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LATE SHEET

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE – 13TH February 2013

Item 6, 7 & 8 (Page 13-134) – Maulden Footpath
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Item 9 (Page 135-224) – CB/12/02071/OUT – Retail Park at
Grovebury Road, LU7 4UX

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses

GVA Grimley (12/02/2013
The Council’s retail consultant has set out a more detailed response to the
objections received. The response it is attached as Appendix 1 and can be
summarised as follows:

The differences between bulky and non-bulky retail should not be
considered when local authorities consider 'planned need' in their
emerging DPD’s and town centre strategies. They should consider the
sequentially most suitable sites for comparison goods.

When considering applications, however, the Practice Guidance and
NPPF directs applicants and local authorities to consider a range of
more technical issues.

Given the retail mix, it is right to point out that there is some non-bulky
goods expenditure leakage to the four retail park destinations referred
to in the GVA report, but as we have noted in paragraphs 5.33 and
5.34, total expenditure leakage would result in £19.4m by 2016, whilst
the Grovebury Road schemes would require claw back of only £14.1m.

The Grovebury Road proposals are not reliant on 100% claw-back from
the four retail parks in Milton Keynes. The level of leakage is greater
than the level of trade required. There will be some trade diversion
from these destinations. There would also be an element of 'mutual
impact' if both schemes were delivered, leading to less reliance on claw
back.

We are comfortable that there is sufficient bulky goods expenditure to
claw back from a variety of destinations, primarily the four retail parks
in Milton Keynes (GVA, para.5.36). The level of potential bulky goods
trade is greater than the turnover required to support the Grovebury
Road proposals, although not unlimited (GVA, para 5.41). The
proposals will obtain trade from a number of other destinations also.
We re-affirm our conclusions drawn in Section 5, in particular
paragraph 5.39 onwards.

The assessment is not merely about bulky retail as compared with non-
bulky retail but also ensuring the range of goods proposed will not have
a significant detrimental impact on Leighton Buzzard town centre. The
mix of uses at the Grovebury Road schemes would divert trade
primarily from the four retail parks, but likely also from a range of other
town centre and out-of-centre destinations.

Strategic Planning (30/01/2013)
Overall, from a Policy perspective, I do not consider there would be
significantly detrimental impact if the employment sites were utilised for
alternative uses. The recent Economic and Employment Study identified an
over-supply of employment land across Central Bedfordshire and there is a
significant level of strategic land identified for allocation within the emerging
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Development Strategy, 16ha of which are close to the two sites within the
East Leighton Linslade Urban Extension. Although the two sites are
reasonably well connected, the provision of the A5-M1 link road may result in
the two sites being considered more favourably for the delivery of B Use
employment - the road is however a couple of years away from being
completed.

The Pre-Submission Development Strategy contains a number of employment
policies which seek to be pro-active in the delivery of employment land and
jobs within Central Bedfordshire and not overly restrictive. Policy 7 relates to
the provision of employment generating non-B uses on employment sites and
identifies a series of criteria which must be satisfied before employment land
can be lost to alternative uses. We would expect proposals for the sites to
have due regard to this policy and address the points identified. Consideration
should also be given to the relevant retail policies within the Pre-Submission
Development Strategy.

Economic Regeneration (06/02/2013)
Consultation response attached as Appendix 2.

89 additional objections have been received in response to the application,
summarised as follows:

The proposal conflicts with national guidelines which seek to protect
and encourage High Streets.

The High Street serves an important community function and must be
regenerated through the planned development on land south of the
High Street.

The application sites are not accessible to non-drivers.

The developments would not encourage footfall within the town centre.

Concerns are raised regarding traffic congestion.

The existing Homebase store should be retained in its current location.

The town is well served by existing retailers and larger multiples at
Milton Keynes and Luton.

There is significant local opinion against the proposals including from
smaller independent businesses.

Leighton Buzzard is not supported by any significant tourism and could
not support another retail area.

GVA Grimley’s Retail Review does not give sufficient weight to the
impact upon local people.

If both developments were to proceed, the scale of out of centre retail
would be out of proportion with the current comparison floor space in
the town centre

GVA Grimley’s predictions regarding the opportunity for ‘clawback’
trade from other centres is questioned.

The future of many ‘bulky goods’ retailers are uncertain. A number of
important ‘bulky goods’ retailers have recently folded and several
would not have interest in Leighton Buzzard.

Vacancy rates in Leighton Buzzard are low due to smaller units owned
by smaller businesses with a presence on the High Street.
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The presence of food retailers as part of the developments would
further harm the town centre.

The applications do not satisfactorily address retail impact on the basis
of current information.

It is questioned whether there is a need for the developments in
qualitative and quantative terms.

The application sites cannot be considered acceptable in terms of the
sequential test given their location and accessibility. Land south of the
High Street is the preferred site.

‘Bulky goods’ retailing should not be considered a separate category of
retail. Many retailers in the town centre have offered these types of
goods for many years.

It is likely that Homebase would not relocate as their location supports
‘linked trade’ with Tesco. A competitive retailer such as Wickes would
have a harmful impact on these existing retailers.

Although it is suggested that there is potential for sufficient ‘clawback’
trade from other towns, a significant number of retailers at these other
towns are not ‘bulky goods’ retailers. In reality the developments
cannot therefore achieve sufficient ‘clawback’ trade.

Town centre retailers cannot continue to rely on customer loyalty if
customers are offered a better choice, price and service outside of the
town centre.

The Portas Pilot initiatives should be supported.

Third party representation forms, headed “Help Save Your High Street”
The Council has received a further 236 third party representation forms,
headed “Help Save Your High Street”. A number of those who had completed
forms have also commented by way of objection. A number of those who had
completed the forms did not provide full addresses. The forms state that there
are two retail development options within Leighton Buzzard; Option 1, an
extension to the existing retail centre on land south of the High Street or
Option 2, a retail development on Grovebury Road. Of the 236 additional
forms received;

228 indicated a preference for development on land south of the High
Street.

6 indicated a preference for neither development

2 indicated a preference for the proposed retail park developments.

Leighton Buzzard Observer poll
The Council has received copies of the reader votes submitted in response to
the Leighton Buzzard Observer’s opinion poll regarding the applications. A
total of 272 votes were made online and with paper forms. 55% responded
against the proposals and 45% responded in favour of the proposals.

Detailed third party representations
The Council has also received several detailed third party representations in
relation to this application. These are as follows:

Wood Hardwick Planning objection. Letter comments on the sequential
test, the impact test, the retention of employment land, the control of
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goods sold. It is stated that the “third retail park” proposed at the
Camden site is considered preferable to the application site. Planning
agents have been instructed to prepare planning submissions for this
site. (Appendix 3)

Third party objection. Letter comments on the sequential test, highways
considerations, retail impact. (Appendix 4)

Third party objection. Letter comments on the distinction between bulky
goods and main town centre uses, the make up of retailers at Milton
Keynes retail parks, bulky goods definitions, the interpretation of the
Roger Tym retail study, the Council’s retail consultant’s conclusions in
relation to potential ‘clawback’ trade. (Appendix 5)

Third party objection. Letter comments on the cumulative impact of
both developments. It is indicated that the development would result in
a significant over-provision of retail floorspace in Leighton Buzzard;
harm the vitality and viability of the town centre; prejudice the Bridge
Meadow and land south of the High Street developments; undermine
the emerging Development Strategy which is underpinned by a more
limited retail need than would be provided by the proposed schemes;
conflict with the NPPF, Local Plan, emerging Development Strategy
and Development Briefs for Leighton Buzzard; the conclusions drawn
on the sequential test are contrary to the conclusions of the Council’s
retail studies and deal with the Council’s retail studies incorrectly.
(Appendix 6)

CBC Highways
Highways have commented on the applicant’s additional information as
summarised below and have raised several detailed issues with the submitted
capacity assessments. Concerns are raised in relation traffic growth, the
implications of the Billington Road Transport Corridor scheme and the
capacity of the Stanbridge Road/Grovebury Road/Lake Street junction.
Highways do not consider that the applicant’s approach to assessing potential
combined traffic flows for both retail developments is appropriate. As such it
has not been satisfactorily demonstrated that there is sufficient capacity within
the road network in the event that both developments were to be built out.
(Appendices 7 and 8)

Applicants Additional Information
Since the finalisation of the Committee agenda, the applicant has submitted
additional information which addresses the following:

Mayer Brown Transport. Letter in response to CBC Highways
comments regarding highway capacity. (Appendix 9)

Mayer Brown Transport. Email in response to CBC Highways
comments regarding highway capacity. (Appendix 10)

Agent’s email dated 11/2/13.The proposed contribution to the Dash
Direct service is considered the most appropriate method of providing a
suitable bus service for the site. The likely timing of adjacent housing
developments to support an extension to the Dash Direct bus service,
the potential impact of a dedicated service for the application sites on
the existing Dash Direct service are addressed. As a fall back to an
extension to the Dash Direct service coming forward in the immediate
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future, it is proposed that the retail park would temporarily support its
own minibus service. If the Council insists that the development is
served by its own commercial bus service, this would mean a reduction
is Section 106 contributions towards other areas. (Appendix 11)

Additional Comments
Prior Notification of Proposed Demolition submitted in relation to previously
developed site
Following the finalisation of the Committee agenda, Barwood developments
Ltd (applicants) and Invesco P.I.T Ltd. (site owners) have submitted an
Application for prior notification of proposed demolition for the demolition of
the existing warehousing on the previously developed site. The notice was
received by the Council on 7 February 2013. Under the notification procedure
the Council is empowered to respond to this application in relation to the
safety and environmental implications arising from the proposed demolition
works but must do so within 28 days of receipt of the notice. The Council
cannot object to the proposed demolition works on the basis of broader
planning considerations.

Goods restrictions
It should be noted that pets and pet supplies were not included in the list of
items to be sold as part of the retail developments (pages 160 and 166, Item 9
and pages 205 and 254, Item 10). However the sale of these types of
products as part of the retail developments would be consistent with other
‘bulky goods’ developments in the area including the White Lion Retail Park,
Dunstable. Taking account of the Section 106 controls imposed as part of the
White Lion Retail Park development, the advice of the Council’s retail
consultant and Officers’ conclusions regarding retail impact, it is considered
that the sale of pets and pet supplies as part of the Grovebury Road
developments is appropriate.

Potential ‘clawback trade’
It is noted that some retail operators in the four retail parks in Milton
Keynes/Bletchley will be 'less bulky'. GVA Grimley’s Retail Review of the
proposals has, to some extent (para 5.33), justified sufficient expenditure from
just these four destinations to support the two proposals (a leakage of 9.4%
£16.4m). GVA have stated that this is marginal, but sufficient. GVA add that
overall leakage from Zone 8 substantially greater than 9.4% - it is 65% to both
bulky and non-bulky town centre destinations. Whilst the Grovebury Road
schemes would inevitably sell a small proportion of 'non-bulky' goods, they
are primarily bulky. The trade that they don't draw from the four Milton Keynes
retail parks will instead be drawn from a selection of town centres; for
example, Milton Keynes, Luton, Dunstable, Aylesbury and Leighton Buzzard.
On the basis that the two proposals will be strictly controlled to primarily bulky
goods, the impact will be low and dispersed across a number of destinations.
It is considered there is sufficient expenditure to support both proposals
through claw-back from both the bulky goods destinations in Milton Keynes,
and a selection of other town centre destinations.

Determination procedure
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Members attention is drawn to the applicants' additional information and
Counsel opinion (Appendix 2 of late sheet item 10) which raises concern that
the Committee reports do not make it sufficiently clear that both schemes
should be considered acceptable in combination. It is stated that the
Committee reports frame the two proposals as alternatives. In order to avoid
prejudice on this basis, it is asserted that the two applications should be dealt
with as a single Committee item rather than two distinct items. Various case
law is referenced to support this approach. Officers consider that this
approach carries several inherent risks which might affect the soundness of
the decisions taken, particularly the increased potential for the individual
merits and characteristics of the two schemes to be confused at the decision
stage. This approach is not therefore considered appropriate. Each of the two
separate proposals should be dealt with on the basis of their individual merit
but having regard to potential combined impacts. For the avoidance of doubt,
Officers consider that both schemes should be regarded as acceptable in
combination. Notwithstanding this, if the Council determines that one or both
schemes should be refused, any planning refusal should be on the basis of a
planning objection to the refused scheme itself. Importantly, the applications
must not be determined on the basis of a preference for one scheme over the
other.
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Additional Comments
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Additional/Amended Reasons

Item 10 (Page 225-262) – CB/12/03290/OUT – Unit 7, Grovebury
Road, Leighton Buzzard, LU7 4SQ

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses

GVA Grimley (12/02/2013
The Council’s retail consultant has set out a more detailed response to the
objections received. The response it is appended to late sheet item 9 and can
be summarised as follows:

The differences between bulky and non-bulky retail should not be
considered when local authorities consider 'planned need' in their
emerging DPD’s and town centre strategies. They should consider the
sequentially most suitable sites for comparison goods.

When considering applications, however, the Practice Guidance and
NPPF directs applicants and local authorities to consider a range of
more technical issues.

Given the retail mix, it is right to point out that there is some non-bulky
goods expenditure leakage to the four retail park destinations referred
to in the GVA report, but as we have noted in paragraphs 5.33 and
5.34, total expenditure leakage would result in £19.4m by 2016, whilst
the Grovebury Road schemes would require claw back of only £14.1m.

The Grovebury Road proposals are not reliant on 100% claw-back from
the four retail parks in Milton Keynes. The level of leakage is greater
than the level of trade required. There will be some trade diversion
from these destinations. There would also be an element of 'mutual
impact' if both schemes were delivered, leading to less reliance on claw
back.

We are comfortable that there is sufficient bulky goods expenditure to
claw back from a variety of destinations, primarily the four retail parks
in Milton Keynes (GVA, para.5.36). The level of potential bulky goods
trade is greater than the turnover required to support the Grovebury
Road proposals, although not unlimited (GVA, para 5.41). The
proposals will obtain trade from a number of other destinations also.
We re-affirm our conclusions drawn in Section 5, in particular
paragraph 5.39 onwards.

The assessment is not merely about bulky retail as compared with non-
bulky retail but also ensuring the range of goods proposed will not have
a significant detrimental impact on Leighton Buzzard town centre. The
mix of uses at the Grovebury Road schemes would divert trade
primarily from the four retail parks, but likely also from a range of other
town centre and out-of-centre destinations.

Strategic Planning (30/01/2013)
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Overall, from a Policy perspective, I do not consider there would be
significantly detrimental impact if the employment sites were utilised for
alternative uses. The recent Economic and Employment Study identified an
over-supply of employment land across Central Bedfordshire and there is a
significant level of strategic land identified for allocation within the emerging
Development Strategy, 16ha of which are close to the two sites within the
East Leighton Linslade Urban Extension. Although the two sites are
reasonably well connected, the provision of the A5-M1 link road may result in
the two sites being considered more favourably for the delivery of B Use
employment - the road is however a couple of years away from being
completed.

The Pre-Submission Development Strategy contains a number of employment
policies which seek to be pro-active in the delivery of employment land and
jobs within Central Bedfordshire and not overly restrictive. Policy 7 relates to
the provision of employment generating non-B uses on employment sites and
identifies a series of criteria which must be satisfied before employment land
can be lost to alternative uses. We would expect proposals for the sites to
have due regard to this policy and address the points identified. Consideration
should also be given to the relevant retail policies within the Pre-Submission
Development Strategy.

Economic Regeneration (06/02/2013)
Consultation response appended to late sheet item 9.

National Grid (29/01/2013)
No objection.

BE Aerospace (30/01/2013) – Appendix 1
The Council has received an objection from BE Aerospace, the occupier of an
adjacent site on the opposite side of Grovebury Road. The letter is attached
below and can be summarised as follows:

BE Aerospace employs 8,000 staff. 1,200 of these are located within
the UK across four manufacturing sites and four distribution centres.

The company occupies a 160,000 square foot (circa 14,860 square
metres) facility at Grovebury Road/Chartmoor Road where 490 staff
are employed.

The company has seen significant growth in recent years and plan to
employ 40+ new staff in the next 12 months.

There is a need to increase manufacturing floor space to increase
capacity to meet future demand.

It is critical to keep manufacturing at the Grovebury Road site,
therefore warehousing stock will have to move away from the existing
Grovebury Road facility.

BE Aerospace currently rent 25,000 square feet (circa 2,320 square
metres) of warehouse space from Into the Light at the application site.

There is a requirement for 25,000 square feet (circa 2,320 square
metres) of additional warehouse space on a long term basis.
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BE Aerospace have made extensive enquiries to find suitable
warehousing and have been in contact with Bidwells the marketing
agents for the application site.

Into the Light currently occupy two of the four warehouse units at the
application site and have expressed an interest in leasing the entire
site.

Whilst the application states the warehouse buildings are no longer
suitable for occupation, BE Aerospace has a clear need for the Use
Class B8 warehouse space.

Failure to secure suitable warehouse space of this type may reduce BE
Aerospace’s future recruitment requirements and use their current
distribution centres outside the area.

Given likely traffic volumes, shift patterns and freight activity, the
proposed development would adversely impact access and egress
from the existing BE Aerospace site which is already compromised and
benefits from only one effective access.

(Officer Note: The existing warehouse building at the application site totals
approximately 19,324 square metres, divided into four units of circa 4,800
square metres.)

90 additional objections have been received in response to the application,
summarised as follows:

Two large organisations have expressed an interest in leasing the site.
The existing warehouse units should be retained in line with the
Council’s employment policies.

The proposal conflicts with national guidelines which seek to protect
and encourage High Streets.

The High Street serves an important community function and must be
regenerated through the planned development on land south of the
High Street.

The application sites are not accessible to non-drivers.

The developments would not encourage footfall within the town centre.

Concerns are raised regarding traffic congestion.

The existing Homebase store should be retained in its current location.

The town is well served by existing retailers and larger multiples at
Milton Keynes and Luton.

There is significant local opinion against the proposals including from
smaller independent businesses.

Leighton Buzzard is not supported by any significant tourism and could
not support another retail area.

GVA Grimley’s Retail Review does not give sufficient weight to the
impact upon local people.

If both developments were to proceed, the scale of out of centre retail
would be out of proportion with the current comparison floor space in
the town centre

GVA Grimley’s predictions regarding the opportunity for ‘clawback’
trade from other centres is questioned.
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The future of many ‘bulky goods’ retailers are uncertain. A number of
important ‘bulky goods’ retailers have recently folded and several
would not have interest in Leighton Buzzard.

Vacancy rates in Leighton Buzzard are low due to smaller units owned
by smaller businesses with a presence on the High Street.

The presence of food retailers as part of the developments would
further harm the town centre.

The applications do not satisfactorily address retail impact on the basis
of current information.

It is questioned whether there is a need for the developments in
qualitative and quantative terms.

The application sites cannot be considered acceptable in terms of the
sequential test given their location and accessibility. Land south of the
High Street is the preferred site.

‘Bulky goods’ retailing should not be considered a separate category of
retail. Many retailers in the town centre have offered these types of
goods for many years.

It is likely that Homebase would not relocate as their location supports
‘linked trade’ with Tesco. A competitive retailer such as Wickes would
have a harmful impact on these existing retailers.

Although it is suggested that there is potential for sufficient ‘clawback’
trade from other towns, a significant number of retailers at these other
towns are not ‘bulky goods’ retailers. In reality the developments
cannot therefore achieve sufficient ‘clawback’ trade.

Town centre retailers cannot continue to rely on customer loyalty if
customers are offered a better choice, price and service outside of the
town centre.

The Portas Pilot initiatives should be supported.

Third party representation forms, headed “Help Save Your High Street”
The Council has received a further 236 third party representation forms,
headed “Help Save Your High Street”. A number of those who had completed
forms have also commented by way of objection. A number of those who had
completed the forms did not provide full addresses. The forms state that there
are two retail development options within Leighton Buzzard; Option 1, an
extension to the existing retail centre on land south of the High Street or
Option 2, a retail development on Grovebury Road. Of the 236 additional
forms received;

228 indicated a preference for development on land south of the High
Street.

6 indicated a preference for neither development

2 indicated a preference for the proposed retail park developments.

Leighton Buzzard Observer poll
The Council has received copies of the reader votes submitted in response to
the Leighton Buzzard Observer’s opinion poll regarding the applications. A
total of 272 votes were made online and with paper forms. 55% responded
against the proposals and 45% responded in favour of the proposals.
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Detailed third party representations
The Council has also received several detailed third party representations in
relation to this application which are appended to late sheet item 9. These are
as follows:

Wood Hardwick Planning objection. Letter comments on the sequential
test, the impact test, the retention of employment land, the control of
goods sold. It is stated that the “third retail park” proposed at the
Camden site is considered preferable to the application site. Planning
agents have been instructed to prepare planning submissions for this
site.

Third party objection. Letter comments on the sequential test, highways
considerations, retail impact.

Third party objection. Letter comments on the distinction between bulky
goods and main town centre uses, the make up of retailers at Milton
Keynes retail parks, bulky goods definitions, the interpretation of the
Roger Tym retail study, the Council’s retail consultant’s conclusions in
relation to potential ‘clawback’ trade.

Third party objection. Letter comments on the cumulative impact of
both developments. It is indicated that the development would result in
a significant over-provision of retail floorspace in Leighton Buzzard;
harm the vitality and viability of the town centre; prejudice the Bridge
Meadow and land south of the High Street developments; undermine
the emerging Development Strategy which is underpinned by a more
limited retail need than would be provided by the proposed schemes;
conflict with the NPPF, Local Plan, emerging Development Strategy
and Development Briefs for Leighton Buzzard; the conclusions drawn
on the sequential test are contrary to the conclusions of the Council’s
retail studies and deal with the Council’s retail studies incorrectly.

Applicants Additional Information
Since the finalisation of the Committee agenda, the applicant has submitted a
number of additional letters which address the following:

Content of Committee reports and appropriate Committee procedure,
Counsell opinion – The Council is advised that both schemes are
acceptable in combination and should be treated together rather than
as alternatives. (Appendix 2)

The BE Aerospace objection. (Appendix 3)

The BE Aerospace objection and demolition notice. (Appendix 4)

The recent termination of Into the Light’s leases on the site. (Appendix
5)

Parking demand; the capacity of the Stanbridge Road/Grovebury
Road/Lake Street junction; cumulative traffic flows; and Section 106
contributions. A total contribution of £600,000 is now proposed. It is
open to the Council as decision maker to determine how this is spent.
The contributions taken should be necessary to make the development
acceptable in planning terms. The contributions taken should be
directly related to the development and fair and reasonable in terms of
scale and kind. (Appendix 6)

Members briefing note. (Appendix 7)
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Additional Comments
Prior Notification of Proposed Demolition submitted in relation to previously
developed site
Following the finalisation of the Committee agenda, Barwood developments
Ltd (applicants) and Invesco P.I.T Ltd. (site owners) have submitted an
Application for prior notification of proposed demolition for the demolition of
the existing warehousing on the previously developed site. The notice was
received by the Council on 7 February 2013. Under the notification procedure
the Council is empowered to respond to this application in relation to the
safety and environmental implications arising from the proposed demolition
works but must do so within 28 days of receipt of the notice. The Council
cannot object to the proposed demolition works on the basis of broader
planning considerations.

Goods restrictions
It should be noted that pets and pet supplies were not included in the list of
items to be sold as part of the retail developments (pages 160 and 166, Item 9
and pages 205 and 254, Item 10). However the sale of these types of
products as part of the retail developments would be consistent with other
‘bulky goods’ developments in the area including the White Lion Retail Park,
Dunstable. Taking account of the Section 106 controls imposed as part of the
White Lion Retail Park development, the advice of the Council’s retail
consultant and Officers’ conclusions regarding retail impact, it is considered
that the sale of pets and pet supplies as part of the Grovebury Road
developments is appropriate.

Potential ‘clawback trade’
It is noted that some retail operators in the four retail parks in Milton
Keynes/Bletchley will be 'less bulky'. GVA Grimley’s Retail Review of the
proposals has, to some extent (para 5.33), justified sufficient expenditure from
just these four destinations to support the two proposals (a leakage of 9.4%
£16.4m). GVA have stated that this is marginal, but sufficient. GVA add that
overall leakage from Zone 8 substantially greater than 9.4% - it is 65% to both
bulky and non-bulky town centre destinations. Whilst the Grovebury Road
schemes would inevitably sell a small proportion of 'non-bulky' goods, they
are primarily bulky. The trade that they don't draw from the four Milton Keynes
retail parks will instead be drawn from a selection of town centres; for
example, Milton Keynes, Luton, Dunstable, Aylesbury and Leighton Buzzard.
On the basis that the two proposals will be strictly controlled to primarily bulky
goods, the impact will be low and dispersed across a number of destinations.
It is considered there is sufficient expenditure to support both proposals
through claw-back from both the bulky goods destinations in Milton Keynes,
and a selection of other town centre destinations.

Parking assessment
It has been brought to Officers attention that, under the Council’s maximum
parking standards, a greater number of parking spaces would be required for
this development than is indicated in the Committee report (page 251, Item
10). Under the Council’s emerging Parking Strategy, a maximum of 570
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parking spaces would be required as part of the development. A total of 398
spaces are proposed and this represents approximately 70% of the parking
standard. The planning agent indicates that there is likely to be a maximum
parking accumulation of approximately 185 on a Saturday based on the
average trip rates demonstrated (Appendix 11). In line with the emerging
Parking Strategy, which allows for the consideration of parking accumulation
information and the likely maximum parking demand, Officers consider the
level of parking proposed for the development to be acceptable.

Determination procedure
Members attention is drawn to the applicants' additional information and
Counsel opinion (Appendix 2) which raises concern that the Committee
reports do not make it sufficiently clear that both schemes should be
considered acceptable in combination. It is stated that the Committee reports
frame the two proposals as alternatives. In order to avoid prejudice on this
basis, it is asserted that the two applications should be dealt with as a single
Committee item rather than two distinct items. Various case law is referenced
to support this approach. Officers consider that this approach carries several
inherent risks which might affect the soundness of the decisions taken,
particularly the increased potential for the individual merits and characteristics
of the two schemes to be confused at the decision stage. This approach is not
therefore considered appropriate. Each of the two separate proposals should
be dealt with on the basis of their individual merit but having regard to
potential combined impacts. For the avoidance of doubt, Officers consider that
both schemes should be regarded as acceptable in combination.
Notwithstanding this, if the Council determines that one or both schemes
should be refused, any planning refusal should be on the basis of a planning
objection to the refused scheme itself. Importantly, the applications must not
be determined on the basis of a preference for one scheme over the other.
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Additional Comments
None

Additional/Amended Reasons
None

Item 11 (Pages 263-276) CB/12/03575/FULL – 29
Steppingstones, Lancot Drive, Dunstable.
Demolition of existing care facility and construction of new
building with associated works. Proposed ground floor 8No x
studio bedrooms with ensuites and associated communal and
staff facilities. First floor assisted living 4No x two bedroom
flats and 2No x one bedroom flats.

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses

Highways Development Control – The development falls within category C2
for parking purposes. This section of Lancot Drive is not highway maintained
at public expense and it would appear to have double yellow lines to control
any indiscriminate parking. There is no turning area within the site for light
goods vehicles but as this is a private road I could not insist that one is
provided as service vehicles could reverse into the access of the site.

Additional Comments
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The double yellow lines outside of the site are not currently subject to a Traffic
Regulation Order and therefore not enforceable. However the CBC Parking
Team has requested that Bedfordshire Highways investigate making a TRO to
enable the restrictions to be enforced. The unadopted highway forms part of
the Lancot Lower School site.

Item 12 (Page 277-286) – CB/12/04310/FULL – Brickhill Farm
Park Homes, Halfmoon Lane, Pepperstock, Luton, LU1 4LW

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
Health and Safety Executive (01/02/2013)
The proposed development does not fall within the consultation distance for
any explosive facility, therefore the Explosives Inspectorate have ‘no
comment’ to make.

Additional Comments
None

Additional/Amended Reasons
None

Item 13 (Page 287-294) - CB/13/00101 - 113 Camberton Rd,
Linslade, Leighton Buzzard LU7 2UW

Additional Comments

Email 4
th
February 2013

Leighton-Linslade Town Council Consultation Response

RESOLVE D to recommend to Central Bedfordshire Council objection to

application reference CB/13/00101 (113 Camberton Road) on the grounds that

the amenity land was important to the visual amenity of the street scene and the

loss of it would be detrimental to the surrounding area

CB/13/00101 - 113 Camberton Rd, Linslade, Leighton Buzzard LU7 2UW

01/02/13 Consultation Response – Tree Officer

I refer to your memorandum dated 16th January 2013 and my subsequent site visit
on the 1st February 2013.

It is considered that the extension has sufficient clearance from a nearby Lime tree,
located on Local Authority amenity land, and would thereby avoid incurring root
damage to this specimen.
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It was calculated that the proposed new fence will just clear the branch spread of the
largest specimen of mixed ornamental conifers, planting along the boundary of the
applicant's side garden, which will help serve to soften the fence if granted consent.

However, it is well recognised that the fence will be out of character with the open
plan nature of the estate, facilitated by the use of privately owned amenity land,
which was the original design concept of the garden layout found throughout
Camberton Road.

SITE NOTES REF TREE:-

Trunk diameter of Lime (measured just above basal flare) = 500 mm
Crown spreads 1m over garden boundary.

_____________________________________________________________________

Application No: CB/13/00101/FULL
113 Camberton Road, Linslade, Leighton Buzzard, LU7 2UW
Consultation Response Rec’d on 05/02/13
Highways - No Objection

Application No: CB/13/00101/FULL
113 Camberton Road, Linslade, Leighton Buzzard, LU7 2UW

Rec’d on 5/2/13
Neighbour Objection from No 73 Camberton Road

In respect of the above application, I am writing to strongly object to the
proposal. If the application for the property to expand the garden to the side
goes ahead then their new fence will be much closer to our back garden wall.
This will not only impact on our privacy but will increase any potential noise
from the owners of 113 Camberton Road and indeed passers by. The whole
pathway behind our house and to the side of 113 will feel narrower, darker
and closed in. I also feel that it will alter the lovely spacious feel that our road
has. If this application is passed then you will have set a precedence for other
properties on the road to expand onto green space that is next to their house.
The road was designed to be an open and green area with grass verges
which should be preserved in the same way as you have rightly placed
preservation orders on many of the trees on the road and as such our houses
are at a premium. We do not want to become similar to a new estate where
all the houses are on top of each other. You will notice that many of our
houses have walled gardens, a fence will be not in keeping with the area. In
summary I believe that the proposed plans will have a detrimental affect on
the road.
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Item 14 (Page 295-302) – CB/12/03999/FULL – 37 Moor Lane,
Maulden, Bedford, MK45 2DJ

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
Further to the consultation response issued by the highway authority dated

22nd November the following additional comments are relevant to
consideration of the proposal.

From further investigation into the history of this site it is apparent that there is
a strip of land approximately 1m in width extending across the frontage of the
land which actually forms part of the public highway. However the land in
question has been inaccessible to the public for a number of years due to the
existence of a sectional concrete wall acting as a retaining structure and
conifer hedging which has grown to a substantial width and height over the
years. Nevertheless despite the appearance and most recent use of the land
public highway remains as public highway in perpetuity unless those highway
rights have been formally stopped up by Magistrates Court Order under
Section 117 of the Highways Act 1980 or, in cases where development has
not already occurred under the Town and Country Planning Act.

In this case it is recommended that the following advice note is included if
planning approval is to be considered;

Notwithstanding any grant of permission under the Town and Country
Planning Act the applicant is advised that the garage building hereby
permitted has been partially constructed on land forming part of the public
highway and the land shall remain public highway and declared on any Land
Charge Search unless the highway rights are formally extinguished by
Magistrates Court Order under Section 117 of the Highways Act 1980.

Furthermore, as the roof pitch will fall towards the highway, any surface water
will need to be intercepted and disposed of separately so that it does not
discharge into the highway. The following condition should be attached to any
permission granted:

Within one month of the date of this decision, arrangements shall be made
for surface water drainage from the garage hereby approved to be intercepted
and disposed of separately so that it does not discharge into the highway.

Reason: To avoid the carriage of surface water from the building into the
highway so as to safeguard the interest of highway safety.

Additional Comments
None

Additional/Amended Reasons
None
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Item 15 (Page 303-316) – CB/12/04248/FULL – Oak Tree Farm,
Potton Road, Biggleswade, SG18 0EP

The applicant has provided additional information as follows:

- The existing retail premises ceased trading on 28 April 2012 and has
been on the market since March 2012.

- Whilst some teachers will move from the existing schools there will be
a need to recruit new staff from the area to work at the school.

- At the existing Dunstable Campus (formerly known as Sceptre School)
all the professional teaching staff are from outside the bretheren
community.

Additional comments

Reference in the report to the catchment area should include Hertford and not
Hereford.

Access and Parking – Should read parking for 12 minibuses, as referred to in
other parts of the report.

Item 16 (Page 317-330) – CB/12/04272/FULL – 32 Astwick
Road, Stotfold, Hitchin, SG5 4AT

The Ward Councillors should read Cllrs B Saunders, J Saunders & Mrs
Clarke.

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
An additional letter has been received from the occupier of 10 Ivel Way
reiterating previous comments, however also making the following new
comment:

- The new access road will be used by the customers of the adjacent garage.

Additional Comments
A completed signed unilateral undertaking has now been received in respect
of a contribution towards infrastructure facilities.

Item 17 (Page 331-342) – CB/12/04342/FULL – Land To The
Rear Of 152 - 156, St Neots Road, Sandy

Additional Comments

A Unilateral Undertaking has been submitted and is approved by the Council’s
Legal Team
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Additional/Amended Reasons

Item 18 (Page 343-348) – CB/12/04140/FULL – 16 Ickwell
Green, Ickwell, Biggleswade, SG18 9EE

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
None

Additional Comments
None

Additional/Amended Reasons
None

Item 19 (Page 349-356) – CB/12/04247/FULL – 49 Common
Road, Stotfold, Hitchin, SG5 4DF

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
None

Additional Comments
None

Additional/Amended Reasons
None

Item 20 (Page 357-382) – CB/13/00088/OAC – London Luton
Airport, Airway Way, Luton

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses

Landscape Planner (1/2/13) (Summary)

LANDSCAPING - Welcomes reconfiguration of the terminal as the
airport buildings have a greater harmony, but the success will depend
on the use of quality materials and finishes. The landscape scheme is
based on limited tree planting and grass. Space is limited which
heightens the need to invest in landscaping to aid the legibility of
space, aid movement through space, reduce stress, screen car parking
and upgrade the environment. The approach taken is too basic for a
nationally important development. The safety railings are a key part of
pedestrian experience and should be high quality, as should be other
external furniture such as benches, bins and notice boards. Lighting
does not seem to have a distinctive solution.
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The landscape design should be upgraded. It has not been given
sufficient status for an international destination. There is scope to
increase the planting opportunities within the external environment and
in particular to select a more distinctive tree for the feature planting.
The range of trees planted could be increased to include planting in the
car park as well as on the road embankments. Shrub planting, bulb
displays or appropriate wildflowers should also be included to benefit
biodiversity, where this does not conflict with flight safety. There is also
a role for horticultural displays.

MULTISTOREY CAR PARK – This will be in scale with the other
buildings. The quality of design and finish will be critical. The
pedestrian bridge and walkways appear very hard and unrelieved.
Colour and materials will be important as could be green roofs, green
walls or climbing plants.

WASTE SOILS – The Waste Management Plan states that around
34,000m3 of waste soils will be removed offsite whereas the
Landscape and Visual study mentions that some bunding could be
created on the perimeter to aid screening; it is unclear where this would
be. It is also rare for landraising as a result of disposal of spoil to
benefit the local landscape; more information would be needed on
destinations for the spoil in within CB.

ART, LOCAL IDENTITY – Fails to respond to local heritage and the
setting on the edge of the Chiltern Hills. Imaginative artworks should be
considered at major points on the access (eg M1, station, access road
etc) and would improve the undistinguished road approach.

NOISE, LIGHT POLLUTION – Noise impact on countryside, Luton Hoo
and Lea Valley from traffic as well as planes. Greater intrusion to
landscape and its enjoyment through noise.

Ecologist (12/2/13)
Extensive surveys of the site have been undertaken and where ecological
impacts have been identified, for example on invertebrate habitat, appropriate
mitigation has been suggested. No impacts to Central Bedfordshire have
been identified. Construction works are not expected to be complete for some
years to come and as such further ecological surveys will be required to
update baseline information and where necessary amend mitigation
requirements.

Archaeology (6/2/13) (Summary)

The proposed development site lies in an archaeological landscape
that contains evidence of occupation from the early prehistoric
onwards. It has the potential to contain previously unrecognised
archaeological remains, particularly in the area of the proposed
taxiways.

The evidence presented in the Environmental Statement is limited to a
desk-based assessment and does not include the results of an
archaeological field evaluation. This makes it difficult to understand the
nature and significance of the archaeology of the site and the impact
the development would have on it.
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In respect of the mitigation for the impact on any buried archaeological
remains proposed in the Environmental Statement a watching brief is
not sufficient. However, a programme of archaeological investigation of
a more substantial nature may represent an adequate response.

The proposed development will have an impact on two nationally
designated heritage assets (Someries Castle and Luton Hoo Park).
The impact on these assets is not sufficient to cause substantial harm
to the significance of the heritage assets.

If Luton BC are minded to grant planning permission, the following
condition should be attached:
No development shall take place until a written scheme of
archaeological investigation has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The said development shall
only be implemented in full accordance with the approved
archaeological scheme.
Reason: To record and advance understanding of the archaeological
resource which will be unavoidably destroyed as a consequence of the
development.

External response:

Slip End Parish Council has written (29/1/13) and fully supports the comments
made by Cllr Stay in his letter direct to Luton Borough Council. Slip End is the
Parish closest to the airport and suffer more than anyone else the increasing
noise and pollution of arrivals and departures. There are no proposals from
Luton Borough Council to mitigate the additional noise and pollution which the
Parish will experience if the expansion proceeds.

Cllr Stay’s letter is ATTACHED to this Late Sheet.

Additional Comments
Note: The applicant is not Luton BC (as on this agenda) but London Luton
Airport Operations Ltd.
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Amended Recommendation
The above responses are full and it is proposed that the full response texts be
forwarded to Luton BC with this Recommendation. Indeed, as the CBC
Archaeologists provide a service to Luton BC the archaeological response
has also been forwarded directly to them. It is proposed that the
Recommendation be amended to the following:

The Committee is asked to:
1. Inform Luton Borough Council that this Council makes a holding

OBJECTION to the proposal for the reasons given in section 17 of
the main Report, to which is added:

The evidence presented in the Environmental Statement is
limited to a desk-based assessment and does not include
the results of an archaeological field evaluation. This makes
it difficult to understand the nature and significance of the
archaeology of the site and the impact the development
would have on it.

2. Inform Luton Borough Council of the additional comments
received by this Council, both from internal consultees and
bodies reporting to this Council, by the date of this meeting, and
that this shall take the form of a letter giving the summary of the
comments (as set out in the Report and Late Sheet) accompanied
by a copy of the original representations in full.
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