the Petition of Nov 2007 

which stated “We the undersigned wish to register our protest against the Town Centre Action 

Plan for East Street Car Park which will substantially reduce parking spaces and prevent 

adequate service access to local businesses” 

 

Postcode Area Total %

LE2 2/4/5 Oadby 1435 71%

LE2 Other Knighton, Stoneygate etc 127 6%

LE8 9 Great Glen 119 6%

LE18 Wigston 91 4%

LE7 9 Houghton on the Hill etc 57 3%

LE5 Evington 40 2%

LE8 0/5/8 Kibworth, Fleckney etc 40 2%

LE16 Market Harborough 18 1%  

 

 

 

 

 


