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TO EACH MEMBER OF THE
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Dear Councillor

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - Wednesday 13 February 2013

Further to the Agenda and papers for the above meeting, previously circulated, please find
attached the Late Sheet.

Late Sheet
Should you have any queries regarding the above please contact Democratic Services on
Tel: 0300 300 4040.

Yours sincerely

Helen Bell,
Committee Services Officer
email: helen.bell@centralbedfordshire.qgov.uk




This page is intentionally left blank



Agenda Item 5a
Page 3

LATE SHEET

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE — 13™ 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:

e 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.

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

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

Strateqgic Planning (30/01/2013)

Overall, from a Policy perspective, | 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:

e The proposal conflicts with national guidelines which seek to protect

and encourage High Streets.

e 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.

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

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

e 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

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

e 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.

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

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

e |t is questioned whether there is a need for the developments in
qualitative and quantative terms.

e 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.

e ‘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.

e |t 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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;

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

Street.
e 6 indicated a preference for neither development
e 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)

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

e 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)

e 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:

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

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

e 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, Iltem 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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AePEN O 1

Adam Davies

- - R

From: I ’ b
Sent: 17 February 2013 15350

Ta Adam Pavies

Cat GCavid Hale

Subjact: Grovebury Road Note

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
Addarn

I'set out here some more detalled polnts in response o the objection received.

The objeciion makes the point that ‘butky goods are ne onger considersd o seporeie caleggory
of retalling’. We make the following poinis:

GV concur with the staterments made by Roger Tyim, as auoled from policy, but there is o
difference belween policy ‘pionned’ development and the considerafion  of plarning
wppications.  There is ne fonger policy support to provide o distinction petwesn different types
of comparison goods whan considering the planned need for naw floospoce. The town centre
policy objective being to direct all comparison goods 1o town cenires in the first instance.

But, when considerng aeplications, more detalled sequential ang impact issues should aiso be
faken info account. Sequential see paragraph 412, 413, 4,14 of GVA report, quoting the
Praclice Guidance, Impact: NPPF poragraph 24 commits the developer and locel authority to
consicer the extent of adverse impact on existing, committed and plonned invesimant. Section
5of tha GYA report has addresseed this point.

tnn surmmary, the ditferences between bulky and non-buliy should not be considared wihen looal
autharfies consider 'planned need’ in their emerging DPD's and fown centre siategies, They
shouid consicder the sequenticlly most suitable sites for comparison goods.  When corsidenng
apptications, hawever, Ihe Practice Guidance and NPPF direats applicants and local aulhorities
o consider arange of more fechnicat issues.

The ebjection states that our arguments In respeact of cloaw-back are in-aocurate on the basis
fhat tha dour retail parks in Milton Keynes referred o (GVA, paio. 5.30 onwards) sell o range of
nonvbulky goods, We ascertain from theil objection ihat they belleve there is not. therefore,
sufticient bulky goods expenditure fo 'claw back’ to support the proposals,

Winterhill and Cenirat Reloii Park, Milton Keyres, are fradiional bulky goods destinatiors,
Beacon Retail Pork and Kingston Retall Park ofter a wider retall olfer with o grecter range of non-
bulky goods. Neverthelass, the raw survay rasulls demonstrote thet Zone B rasiclents travel ta ol
Tour ratail porks for thelr mare bulky goods shopping of the type proposec of Grovebury Road,
For example, Tone & resdants frave! fo all four reteil porks for their DIY goods', furniture &
floorcoverings’. and ‘slechical lems’. They also fravel for sport equipmenl and foys; al gloody
proposed at Grovebiry Road,

Given the retall mix, i1 right 1o point out thet thers is soms nondbulky goods expendilure
leckage (o the four retall pork destinations refened fo in the GVA report, bul as we have noted
in poragrenns 5.33 and 534, fotal expendilure leakoge would result in £19 4m oy 2016, whils! the
Gravebuory Road schemes would reauire claw back of only £14,1m, We believe frode leseakcagyer is
pairnarily bulky goods in nature given thal this is whers the gap s in Zore 8 in srms of retall goods
fype provision. Thare is very litfle expendilure loukage 1o the four relall parks for non-bulky goodds

12/02/2013
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it (clothing, health, beauty and chermnist iferns, for exampie), Although two of the four retol
porks offer these goods types, thay aifract minimal rade from Tone 8 residents can inslead obicn
hese goods closer fo nome - Lelghlon Buzzard, for example.

We add the following points, demonstrating where alie the Grovebury Road schemes will gat thel
traicde froe; e, prirmarly, ot notwholly refiant on the four retail porks,

1. The Grovebury Road progosals are nof reliant on 100% claw-boclk from the four retcl parks in
Milton Keynes. The level of leakage is greater than the level of ade reduired,

4 The raw survesy resuits do bighligh! other bulky goods’ destinations for hoss living in lone 8,
netably, Vede Hundraeds, Aylestoury, White: Lion; Aspley Mills; Laporte Retall Park, Lutan; Broxcscifieicl
Redoil Park, Aylestury: and The Junclion Retol Pork, Aylesbury. fhere will be some frade divarsion
fram thgse desfinations also.

3, Peragraph 534 of the GVA repert notes the 'mutualimpact’ f bolh schemes ware delivered,
lesedding to lews relfance on claw bock.

4, Thers is subsiontial frade leckoae of bulky goods fype expondiiure To Milton Keynes, localed
outsicie Tone 8. This includes 30% of 'Furpiture/Carpels’, 22.7% of Tlectical; and 18% of Sports
goods, foys expenditure o Milton Keynes town cantre. There will certainly Fae sowne fraede diversion
from Millon Kaynes town centre, As ackrnowledged by fhe applicant and GV A, thare wilt be sorme
tresce diversion from Leighion Buzzara lown cenlre.

in summary, we gre comfortable that there is sufficient bulky goods expencditure to cicaw back frorm
o variety of destinations, primedly the four retal pods in Miton Keynes (GVA, parc.s.3s). The level of
potenticl bulky goods frade is greater than the fumover required to support the Grovebury Road
proposals, athough not unlimitad (GVA, para 5.41). The proposals will oblain tradde from ¢ nwmber
of other destinations also, Wa re-affirm our conclusians drawn in Sechon 5, in poarliculor paragraph
5,39 onwards,

the applicant states that substantial bulky geods’ expenditure goes 1o Milfon Keynes fown cenlre
{Foint 4 of okiection). We have noted above that ¢ proportion of this is fikely 1o be diverted to ihe
proposals, although the level will be negligible compared fo the urnover of Milion Keynes fawn
centra.

We would state aliso thet impact genarcly falls on ke for ke’ shopping destinations/experience.
The Grovebury Road proposals wouilc: herefcre more likely impoct on olike for fike destination, such
s the retail parks i Milton Keynes which ofter eose of access, free and plentiful paking elc,

Table 3,1-3.3 « might not auole survey auestions word for word, but ihis does not change the poinds
being made i e ieport of the GYA canclusions/outouts,

Tasle 3.4 of the GYA report The fitle is incorrect, I should be ifled where glse do you shop for
elachical products’. i could actually be detelad, but this wouldn't change our conclusions.

Their points aibout range of goods and survey questionnaire cafegories not aoeurd fexly cetining
bulky/non-bulky ars irelevant. The assessment is nof rerely aboul bulky v non-bulky, But ensuring
fhe range of goods proposed will not have o significant defrimentat impact on Leighton Buzzard
fown certre, The sutvey questions reflect accurataly the types of goods being proposed of
Grovebury Road, for example, both proposals include tha sale of textiles/soft furnishings and
gardening produats, ulbelt the proposals are primarlly bulky I nature, The survey results and views
1 fracie diversion/olaw back are theretore refleclive of aciual shopping patiams and the role of
the Grovebury Road proposals (irespeciive of arguments cround bulky or non-buiky goods).

12/02/2013
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Mr Adam Davies : Your ref; 12/02071/00T and
Senipr Planning Oificer A032O0/0OUT
Development Managemeni Our ref:

Central Bedfordshire Council ’ e .
Priory House Dxate: 06 February 2013
Muonks Walk
Chicksands SG17 5TQ

Dear Adam

Planning Applications — 120207 1OUT and 12/03280/0UT -« Retail Parks at

Grovebury Road
Thardk you for inviting me to comment on the above applications.

I would fike fo comment on two aspects of the planning applications. Firstly, on
the impact on Leighton Buzzard twn centre and the planned fuitre investment
in the Land South of High Strest site. Secondly, | will comment on concermns
over the potential impact on loss of employment land and premises to retailing,

impact on the Town Centre

I am Project Spensor for the Council's work to regenarate the Land South of
High Street sile in Leighton Buzzard Town Centre, A Planning and Developmeant
Hrief for this site, along with another Tor the Bridge Meadow site on the edge of
the town centre, was endorsed by the Council's Executive in March 2012,

Regeneration of the Land South of High Street site has the potential to bring
significant benefit and fmprovements to the town centre, and importantly
enhance the range and quality of facilities in the town to cater for current and
futwre residents, businesses and visitors. The Planning and Development brief
was  undertaken with substantial input from stakeholders and the local
cominunity, including two rounds of public consuliation. The responses W these
consgdtations were overwhelmingly positive and supportive.

The Planning and Development Brief for Land South of High Street sels out
approprisie uses for the site, along with key development principles. it
envisages a mixed use development providing significant additional retai
floorspace to exiend and reinforce the town cenire offer, along with related
leigure uses such as cafes and restaurants, as well as civic / communily uses,
oifices and residential,

KETIET e O

Friory House, Monks Walk Telephone 0300 300 3000
Chicksands, Shefford Email customer services@@eantralbadtordshire.gov.uk
Boedfordshire 5G17 5TO www centralbrdfordshire. gov. uk
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Central Bedfordshire Council is committed to regeneration of this site, and this is

set out ag an objective within the Councit's adopted Medium Tenn Plan,
“Gelivering Your Prionties 2012.16" Significant work is underway to bring
forward regeneration of this site as guickly es possible, and we have recently
commissioned architects to undertake further work to explore aptions for an
aptimal design solution which is viable, and which witl mest market demand in
line with the objectives and principles of the Development Brief. We are also
engaged in and assembly.

It is important to fully examine the potential impact of the iwo proposed
developments on Grovebury Road on Leighton Buzezard's fown centre, bolh in
- lerms of impact on the current centre but also in terms of the potential impact on
the scope for regeneration of the Land South of High Street site, and the ability
to attract new nvaestment. | am pleased that an independent evaluation of the
impact of the proposals on the town centre from GVA has been commissioned,
and | have now received their final report dated 23 January 2012,

{ note that the evaluation concludes that provided any permission(s) on
Grovebury Road are appropriately conditioned, in order to limit the range of
gouds sold, there should be a minimal impact on the town centre, both in terms
of impact on the trading situation in the town as it is today, bt also in terns of
the ability to attract developer and occupier investment inlo the Land South of
High Street site, and the fown centre more genarally.

Any grant of planning permission to either scheme musl include appropriate
conditions as suggested by GVA, in order to mitigate any adverse impact on the
wwn centre and planned investrnents there, These conditions should limit the
range of goods sold to those which are generatly unlikely to be suitable within a
town centre location (such as buiky goods or DIY suppliss) in order to give
protection to the town cantre. T would urge that the condifions on goods sold are
as tightly defined as possible, so as to not inadvedently permit uses which
would impact upor: the town centre more than the evaluation by GVA suggests,

Pwould also request that in the event of permission{s) baing granted, there be a
condition imposed that would prevent subdivision of units fo ensure that they
were only suitable for cccupiers requiring a large foofplata.

in addition to these. réstrictions, | would request that in the event of
parmission(s) being granted, a significant contribution towards the town centre,
and the regeneralion of the Land Scuth of High Sireet site more spacifically, be
secured through Section 106 agreement. The previous discussions on this
matier have been productive and | would be happy to take parl in further
discussions,

o "y RTINS
i Lol

Priory }‘i<;usa; Mb'nkfs Wk Talephona 0300 300 8000
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An additional issue of concern is the evidence from GVA that they concluds that
there is & clear lack of a baseline nead for the fevel of floorspace proposed with
the two applications combined, but they acknowledge that "need” is no longer a
reason for refusal in NPPF terms, and they argue there could be some scope for
clawback of trade o Leighton Buzzard from alsewhare.

in the event that both applications were to be approved and only one site weare
developad in response to market demand, it could potentially leave the other
site with a raised land value (hope value) based on a planning permission for
retail uses. The current market evidence casts doubt on demand for both
schemes based on the essential bulky goods restriction required to safeguard
any adverse impact on the town sentre and planned investmant in South of High
Street. ‘

This would mean that B class employment developmeant - for which the retail
application sites are either allocated or in current use - would become less likely
due to the higher retail hope value attached to them, This is 2 real concern and
coud have the effect of discouraging B class development an the site for the
foreseeable future, Wea could expect under these clroumstances that the
landowner/developar might in time push for & relaxation of the buky goods
restriction, with a risk again to the town centre and planned investmeant there.
For this reason | would have concems about granting permission for retail
development at both sites. ' :

lmpact on Employment Land and Premises

Secondly, | would like to respond on the potential impact of loss of employment
land and premises. Here | would take issue with the analysis as set ouf in
paragraphs 3.33 to 3.37 of GVA's report, on the impact of the loss of
employment land, Their analysis refers o a significant oversupply of
employment land across Central Bedfordshire as a whole. it does not however
address the curent supply in Leighton Buzzard. Given the geagraphic lovation
of Leighton Buzzard relative the rest of Ceniral Bedfordshire, the majority of the
Central Bads pipeling supply would nat in my view be considered to realistically
serve the relatively localised Leighton Buzzard market, which for example s
distinet from that of Dunstable/Houghlon Regis.

The main sowce of demand in Leighton Buzzard for B Class premises has
tended to be expansion by locally based firms, and soime relocations from
nearby  areas. (Luton and South Beds Employinent Land and  Market
Assessment Study, NLP 2010) The current available 81/22/8 land supply in
Leighton Buzzard is much more fimited, and currently amounts 1o approximately
7.5%ha across five separate sftes, and one of which is the subject of ane of the

Priory House, Monks Walk Telephone 0300 300 8000

Agenda ltem 5a
Page 15

Chicksands, Shefford Emall customer services@@eantralbadfordshire. gov.uk

Bedtordshire SG17 5TQ www cantratbadfordshire gov.uk



two retail applications under consideration at Grovebury Road., This bupply

would increase by a further 16ha linked to the planned urban extension at kast
of Leighton Buzrard, but timescaies for whon this land would be available
ramain uncertain at present given that the development doas not yei have
planning permission,

in ferms of premises, the Estates Garetle lists the currently available B class
employment premises on the market in Leighton Buzzard. This suggests there
is currently around 85,000 sq it available spread over 9 premises ranging in size
frem 1,000 sq ft up to 21,000 sq ft. Of the larger units on the rarket, one is
21,600 aq ft, and three are in the ranga 13-15,000 sg ft. The majority are located
in the Grovebury Road [ Chartmoor Road area, The list does not include the
warehouse which 1s the subject of the current planning apolication.

tn addition, we have also recently become aware of specific interest from an
established foval employer who wishes to expand their operations in Leighton
The company in question, B/F Aerospace, are one of the largest based in
Leighton Buzzard, employing nearly 500 people. They are very successful
which has fed to recent growth over the last couple of years, and tha,y antmspai@
further growth this year and in the next few years.

The company need to increase their manufacturing floorspace at lLeighton
Buzzard to enable them to grow thelr manufacturing capabilities and increase
capacity to meet future demand. They need to keep manufacluring and
associated arcas of work, e.g. design, project development and management
ate. on their main site at Grovebury Road (close to the two retail application
sites), which would mean needing to move their current warshouse stock to
another site. We understand that B/E Aerospace currently rent 25,000 sq ft of
the warehouse at Grovebury Road, which is the subject of an application for
redevelopment for retailing (12/032900UT), and they have an immediate
requirernant for a turther 25,000 sq ft ideally within the same building, and they
may need a furthar 25,000 sq ft assuming the business continues to grow. The
warehouse building al Grovebury Road e ideally suited to provide this space
being in close proximity to their current fac,mty and their interest demonstrates

that there is still demand for this building in its current use. We understand that
B/E Aeprospace have registered inferest in taking further space in the warehouse
huilding and have objected {0 the planning application for this, and uriw

IRRS0NS,

The current warehnuse is used by a Lonmmmty Charity organisation 'into the
lignht'. Into the Light provide local, national and Intemational humanitarian aid by
providing asststance in the way of food, They run and support & number of local
schames in both Dunstable and Leighton Buzzard. 1L is the only avallabde facility

S ioes Lot
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MMABER
8 Fabruary 2013

WA A Davias

Central Badfardshire Counes
Friowy Houss

MAkS Witk

Chicksands

Shetford

Bediomshie

SO ETO

Dear Mr Cavies,

Flanning appiications CBAZM207IOUT & CBMIOIIG0NT
Grovebury Boad, Lelghton Buzzard

Ve write to object o the sbove plinning appleations that are pioposed (o be detormingd et the
Devetopment Manggament Committae o 137 Sebruary 2003, As the key ssues on which wa
are objacting are common, this letler shoult be registered as an objection to both applications,

As the oficer's report states. the key poliny documents agamat which the applioations should be
ataessad are the National Mamning Policy Framework and the amerging Davelenment St ¥
fur Ceniral Badlordshire. Both documents set out two clear s for the assessment of planning
apphications for il uses that are vot within s designated town cantre, namely the sequential
ledt and the impact est,

3t

Senential T

The alm of this lest s 10 demaonstrale thal thare are no more sequentially preferable siles thal ae
avaflalle. The NPPEF siates that when colsidenng ot of centre proposialg, préterence should be
given to accessible sites hat are well connectsd o town centres. il also stotes thal spplicantsy
and local planning authorilies should demonstrate Rexibilily on Tssues such as fopmat and soale.

The committes report has assessed three alternstive sites comprising ‘Land South of High
Streot, Hridge Meadow Site” and ‘Camden Si'. The firstUiwe are iown cantre sies dentified for
redgvelopmant and wre subject © development briefs.  The lalter is a site being promoted
through the current Devedopment Strategy.  Taking sach in turn:

Lang South of High Street - The commities report glearly delermines that this site s available
within e plan period to come {orward for retall devefopmant.  Furlharmore (he Counal has
uoimnmitied substanted public rasowess. towards assembling the site and bringing # forward for
development,

The committes repoit conclides that this site is unsultable and unvisbie for ouliky goods retaiing.
However, the planhing applications are not just propesed for bulky goods and as GVA Grimiey's
report highlights there will be trade overlag with some 22 existing businesses in the town centre
putentialy sfected, Thorefore, it is reasonabla 1o st hal nenbuiky 9oous can be ooated in
the town conte. The NPPF aiso dearly steles thal applicanis should demonsirate flexibiiity or
imaues such a6 format and scale.

L it

='.‘h7”1‘ o . A
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Lig not justifiable o offow &
Py Decause oy preds
gk sirmets in wany 0Owns and

Srldge Meatow Site - Tho commtiee report stanes that the sie s ot sutable for bulky goods
and that g Hrited amount of retaiting i resticted unit sizes s envisagad, We have no evidengs
w suggest otharwive and e clear that the sita 15 not a8 sdvanced as ‘Landg South of High
Streat’,

Carmeton Site ~ This eile is being promotad trough the smenging Development Strateny and the
dedails of this are set out within the officers report The commities report rejects this sie as
Baing sequentially more prafarable on the basis that the site is oot Gunently subject 10 & planning
applivation and s lacking fn suMicient detall o carry signiflcant weight for the purposes of
deterrnining this application. 1 alse staes that ke the current applicatinns 1 s an out of cenlra
development and theralore cannot be sequantialiy preferable to the application sites.

it is mubmitted that Ihis judgemernt is fawed, The NPPF clesrly states al paregraph 24 that in
consfdering edge of cantre and oul of centre propesals, prefergnce showld be givan o accessitle
sites that are well connested to the fown centre. 1t is herstore clear thet 2 disinction must be
@i Detwesn stes that are in o of contre locatinns.

The Gamdan Site is closer to the lown centre by both vehiouiar and bon-venioulsr routes. 1 is
more accessible by pedesirans and cyclists as there ars direct footpath links belwser i and the
towr Gentra and surounding residentied areas with the distance being considerably shorter than
from both of e application sites, 1t s thersfors realishioatly reachable by nonvehicular modes
s ag walking and eyeling, More slgnifinantly though, the site s direclly adjacent o an existing
s rowe.

The application sitse s aol ot o bugs roule and Dased on the commenis made by g
Sustainable Transport Officers, there is doubt tat jLwill be served by some torn of ransport other
than the car. It cannot be right that no distingtion is made bebween this site snd the application
sites, whan the NPPE clearly states thet preferense should ba given o those in sequentially
better oations

The report also siates that the promotion material s lacking In svifisient detall o camy significant
weight. Tha site has been promoled by the landowner for redevelupment for around 8 vears,
ifvolving numeraus sitempts at diaiogue with both with the Local Fianning Authority ang the
Tow Council. Most recently submissions were made I respense o the Caf for Sites
wndertaken by Centeal Bads and on the Drait Development Stategy. At all times the promoter
has shown a willingness o wat with botly Councls 1 agree an acoeptable scheme ki the site.

Crur clignd, it given any indication that Central Beds would acoept raiall development on that part
of the site curently withln the axisling amployment area and thergfore outsids of the Green Pelt
would have come ferward with & planning applicstion rather thian seaking 0 swal the
Developmant Plan process. indeed g part of the submissions to the Development Strategy we
did mvite discussions on (his, No response has been received 10 (hose regliests.

This aite s clearly available as there is & wiling landowner and is Sequenticlly prefarable o both
of the application sites. Gn this basis we ate instructed o prepare & planning application for
stibrvission al the eariest opportunity. For the reasons explained betow this would be for butky
goods retall, rather than soma of the more genersl retad uses in the two applcalions currently
belng consldared, to aveld Impacting on the Town Centre.
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slopmant Slrotegy stata hat the proonsala
gt wpon aiber existing, commitiad and plenoad

ahiliy of the town centre.

oty the NPPE and policies within the amen
will b unacceptable If hey have an sdvarse i
irvestment (pubilie or private) or the wiakity and v

Given the nature of the scherme, the apphcations will have an impact upon the vitality and viability
of the o centre, o fact olesrly stated by GVA Grimiey in thair report. They state that the
sofame will have @ rasediat impact upan Leighlon Buzzard Town Ceritra.

Fhe coramitles report refers to the Council's 2012 Retallt Study, which identifies 5 need for
F5T T of net comgerison in Leighton Buxesrd by 2018, rising ta 5,778m" {with & market share
upft of 3%) by 2081 The planned 2000m° of comparison floomspace 2l Land South of High
Htreet and the approved expansion of Tesoo [uifits the identified naed up to 2016, leaving
rasicua) read of 2,761m" netby 2027, in light of this, we would quastion why an aliocation is not
meing brought ferward i the emerging Development Stralegy.

YA Grimley has cordirmes that the ideniified naed s not sufficient 10 suppart one of the
oropesadd developmants et slone two, Whilst the nend test is nat part of the NPPE the lack of
negd shown wil lnad 10 an impact upon the lown centie. For he development(s to suscsed
they need to draw tade Tom eleswhecs, @ fact highlighted by the GVA Grmiey repoet This is
afen highlighted in the commities reports which state that both sroposals would be rebant on
frade diversion, both from Lelgiton Buzzacd fown centre and elsewhers, The GVA Grimiey
repart ackrowisdges that achleving sulficient olaw tack from Milion Keynes is marginal and that
the inpact upon the fown centre bs material, set out in nore detall below,

it has bean stated the nature of the scheme being for bulky goods, weuld not impat Lpon the
plannad developrments at ‘Land Scults of tigh Sirest or Bridge Meadow'. The staled reasons
for this are thal neither of those sites wauld be suitable for such units due to size ang other
planning constraints, However, these iwe applications tnohude a kaige amount of retsil uses that
Cleady ovarlan with goods that gre sold in the town centes,

The GVA Grirmley report highlights 22 existing businesses in tha own oonlee, upan whose irade
the proposals would overagp with, 1 refers to the individual Retoll Assessments thal support
each application, hoth of which quantify the anticipated divarsion of expsnditure from the o
cantie. This iy estimated o ba £6 milfion in iotal They have lhen convarted this inio a
perverage eguivalent to 5.6% based on cumrent town cenire tuinover. BYA Grimlay has stated
ihat this is material but not significarst,

H you sitnply fook st this i percentage ferms then 4 could be araued aither way thal s figura s
pethaps not significant. Howuver, in manetery terms, the foss of B8 million worlh of expendiluse
in e town the size of Leighton Buzzard is very significant,

The ofticet's report hiss stated that the seclion 106 will place a restriction o the tyne of geods to
e sold 50 that the schemes are complimentary to the own centre, However, the BYA Grimlay
repart could not be clearar in stating that this will not be ithe case. it iz submitied that the
polentia joss of £6 million warth of expenditure and 22 husinesses being sfamed is not onsiring
that the schames will complament the town centrs.

The lack of restriction upon the goods to be sold witl allew AT rerall uses such as sporting goods
shops, operators like Halfords and other non-bulky goods retallers o locate i an out of own site.
These types of fetailers could easily be scuommedated it the lown centre as part of the twe sites
earnarked for redevelopment The Gouncll, with partioular regard to the ‘Land South of High
Streel site has clesrly made a significant commibmant o bringing this sile forward,  These
seheres provide & less sustamable afiernative that will drew up to £8 million ey annum of
expenditire away from the lown centre and potentialy srejucice the delivery of the eanmarked
wilas,
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vt rencds Doth conclude that tece will be a0 overlap with Swn centrs trads, some
iiisisiesisas will be direcily stz e there whl be trade diversion, As such the report siales
that thare showld be s 00 coptributions wwards the town centre {0 sipport the
attracliveneas of the lown centre. 1 is submitled that e sung of money sugpasted ang
insutficlent and that the propossls cannot therafora miligate the Impact, estimated to be 28 much
26 £8 mullion frade ous per vear fram the Wwwn centra,

In addeitien to the spacific tests relating o sequentially prafirabie shes and impact vpon the town
centrg there are other iBsues on witch we object,

of exnnlovment land

The poficy basis for seeking the release of the sies from thelr curent employment desigaation (5
use classest is demonstrating tha thers Bs axisting supply aod What the siles have been marketar
womprehensively. This is not arguad, But it does nst appaear that the viability of redeveloping the
axigting developed sliie for B uses has been conaliered as an allersative B2 Irying to lot the site.

The commiities repods bolh atals that whilst poteniial oparators have skatsd they wonld consiger
logations within ihe area, none have exprassed comimitted interest publicly.  Vhese proposals
must therefors be mgarded as speeulative and the job oreation figures quoted s Rerelore not
guaranteed. I cannot be dght o relesse mnd bom employment use on the basie of lack of
demarnd and then approva another form of developraent which is not abile 1o demonstrate
damand or that it will generate more employment. An incresse in employment 12 one of he teats
within Palioy 7 and these proposals do noet appear to satisfy this.

The GVA Grimlay repod makes specific reference 1o adwive that thay have izkan from colleagues
regarding the likaly market for the developrents. The advice received states that # s unfikely
that there & sufficient bulky goods demand 10 el both schemas now o in the foreseestie futura
andg that planning secmission for both schermes might iesve one site vacart  This weould daad in
alf Hkedihood to pressurg for 4 rekaation n conditions

GYA Grimley state thet thie is o rigk and not i itself a reason for refusal However, if the
Ghjective of Poliey 7 in the Devalopment Stratedy Is to consider altarmnstive uses of emplaymant
fune that delivers amploymont then clearly both of these applications cannot sucnesd,

The applioation has been sssessed infer alin againgt Policy 7 which specifically deals with
employment sites and uses and the potential release of sites 1o non-B uses. The final paregreph
n this poliey shates thif fo support the wie ard function of the town cantes, Al retell ees wil
mot paimelly be considered acceplable. 1t goes on to stale that exceptions inay be made for
bulky goods and ofher specialist retaifing which are less sulled 1o tow cenires,

These applications clearly do not comply with this policy. Approval ls recommended for non.
bulky geods retail uses that can and have bean located in town centre locations (Mmany axamples
acrss he lengthy and breadih of the country), This clearly conflicts with Policy 7,

The proposed wording for the restriction of goods sold witl not mitigate the impact idonstified o
e lown centre, evidenced by the overlap of trade with 22 axisting businesszy and the potential
iss of £6 million worth of trace par annum,

The epplications Yail e test of being the most sequentially praferabie slte, Being on the adge of
Lefghton Buzzard and in an unsustainsble location.  The impact upon the town centre will be

Page 20
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”'“ﬁ( nfiant, clraaing tradde and afiae
yand vialility of e lown o

wrnployeent g B proposed 10 be releosed on the basls of & lack of demand and fhe
croation of new jobs from the propessd use.  The developments are speculative with nn
oparitons committed to he scheme and theralforg ne guerantess regording ob orestion. There is

no Justihcation for reessing these sites on this basia

I have attached a bulist point surnmary of the points of obisction, which we have cirouated o
roembers of the comimittes in advance of he commities, along with & pian o lusratle e T
that my clionts’ sie is sequantially prefarable and that we hive been nstructed o work up
plaiig application for bulley goods retall fonly) on tis bagis,

Yours sinoeraly
WOODS HARDWICK PLANNING LT0)

i »
Aagoclate {recio

Ce B8 Holitings

Page 21



Page 22

Agenda ltem 5a




Agenda ltem 5a
Page 23

ArpEnD x4

Leighton Bz

Objections againgt Applications CB/AZ/020770UT and OB/ L0290/ 0UT

Pear Cowncillor
The recommendation i3 wrong

The recommendation fo give outling planning permission to both reteil parks is
extremely lawed on a pumber of levels but muinly on planning. This document will
prove that the information used by the applicants, the review by GVA Grimley, whe
are not without their own interests in this and the conseduent use of the Grimley
figures and assumptions that are taken at face vahue actually shows this, To have the
planning officers recommend these (wo retail parks based on flimsy evidence iz not
betping you to make a rational decision based oo golid factual infonmation.

The soule of the retail parks both together exceeds the high street comparison (non
food and household goods) offer of 10,969 square metres of net selling space {Souree;
Roget Tym Main Report). The selling space for both applications is 13,109 square
metres (119.5% increase on the town cenire). So the proposals are planning to put in
14 units bigger than the town ventre offer of 115 units fully let. This is another town
centre built a mile away from the origingl town centre that has been there since Saxon
days but with out the choice, mnenities and multiple transport eptions that the tawn
centre currently has. Government pelicy is Town Centres First. This goes against this.

There are three major areas that need 1o be explored 10 more depth than either
applicants or Grimley have done o prove how incorreet their assumptions are, The
three areas are sequential test, retail impact and claw back. The sequential test and
retail impact are s major part of the National Planning Policy Framework ard it {5
crucial to show the impact these two retail parks will have. Claw back is the basis for
Cirimley and consequently the planning officers recommendation that botl can be
built. The applicants claims are not substantiazed by facts.

1. Sequential tegt

Central Bedfordshive’s Loeal Developnrent Strategy states that it will “rigorowsly apply
the sequentiai test te proposuls for retail, office and leisnre wses that are not within
designated town centre boandary, “

The format of a retail warchouse is unsuitable for either Soutl Side of Bridpe
Mendow based on what is propoesed for them. Bearing in mind that there are two
major independent fumiture shops and Argos in the town centre as well as two carpet
shops does give the Jie that these stores require a retail park.

Quote Trom the Retail Stedy conducted by Roger Tym and Pariners for Central
Bedfordstive Council Jane 2012 and adopted September 2012
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Bulky Goods retaiting (cg stores selling DIV, carpets or domestic apptiances) is no
longer considered a separate category for which a floorspace need should he ideniified,
Flee NPPF defines all vetail development (including warchouse clabs and facivry outlet
certresy ns “manin fown centre uses” (Anpex 2)

We (RTF) agree with this view - surveys by RTP, together with simple observation,
Bave shown many, if not most, purchases frops retail warchowses do not involve bulky
goods and few people freguent vefail warehowses in order {0 take bulky goods away in
their car, Af the same tinee many of the items traditiooally defined as bulky goods arc
widely available an the Bigh Strect.

‘The other aspect is that apart from DIV which dees require a large unit with parking,
the list of types of retail proposed over both retail parks are available in the town
cenfre now. The list of retail sectore for the retail park is too lagge. The barger the list
of retail sectors the greater the impact on the town centre.

Plannieg for Towa Centres Department of Communities and Local Govermment
Puge 33 Paragraph 6.1

“Adopting a sequential approach to selecting sites means wherever possible seeking w
focus new developrments within town centres or failing that on well located sites on
ike edge of existing defined centres, Only if town contre or edges of centre sites ave
not svallable will out of cendre locations be Iikely to be appropriate in policy
terms, provided that they are well served by slernative means of transport, and
are aceeptable in ail other respects including impact”

Pape 33 Paragraph 6.2
“The sequential approach is intended © achieve two mmportant policy objectives

L. First, the assumption underpinning the policy 18 that town centre sites (or failing
that well comected edge of centre sites) are likely {0 be the most readily available
locations by alternative means of transport and will be centrally placed to the
catchmients areas established centres serve, thereby reducing the need to travel.

2. The second, related objective is {o seck to aecommadate main town conire wses
in locationy where customers are able to wndertake linked trips in order to
prewvide for buproved customer chofce and competition. T this way, the benefits of
the new development will serve to reinforce the vitality and viability of the existing
centre,”

Page 34 Poaragraph 6.6
“A site will not be well connected to a centre where it is physically separated from it
by a barrier such as a major road, raitway line or river and there is no existing or

y . y ling E
proposed pedestrian route which provides safe and convenient access to the centra,”

Page 34 Parapraph 6.8

Ot of Centre Definition
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“Oat of conire foeativns ave not in or on the edge of the centre but not
pecessrily aut of the wrban area, They are not within easy walking distance of
the centre and are therefore unlikely fo contribute 1o linked trips er to share the
tevel of public transport accessibility as the town centre. Where locations in
existing centres or edge of centre locations are not available, preference should
e given io out of ventre sites well served by a choice of means of transport ,
which are close to & centre amd have 2 higher likelihood of forming Hnks with a
centre,”

NEPE page 8 paragraph 24

“Proference should be given to accessible sites that are well conneated to the
town centre”

Hoth sttes are a mile from the wwn centre,
Both have poor access to the town centre other than by road

The main road 15 a busy thoroughfare through an fndustrial estate and needs to he
erogsed with no traffic control to got there,

The curvent footpath stops short of the Claymore site and just reaches the Barwood
site on the opposite side of the road

Obsgervations firom Highways

There is no converient bus service

In discussion with local bus company to divert but no details
Need clarification

Heed to but in half a bus lay-by

318 car parking spaces when there should be 308
Parking accuemalation study underraken. Maximum parking demand is 144 spaces

Capacity assessment are not considered robust for the following reasons

No accownt has been made for the re-routing of traffie along Grovebury Road due to
the Billington Road Transport {orridor scheme

No committed development traffic has been faken info consideration (Southern
Leighton Buzzard development site and Brickyard Quarey)

No analysis of the Stanbridge Road/Grovebury Road/Lake Street junciion have been
included

Assessments have been undertaken for 2017 flows only
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1 Highway terms: without these matters being addressed I would be unable te
recommend this application being approved.

Covermuent figures for retail parks state that 90% of journeys will bs made by car,
Alternative modes of transport ave encovraged throughout NPPE

5106, It is proposed to enable these propesals to go ahead that money would be spent
to accormmodate fransport,

Claymore £99,000 for bas servioe
Barwood £343,000 for bus service.

Sustainable Transport is wary that these fizures would not create s sufficient service,
The applicants are wary thal there witl not be sufficient custom to have a dedicated
service,

To facilitate the proposals there is going to be expenditure of over £500,000 to make
these applications sccepiable. The bus service will not be sufficient, It is a price the
developers are willing to pay 1o get what they want, However, afler three years the
bus serviee would have to be yubsidized and that will come from Couneil. The
economics do not work out.

The bus service, which will obvionsly go through the town centre, will enable people
to leave the High Street and go to the retail parks. This is not wiong in itsel fhut does
go against the town centre first policy and will contribute to the town centres
reduction in viability and vitalily,

Swimmary

The retait warehouse (hox) format wiil not fit in the proposed developments in the
tow centre, however;

All types of reiail are available in the High Street therefore individual retailers can
conform (o town centres it is just they assume that it is better out of centre.

The sites are not accessible for all forms of transport.

The links ko the town eentre ure poor and are along a busy road throagh an industrial
astate,

The sites are a mile out of the town centre

To make the sites more aceeptable theve is over £500,000 in 8106 money to pulin a
bus service the applicants suggest will not warrant the expense. The amount of money

for the bus service would not be adequate for & good service - needs at feast twice as
much. Footpaths would be welcome except they will not e well used,
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3. Retail Impact

There iz a claim from both apphicants and Crimley that both applications are
complementary to the wwn centre offer and the future development for Bridpe
Meadow and move importantly South Side is not in danger. The basis for
“complementary” is bulicy goods - which are DIY, furnituee and Booring and
household appliances - gag and electrical. However, (he addition of other areas such
as cycling, avts, crafts and stationary aciually go far beyond bulky goods — it is,
basically, without clothes and footwear, the own centre comparison ofter. This in ne
concelvable way is complementary it is direct competition,

The assumption is that Leighton Brezeand fown centre is a7 vibrant and healthy town
centre” ig not one supported by the shop managers/owners and market traders of the
town, To take the very limited view that Leighton Buzeard is vibrant and healthy
based on a smadl number of empty units is very naive. There has been no tootfali
count since 2006, Footfall counts are carried out by all major shopping areas, contres
and retail parks as a matter of course as & management too] The first hand knowledge
that we have and conversations with fiends with businesses in the town and on the
market contradict this assumption. Desk vesearch is no substitute for actual on the
ground sesearch, This is symptomatic of the developers work and Grimley's.

So a wide range ol goods sold on the retail parks would certainly impact on the town
centre. Marging are very thin and it will not take much fo toeke out 2 good number of
solid retailers who would normally survive,

Both applicant’s and Grimley state that there will be little or no impact on the
proposed developments on the South Side and Bridge Meadow because of the
different retail uses. The wording m the NPPF states:

“The impact of the proposal on existing, convmitted and planmed public and
private investment in 3 centre ox centres in the catchment ares of the proposal”

Both applicants and Crimley state that there will be modest impact on the town centre.
Claymore state £2.09 mitlion and Barwood £3.9 million. However, the
recommendation s for hoth to be built. Therefore it would be logical to actually put
the two together if both are buill. The resultsit 8.55%, exclading any DIY, is high,
based on the proposed turnover in 2017, The figures quoted by both applicants do not
specitivally state which date they come in fust that wt 2017, These Hpures could
equally apply three years before that which would result in over 10% impact on the
towin centre.

Also, you have to bear in mind that Teseo still have until May 28% 2015 to start worlk
ont their proposed extension. Thare has been no official word from Teseo of stopping
the extension and positive changes in the ceononmy or their fortunes could start the
process. The impact on the town centre of the comparison sales of Tesco was
estimated at £3.1 million. Therefore an impact of £9.1 million on a twmover in the
town centre based on the base fgure from Roger Tym of around £69 million, based
on the general principle the next few years will see miinimal growth; an fmpact of
13.18% in 2017 wonld be totally unacceptablo. The fgures produced at 3% uplift to
around £80 million are pie in the sky, but even that is [1.37% again 1o kigh.



The assumpfion is that the impact is spread over the whole towns compartson spend
of' £62.2 million in 2012 up fo £69 million in 2016/7. The reslity is that the Impact is
more on the retailers direetly in competition with the retail pack. Tn this case the
impact is not just on the comparison spend but also the food and drink scctor of the
town as well. This will make a big difference in whether a developer will come to
Leighton Buzzard o build the two developments.

The reason is down to vacancy rates. Grimley assumes that loyalty o town centre
shops will get ther through, That is not the case for many businesses no matter how
good they are, A decrense in footfall, thezefore in sales, will affect many businesses.
The diversion of customers from the lown centre to the retail parks will reduce
footfall, Couple that with the vacancies that will oceur with the foad and drink sector
ihen there will be over 10% or more vacancy riate — possibly getting on to Dunstable
tevels.

The point here is that high vacancy levels in the town centre will put off new
development in the town centre. The Councils stated aim to aequire the Quadrant in
Dunstable and with developers rebuild it with betier, more efficient anits is the right
way and should be applauded. However, the difficulty is the 22% vacancy rate i
Dunstable town centre (Local Data Company} which no developer sees as the sign of
a healthy town centre. The sisk iy too high and they wil not commit,

Hven Grimiey admits that “Earky investor interest in the site (South Side and
Bridge Meadow) is crucial. hnplementation timeseales might be longer, but an
emerging scheme and developer and retailer inforest is important from the early
stages to ensure the emergence of a viable and deliverable scheme.” Too high a
vacaney rate and these developments will not happes.

Stores thuet coudd move oul

Retail impact could also be increased due to relocation of town centre stores in
Leighton Buzzard such as Avgos, Hallords and Boots, Halfords in Bietchley town
ventre moved out to the retail park. Boots have a store in Bletchley town centre but it
is performing badly, There is a branch of Boots on the retail park. To lose these three
would be a major blow and certainly would greatly increase the diversion of trade
from the town centre. These are multi-miltion pound wroover stores. Loss of these
will certainly not attruet developers to the town centre,

THY Diversions

The basis for the speculative development of the vetal] parks is based on the
assumption that Homebase may have to move, Currently it looks unlikely. Homebase
is ina good position within the town and whilst Teseo decide what (hey sre going to
do it iy in Tesco’s best intevests to keep Homebase as they derive a ot of income from
(hem in top up shopping as well as rent,

DIY spending in Leighton-Buzzard is very high. White Yeung and Green in the 2000
study calewlated it was 88.1% which is very high with very little feakuge. Homebase
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is the obvious retailer but there is o good number of builders merchants, specialist
plurabing businesses and Serewfix that take o good proportion of the spend i DIY,

it both retail packs are buikt it s very unlikely that thers will be two DY stores
moving there, One could but the proximity of Homebase to the towa centre means
that Homebase have an advantage. Ttis slso probably there are linked trips o the town
centre from Mooebase though the evidence s that 1s nsuatly by car.

A DY store on Cirovebury Road will divert trade from Homebasge, which is ous of
cenlye but only by 400 metres, and could have the added effect of tyking away some
of the linked tips to the town centre. 1t is doubtful that there would be the revenue
sustain two DY stores in the town and certainly not three.

The DIY diversion of trade to the retail parks and the impact on the town ceatre has
not been caleulated by the applicants which Grimley has noted “Leighton Buzgard
town centre clearly has an clement of DIY produets on sale and the full extent of the
proposal should be tested.” This too wall increase the percentage impact on the town,

Impact on the food and drink sector (Restanrants, cafes and takeaways)

There i5 no refail impact assessment on this seclor, Therefore, until it was highiighted,
there would be no recognition of the impact fast food drive-thru’s or restaurants
would have on both the day and night tine economy of Leighton Buzzard town
centre, fven then it was directed only at the proposed developments in the town
centre,

Eeighton Buzzard has a vibrant retail food and drink sector, With the Swan Hotel,
there are 3¢ other businesses listed in or close to the town centre in the shopping map
produced by Friends of the Harth, { Love Leighton Buzzard and Leighton Linstade
Town Council. The vast majority are fast food stores, Within the town are restaurants
and cafes,

The 3 proposed food outlets on the retail parks constitute 40% of space of the 31 food
autlets in the town centre fisted by Tym, The possibility of two fast food outlets is
something that is of concern for the Tats food outlets in Leighton Buzzard. These units
on the retail parks will divert trade away from the town centre.

I studying Dunstable town centre there are a number of vacant units which used to bi
restaurants and fast food places, including a Burger [ing. On or by White Lion Retail
Park there are three fast food places. There could be other circumstances but the fhet
that Dunstable with a similar population has far fewer restaurants and takeaways than
Leighton Buszard iy siriking,

Therefore, the impact of the proposed retail parks is far greater than a straightforward
comparison retail impact. A town centre is far mare than shopping, Losing some of
the takeaways would have a detrimental effect as the units they occupy would not be
taken up by others. This will leave a good number of vacant nnits,
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Impact of the foss of businesses in Leighton Burzard town centre on the South
Stde and Bridge Meadow

There are four threats to Leighton Duzzard town centre from the proposed reiail parks.

L Loss of businesses due to competition outside the town contre diverting trade

3. The potential loss of businesses such as Argos, Halfords and Boots to the retail
parks

3. The diversion of revenue from Homehase and the town centre

4. The loss of businesses in the food and drink sector due to utside competition,

Vacaney levels are low af the present though starting to lscrease. There is a downward
spiral once the vacancy level reaches a certain point, There will be o fogs of
confidence in the town centrey this 15 illustrated by customers who come from
Drumstable to Leighton Buzzard as we have shops they want to come to and they regret
they have lost o lot of theirs and lost the character of their towa,

The retail impact on Leighton Buzzard town centre would be greater than 10% and
that is unacceptable in the light of the povernments Town Centre First policy
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3, Chaw Barek

Botl applications have stated that that 70% of their revenue would come from Milton
Keynes retail parks, Grimley state that “We conclude that there js little bulky goods
trade above that bemng leaked to Milion Keynes retail parks™ therefore the
concentragion is on Milton Keynes retail parks, Grimley state that based on Roger
Tyans Agures £19.7 million will be leaked to the Milton Keynes Relai] Parks by 2017.

s Grimldey's view thet “Providing the scheres are conditioned appropriately,
we concliude that there is suificient expenditure to claw hack from bulky goods
destinations to support both proposais”

All that is slated is that Roger Tyim’s study showed £16.4 million, which is a rounded
up figure, went to the Mikton Keynes retail parks from Zone 8, There is no analysis of
exactly what retailers are on these retail parks. There is no analysis, which Grimley is
well aware of, of the fringe population of Zone 88 actual shopping habits, [ringe
populations oflen go o other centres as a matter of convenience or choice and are
unfikely to change, To actually take raw date, which is what the Tym’s figure i3, and
state fhai this will support both schemes is an error of judgement.

Appendix | is 4 Hsting of the 4 retail parks in Milton Keynes and White Lion in
Dunstable. Just a cursory Jook at this lsting will show up glaring emors in the
assumption that there will be sufficient revenue clawed back to support both schemes.
Kingston, which is a Shopping District, has no furnitare, flooring stores an all and very
Tittle if anything that is “bulky” vet has a £4.5 million spend figure from Roger Ty,

Looking at the other three there are major problems with these as well, Clothing,
which is the major percentage spewd at around 24% is well represented on Beacon
which is the closest to Leighton Buzzavd. With the recent opening of MK 1, which iy
all clothing that wiil attract move spending from Leighton Buzzard as this will divert
trade from Central Milion Keynes.

Cermtral, which 15 just off the AS near Milton Keynes station, has the major deaw of
Crurry’/PC World for Leighton Buzzard which has nothing comparable. There was a
PC World on Winterhill which is now incorporated into the Central site, That branch
would have taken a good proportion of the Winterhill figure as i was stili trading at
the time of the Ty report., |

Winterhill, with jts predominance of furniture stores is actually the lowest in value.
Bearing in mind that furniture, flooring and soft furnishings is the staple of bulky
goods refail parks this is net a good sign for the applicants.

The spend in the retail parks is all from Zone 8. Zone 8 is primarily Leighton-Linslade
and surrounding villages. The likelihood is in most of the villages there is more than
likely a preferred centre, usnally one that 1s casy to get to snd with the by-pass it is
much easier now to get to Milton Keynes from the villages by car than it ever was.

Research on the Aylesbury Vale Retail Study 2009 (G L Hearn) shows that the
Leighton Fringe, which is similar to the western and south west areas ol Zone 8 show
that the eloser to Leighton Buzzard the more shopping is done there and vice versa to
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Aylesbary and to the north mest goes to Bletchley/Milton Keynes. The fgures from
this study states that 15% of fumiture and flooring speid was curricd out in Leighion
Buzzard, The bulk was in Avlesbury.

This proves that ¢ substantial part of money spent outside of Zone 8 is spent from the
fringe settlements. Returl parks make divert sorme bat it will not divert the majority.

Also individual retailers have an impact as well. 1KEA is the larpest Furnitore retailor
in the UK. it also has o range of hosschold goods and soft fumishings. TKEA, (hou i
not properly shown in the Tym’s figures, has a substantial ineome fFom all of Zoue 8.
The Towes: estimate is £600,000 (Tym s Milton Keynes 20013 but that is wy oo low
and probably is tied in with the general Central Milton Keynes as it is not obviously in
Bletehley. Tarnover is over £1 million possibly £2 million. Customer foyalty as well
ag oheaper prices are a major factor in IKEA’s success and unlikely to be drawn back
by u retail park offer in Leighton Buzzard, The same is true with John Lewis and
Mars and Spencer in Central Milton Keynes.

Appendix 2 shows calculations of the types of retail on both parks and the potential
sales, This is based on benchimark sales figures taken from vatious retail studies,
inclucing Grimley's, from 2010 figures, There is overlap as when calenlated the
possibility of vne being built was considered byt not both,

Beochmarking is widely used in retail studies and some sloves do a lot better some
will do 2 lot worse. Carpetright are looking at the 88 store leases comin gup for
renewal in the next few years - they will close units if they are not performing
(Carpetright Company Report 2012). Carpetright are aiso expanding out into beds a
sign that all is not well. Mast Carpetright units are on retail parks und all rent reviews
on ettt parks are always upward. 1§ is o guide only but useful,

Hoth applicants are over confident in their sales forecasts. Their benchmark £2500 per
square metre sales average is out by over £700 per square metre. (Barwooud took this
figure from Clagmore). There is a Tot of revenge but will it come fromn (he Milton
Keynes retail parks?

Based on Bulky Goods (DIY, Furniture, Flooting, soft furighings, domestic
appliances)

Kingston District Contre £4.5 million (Estimated Roger Tvm from Honsehold
wiwdy)

No gpecific retailer of bulky goods. There is minimal representation in Teseo, Marks
& Spencer and Costeo - unlilely to claw back mach if any.

Clothing £1,054,105%

Furniture, Flooring and soft flrmishings £362,597
DIY £116,404

Bleetricals £854,096

Other £1,690,044

Total £4,077,246
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DIY possibly 18 due to buys n Tesco, Farniture 15 probably soft furnishings from
some stores. No speeitio retall of Y, Purniture or flooring,

Beacon/various vetail parks in viciuity £5.3 million

Clothing £1,756,843
Furnituee £241,731
DYY £583,473
Heelrivals £854,096
Other £1,976,617
Total £5,412,760

Clothing is the dominant category and will get bigger sow that MK is open.
Furniture is dominaled by IKEA, though the fikelihood is that a good amount for
HCEA &5 actuelly in the Central Milton Keynes figores. This money will not get deawn
back as HCEA. customers are very loyal, DTY s dominated by a large B&Q and
Wickes,

Centre/The Place/others £4.5 milkion

Clothing £702,757
Furnitire £241,73 ]
1DIY £232,808
Blectricals £1,992 801
Other £1,690,040
Total £4,860,213%

Curry's/PC World is the main attraction lor Leighton Buzzard shoppers coupled with
the now definet Comet, This is verified by people who used to work at Curry®s. DIY
and farniture is from the arpe B&Q behind the Place. Other is from the other
retailers,

If the range of goods way extended then this would be the main retail park that it
wenld be possible to claw back from. However not all retailers would be attmcted to
Leighton Buzzard

Curry’s/PC World are revamping their portfolio and closing or amalgamating stores
Hobbyeraft have specitic criteria and the Leighton Buzard catchment is too small,

If ¢lothing and footwear ave excluded Brantano’s s exchuded

Pets at Home are interested but it is unlikely that money spent here rom Zone § is
very much, .

Halfords we have a branch already.

Next at Home and Dwell Clearance are the two main contenders for alaw back but
that is minimal.
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Winterb O} £3.5 million

Futniture £1,087,779
MY £116,404
Ilectricals £1,708,192
Cither £279,224

Total £3,191,599

Winterhill has the largest concentration of furntture, flooring and sof! furnishing
stores i Milton Keynes. As can be seen the now closed PC World took the largest
share of money gpent. Furniture spend is quite low and is spread between 14 retailers,
Clawback even at 70% will only net £700,000.

Claw back: £9.2 million from Barwood and £4.87 milijion from Claymore. If both
are built could they take £14.07 millioa from Milton Keynes?

Kingston - £2583,000 (70% furniture)
Beacow/TKEA - £170,000

The Place/Central « £223,000 (70% furniture)
Winterhilt - £700,000 (70% furniture)

Total £1,346,060 claw back - maximuam possibly £4 million
GVA Grimley Report on bulky goods and the retail park proposals

5.3% The applications are theretore reliant on Zone 8 claw back from the 4 Milton
Keynes retail parks

5.36 Providing the sehemes are conditioned appropriatety, we conclude that there js
sulficient expenditure to claw hack from bulky good destinations bevond Zone 8 to
support both proposals,

345 "We understand from our retail agents that it is unlikely that there is sufficient
‘bulky goods’ demand (o let both schemes in the market and in the [oresecable fiture,
Clearly, planning permigsion for both schemes might leave one site vacant and
unimplemented leading to pressures to relax conditions in the futore.

6.14 Qur conchmiony are bused on a DY and bulky goods scheme and the council
st implement appropriate conditions to limit the range of goods that can be sold
from either site. The conditions put farward by both schemes appear appropriate and
we would not reconumend any widening of product category to ensure the maximum
protection for the town centre,

Where else wil the income come from?

[t is very clear that the claw back from the Milton Keynes retail parks will not be
sufficient to support one scheme ot slone two. Grimley have identified that in their
opinion there is litthe that can be gained from other areas such as Avleshury,
Dunstable and Luton,
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The Barwood site actually goes further in the types of retsil and iF it is read right they
are assuming (hat all their revenue will be from bulky goods when they are Heting,
most refail categories in the town centre, Grimley picked up on some of this but
dismissed the impact as minimal. Therefore they have not taken into account the
impact of the other category sectors they have lsted, Therefore their assumption of
£3.9 million hit on the town centre is too low,

The legal agreement set out by CHC for the Barwood site is most of the town cenire
offer (page 254/5 Planning Officers report). This could lead to retailers such as Argos,
Boots and Halfords to move from the town centee out {o {he retail parks.

There has been no impact assessment on these arcas of retai) on the town centre as the
bulky poods have been the foeus of the retail impact, Claw back for a Jot of the
additional category arcas bs again quite low from the Milon Keynes retail parks, The
main two retail parks would be Central and Beacon but these are marginal. The trade
diversion would be from the lown centre. 1 the multi-million targover shops leave the
town centre the impact would be measared in double digits, That fmpact would be
unaceeptable,

Feighton Buzzard

Clothing £4,454,852

Furniture LB £2,715,966

Furniture Linstade/Zone 8 £478,997
DIY LB £8 881,652

DIY Linslade £701,220

Electricals £7,264,047

Other Leighton Buzzard £39,392,735
Other Linslade/Zone 8 £1,116 800
Total 65,006,368

Having just a bulky goods retail park on botiy sites there is not enovgl: 1o support both
retadl perks, A wider range could support two but as can be seeq the vight retailers
need to be attracted and they will not be attracted 1o Leighton Buzzard as the
catchment arca is too small for many and clawing buck revenue from their own retail
parks stores would not be a good economic move. Therefore the revenue would be
diverted from the town centre,

The revenue for the retaill park i pot from claw back will have (o come Fom
somewhere and that is Leighton Buzzard and voly i the range of retail categories is
wider that “bulky goods” which actually does not exist. For this reason alone these
applications should be rejected. The financial impact on all the shops and the service
buginesses that are supported by them and the market would be devastating, There is
no yualitative need for these retat) parks or their bulky goods. There is however, if
vou look at the figure for Milton Keynes retail parks to clawing back clothing,
electrical goods and other goods and that can be done in the South Side and Bridge
Meadow developments, That is what Leighton-Linstade needs and that is what the
people want,
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Flanning Officers reasons for approval (Claymore and Barwood)

Having regard to the current supply of ensployment kand within the area, the
site’s history of employment use marketing and development initintives and the
oppartunities for employment creation which would result from the proposal ,
the proposed non-3 clasy development iy considersd acceptable in terms of the
sites eraploymient fand allocation.

The mumber of jobs estimated for both sites iz too high, Harwood®s 130 is more Hkely
1o be arcund 87, Claymore’s around 44, The job losses in the town centre and beyond
will exceed the jobs gained. There is no benefit from these proposals,

Taking account of the availability sud suitability of other sites within Leighton
Bugswrd snd the impact on existing, committed and planxed public and private
investment, subject to appropriate town centre contributions, the identified retafl
bmxpact is considered to be marginal but not significant is NPPF termos.

As demonstrated the impact is too great on the town centre. There would be & great
stanger that planned iavestment would not happen. The retail impact study was not
carried out correctly by cither applicant and Grindley did not properly sssess either
plan; yet quite happy to recormmend both be built based on very raw data with no
assessment on the assumptions of either upplicant that could back up their claims
properly. Bearing in mind the scale of both applications adding an exira 120% of
retail space with no ohvious improvement in the range and choice for the consumer
failure to properly check something as important as this is very poor.

Subpject {o the delivery of 4 public bus service to serve the sites and other sites
along Grovebury Road, the proposed development Is capable of achleving an
aceepiable sehiemne in teymy of the impact upon the chavacter and appearance of
the focality and incorporating adequate landseapizg, road, cycle snd foutpaih
links and parking arcas,

5106 meney to provide a bus service thar will not used that often, mast journeys will
be made by car, again against government aims 1o reduce car travel, is a preat waste,
This ofter of 8106 money does illustrate that to mitigate a major development the
developers are willing 0 spend what is not a great deal of money to gel the
application through, S106 can biind councils to what is actually needed,

Conelusion

"The scale of the dovelopments is far greater in sales ares than the comparison shops in
the town sentre. In short another town centre bul withowt the library, doctors and
health facilities, chemists, banks, building societics, services and the other services
that constitute 3 town centre. These are both speculative developments and do not fit
in with the Loeal Plan and are certainly not what the town needs. These have to be
rejected and firmly fought apainst at appeal. There is no merit in either proposal.

Both proposats fail the sequential test and retail impaet test and should be rejected,



Appendix 1 Milton Keynes Retail Parks and White Lion
Bletchley
IKEA
Beacon

Brantano's - shoes

Wickes - MY

B&M Home Store - Home Fumnishing
Carpet Right - Flooting

Matalan - Clothing

TR Maxx - Clothing

Boots - Chermists (Branch in LB)
Halfordy - Bicycles and Motoring (Branch in LE)
Next Clearance ~ Clothing

Sports Direct - Sports and recreation
Argos - Catalogne (Branch in LR}

MK One Gpened December 2012

Marks and Spencer

BHS

F&M

Primark

River Taland

2 empty - ene being fitted out

Milton Keypes (excluding Bletehley)
Kingston Shopping District (not a retail park)

M&S

Boots (Brancl in L)
Mothercare

Blacks

Carphone Warchouse
Claires Acoessories
Clarkes (Branch in LR)
Dalland and Aitcheson
First Choice

fmages

Maras and Papa

MNext

Nutrition Centre
Thomas ook
Thorton’s (Pranchise in LB)
Zig Lag Hair
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Costeo
Tegeo

Central

Comet - Closed

Halfords - Biceyeles and Motoring (Branch in LB)
Next at Home - Fome Furnishings

Hobbyerafts - Arts and Crafty

Dhwell Clearance - Fumiture clearanes

Pets at Home - Pet accessories

E 13- Mobile phones

Fabries for Less - Closed

Carpets for Less - Closed

1 Empty Undt

The three above are now being converted to a Go Outdoors
Retail Pack opposite the Place

Cotswold — Outdoor pursuits and Cyeling
Carphone Warehouse - mobile phones
Jessops -~ closed

The Place

Curry™s -- Home applisnces/electrical goods
Hrantano's ~ Footwear

Horsetack - Horse accessories

Amserican Golf - Golf Accessorics

Vacant

Winterhili

Donhelm - Homewares

Paul Simon - Fursiture and Homewares
Harvey's - Fumiture

Einpty vl

SCY -« Puarmiture

Furniture Village - Furniture

Carpet Right - Flooring

DES - Furniture

Furnitereland - Furniture

Dreams - Badroom Furniture

Empty Unit

Sharps — Bedroom Furniture

PC World elosed now B & M - Homoewares
Fmnpty unit

Multtyork - Furniture

Wickes - DIY
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Drunstabie White Lion Retail Park

Stapies - Office supplies

Holiday Hypermarket - Holiduys

Laura Ashley - Furniture and Soft Furaishings
Pets at Home - Pet accessories

Comet — closed

S5 - farnitwre

Dreams — Bedroom Furniture

W Sports - Gymy/Bibness

Paui Simon - Purniture and Homewares
Halfords — Cyuling and Motoring
Empty Unit

Piaza Hat

K Dirive Thru
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Appendix 2 Hetsil sales for ench site based on benchmark sales on net selling
Ared

Claymore
Retall warchonses
Pets at Home Unit 2 696.75sqm ground floor 348,38 sqm mezzanine
Net sales (70%) 487.72 Ground
121.93 Mezzanine

609,65 total

Average sales Pets at Home £2538

Ground floor sales 2538 x 487,72 = £1.23m,

Mezzanine (30%) 1269 x 121.93 = £154,729

Total £1,384,729

This includes pet toods sales which come under convenicnce sales which as a
percentage of total Pets ot Home sales s around 11% (Company Annual Report 2010

Preams Unit D 696.75 sgm ground floor 34848 sqm mezzanine

Net sales (70%) 487.72 Ground
121.93 Meezanine
60965 total

Direams average sales £1750 psm

Girowrgd Hloor sales £1730 x 487,72 = 835,510
Mezzanine sales (50%) £875 x 121.93 = 106,688
Total =942 148

Carpetright Unit C 464, Ssym ground floor 232.255qm megzanine

Net gales {70%) 32515 squn Ground
81.28 sqm mezzaning
40643 s Tolal

Carpetright average sales £1341 psm
Net Bales {70%) £1341 x 32515 sqm =+ £436,026
E670.5 % §1.28 sgm = £54,498
= £490,524

Sensons for Beds Unit B 464 5sqm pround floor 232.256sqm mezzanine

Net sales (70%) 325,13 sqm Ground
81.28 squy mezraning
406.43 sgm Total
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Bensons for Beds average sales £1700 pam

Net gales (70%) L1700 % 325,15 sqm -~ £552,755
£850 % 81.28 s ~ £69,088
= 621,843

Totat sales bused on Net selling space of 70% pround and 70% ol 50% mexzaning
Totals £1,384,729 Peiy ai Home
942,148 Dieams
490,524 Carpetright
621,842 Bensons for Bedy
£3,439,244

Comparison sales average £1833

Barwood
Carpetright Unit 1 465 square metres ground loor 232.5 sqm mezzaning
Net sales (70%) 325,50 sqm pround
116,25 sqm mezzanine
441.75 sqm total
Carpetright average sales £1341 per sqm
Net gafes (70%) Ground 325.5 x £134) = £436,495
Mezzanine 81.37 x £670.5 ~ £34,558
Total = £491,0653
Pels at IMome Unit 2 929 sqim ground floor 464.5 sqrm mezaaning
Net Sales (70%) 650,30 sqm ground
232,25 sqm mezzaning
BR2.55 sym total
Pets at Home Average sales per sqm ~ £2538
MNat sales (70%) Ground 650,30 x 2538 = £1,650,46
Mezzaning 162,57 x 1269 = £206,30]
Total = £1,650,607
Bensons for Beds Unit 3 697 sam ground floor 348.5 sqin mezzanine
Net Sales (70%) 487.90 sqm ground fHoor

17425 sqm mezzanine
GO 15 sqm total
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Bensons for Beds average sales = £3700

Mel sales (T0%) Ground 487.9 ¢ £1700 = £829 430

Net sales (T0% of 50%) Mezzanine 121,97 x £850 = £1073, 674
Fotal = £933,104

Brantano's Unit 4 697 sqm ground floor 348.5 sqm mezganine

Net Sales (70%) 487,90 sqm ground Aoor
174.25 s mezzanine
062,15 sgm total

and by revenue)
Net sales (T0%) 487.9 x 1076 = £524,980
121.97 % 538 = £65,619
Total = £590,595
Harvey's Unit § 697 sqm pround {loor 348.5 sgm meszanine
Net Sales (70%) 487.90 sqm ground foer

174.25 sqm mezzanine
602,15 sgm total

HMarvey's average sales = £2500 sqim
Not sales (70%) 487.90 x 2500 = £1,219,750
12197 x 1250 = £182,955
Total £1,402,705
Staples Unit 6 697 sqgm ground floor 348.5 sqin mezzanine
Net Sales {70%) 487.90 sgm ground Hoor
17425 sgm mezzanine
062,15 sqm total
Staples average sales = £2155 sqm
Net gales (70%) Cround 487.9 x 2155 = £1,051 424
Mezzanine 121,97 x 1077.5 = £131,422
Total £1,182,846
Dreams Unit 7 929 sqin ground floor 464.5 sqm mwezzanite
Net Saies (70%) 650.30 sgm ground
23225 sym imezvanine

88255 sqm total

Drrcams average sales £1749 sqm
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Net sales (70%) Ground 650.30 x 1749 = £1,137,374
Mewranine 16275 £ 874.5 = £142,324
Total = £1,279,698

Bath Store Unit 8 418 sgm ground floor 209 sgnm meszanine

292,60 sqm grourd
104,50 sgm mezanine
367,10 sqin total

Bath Store average sales £1500 sqin

Net sales (70%) Ground 292.6 x 1500 = £438 900
Mezzapine 73,15 & 750 = £54,862
Total = £403.762

Comparison sales average £3820 sqm
Total sales 70% ground Qoor/meszanine divided by two then 70% of 50%

491,053 Carpetright
1,650,667 Pots at Home
933,104 Bensons for Beds
590,595 Brantano’s
1,402,705 Harvey's
1,182,846 Staples
1,279,698 Dreams
493,762 Bath Store
8,024,430 Total
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Appendiv 3 Caleslations to obtain claw back fipures

Based on the WY percentage vetained figures from 2009 the totals for Zone 8 can be
calenfated. These figures are bagsed on a smaller base and focussed more on Leighton.
Linslade. The perceniages are:

Clothing 24.05
Fleotricals 16.2
Famiture 9.46
DIY 8.06
Other 42,23

Therefore totals for Zone 8 bused on the rounded up fgure of £174 million for 2012
{Roger Tym)

Clothing 41,826,600
Furniture 16,460,400
Blectricals 28,188,000
DY 14,024,400
Other 73,480,200
Total £173,982,600

"The basic caleulation (o find market share is io take the number of people contacted,
take off the internet and other non shop sales, take off the don’t buy and don’t
remember, The total then is divided by the number of people for each zone who last
brought from a particular ares. Figures are saw data; however they do give a good
indication of size of money speot. Therefore these are the flgures from

Clothing

Beacon £1,756,843
Kingston £1,054,108
Clentral £702,737
Total £3,513,685

Furniture

Beacon £241,731
Ceniral £241,731
Kingston £362,597
Winterhill £1,087,776
Total £1,933 838

131y

Beacon E583,473
Central £232,808
Kingston £116,404
Winterhifl £116,404
Total £1,049,089
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Hlectricals /Appliances

Peacon £854,004
Clentral R/ £1,9092,801
Kingston £854,096
Winterhill £1,708,192
Total £5,400,275

ther

Beacon £1,976,017
Central RP £1,690,046
Kingston £1,690,044
Winterhill £279,224
Total 5,635,931

The data is based on raw data from Tym which has beet rounded up or down and
some caleulations are not known. Though the overall figure is o little higher the
general trends can be seen and farniture is not the large propertion of the money spent
in the retail parks, The largest two areas are electrical goods and other retail with
clothing in third, though that may change with the arrival of MK,

This proves beyond doubt that the “bulky poods” spend is not that great in the retail
parks and certainly not encigh to warrant building two retail parks.
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Appendix 4 Responses for and sgainst both retsit parky
(Twesday 5" Fobruary 2043)

Unit 7 Barwood (Larper site)

Responses recetved 467

in favour 13

Aguinst 406

Comunents 46

Petitions Against ()

Petitions For 0

Claymore site

Responses received 467/

in favour 13

Against 409

Commaents 44

Petitions against O

Petitions for 1

The figures quoted in the Planmdng Officers yveport are incorrect. The petition signed
by the shopkeepers i not recorded here but Jisted in the report, The overwhelming
numbers of people aguinst the retail parks are ordinary citizens of the town not “vocal
retailers™, if there had been proper consultation on the retail parks then the nombers
would be far bigher and people more vocal, Something like this neads proper
consultation not 6 hours ia the library on a Saturday.

Crver the years the local population has been consulted on the town and its town
centre, The Big Plan is population led. The findings from the Big Plan were used by
South Bedfordshire to set up the Local Plar and that continues to Central
Bedfordshire today. Nowhere is there any reference {o retail parks but more to town

centre development and iprovements. This is not ia the Local Plan and never will
be.
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Cuotationg

“Further decline bn the retail share of Town Centre’s is doe 10 Supermarkets, the
Internet and Betail Paviy, in that order.” All Farty Parlamentary Groap for Town
Centres Report Janunry 2611

igh Street Britain 2015: AN Party Pacliamentary Report

5 comcerned that wost small shops will diseppear from the streels of Britain by 2015

“rhe smalh retufler sector is a fey driver of entrepreneurship, employment, skills, foeak
eqonomics, innovation and sophisticated business relatienships., ©

Al Party Pastismeniary Groug on Tows Centres Report Jan 2041

“Fown Centres First Policy has across-ihe-bosrd support in Pardiament, among the public and
with most developers and retailers.”

Likely outcomes if this policy not supported:

“Medivm size/smaller towns - will continue to lose ont if out-of-centre superstores selling
non-food ns well as food take their trade.”

Action needed:

“To recognize that strong and healthy, vital and viable town centres are essential to the focal
sonomy - there 15 a strong rational to the Town Centres First pohicy”

“There are strong social rexsons that town centres are accessible to all, especially those
without aceess to a car, they enahle people to make trips thal atlow several tagks to be done fin
the same tip (inked trips) and town centres are the heart of our commumnities™

“Restate the need for iown centres and recognize that town centres need geod management to
sty healthy - a partnership between local authorities, business and locul conmunities,

Portas

“Iviake explicit 4 presamption i favour of tvwn centre development in the wording of
the national Plamsisy Policy Framework” Portas Review Hecommenidation 14

“Y believe that the most sustainable form of retail development in town cenires. Oui-of-
town is less sustabaable taldng into account the social and enviromineniat impacts i€ has;
so the new NFPF policy needs to explicitly presume in favonr of susininable
development in town centres.” Portas Review Fage 31

“YWe have sacrificed commmunities for convenience” Portas review Puge 12
“3t is not susiainable to kave » shopping contre outside the tows centre™
LI s commercial premises whien you want to keep town centres thriving then that

wouldn't be sustainable, it would not be in the public interest and so shondd not go
abead” Greg Clavk Planning Minister Mareh 2012 {asked about out of town vetail}
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Ao enid ix 5

Adam Davies

From:

Sent:

To David Hale; Adam Davias
Subjuct: ulky goods in GVA is incorrect

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red
Attachments:  bulky goods definition cases doulbt on applications.doox
Dear David,

You very kindly said that you would fook at this. It has taken me days to double check this,
but GVA are definitely misquoting the Roger Tym surveys in appendix two and three and this
distorts the whole bulky definition.

I am working on longer response with our planning consultant,
but ! feli that you should see this as soon as possible
thanks

Vbt

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Sc:mlrity.clnﬁzin.ﬂ-é%ﬁi
For more information please visit hitp:/www symanteccloud.com

08/02/2013
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1. The Retall Review of Planning ApplicationsRef: CR/M2/03290/0UT &
CRAZ02071/0UT By GVA  has several critical inaccuracies in how it
quotes and uses the CBC Retall Assessment by Roger Tym and
Partners, especially the appendices which influences the outcome of
their final recommendation.

2. Roger Tym’sreport doesnot support the distinction of bulky
goods from maln town centre uses,

in his report “Chapter 8 Recommendations”

Para 8.8 "We do not recommend that the Council plan for a separate floorspace
need for *bulky goods” retailing. Bulky goods is no longer considered a separate
satagory of relaiting; the NPPF defines all retail developrnent as “main town centre
uses’ {Annex 2} In our view, applications for retail warehouses (defined by their
format, i.e big sheds, rather than what is seld there) should be considered on their
merits.

This picks up his earlier statementson using the term butky goods and

why a separate definition is not needed.

5.22 Bulky goods retailing {eg stores selling DIY, carpets or domesiic appliances) is no
longer considerad 4 separate category for which a floorspace need should be
identified. The NPPF defines afl retail development (including warehouse clubs and
factory autiet centres) as “main town centre uses” (Annex 2),

.23 We agree with this view - surveys carried aut by RTP, together with simple
observations, have shown thal many, probably mosl, purchases from retail

warghouses do not involve bulky goods and few peopie frequent retail warshouses in
order o take goods away In their cars, At the same ime many of the ilems

traditionally defined as bulky geods are widely available on the high street.

5.24 In our view, applications for retail warehouses (dafined by their format, ie big sheds,
rather than what is sold there) should be considered en their merits,

3. GVA derives the conclusion of bulky goods going to the
retail parks of Milton Keynes through srror,

They Incorrectly ascribe the term retail warehouses to cover district
shopping centres and retail parks that sell clothes and chemist goods
and then use this premise to refer to the figures for the comparison
sales In Millon Keynes retail parks as bulky goods sales.

GVA misguote the Roger Tym study appendix 3 table 4. This covers
all comparison goods without disctintion , but GVA insinuate that this
covers bultky goods by describing retail parks as retail warehouses.
Paragraph 5.30 of the GVA report. “Both applicants have identified the leakage of
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According to Milton Keynes Council, The Milton Keynes Retail Capacity
and Leisure Sturdy by Tym Feb 2010 Para 4.32 indeed, Blelchley is the
second most popular

destination for clothing and shoes purchases for residents in five of the saven inner
surveyzones.” hitp; nilton:kaynes.gov.uk/mlanning-
policy/documentsVOLUME 1. - MAIN_REPO uary, 2010 pdt

4.inconsistency in town centre definitions.

The issue is over the definition of main town centres uses. CMK gets the highest
share of furniture, carpets and soft furnishings three times that of the so called
warehouse retail parks. This is supported by the Tym report for Central Bedfordshire
Councll and the Ty Milton Keynes retail capacity and Leisure Study 2010.. GVA,
and the officers say that these type of sales are not suitable to town centre uses,
as they cover bulky goods yet three times these sales of the goods covered by the
white fion agreemeant are coming from central Mitton Keynes which is a town centra
than from the so called ratall warshouse parks,

5. Butky good definition from Practice guidance to PPS4 still valid

with NPPF and gquoted in recent appeal decisions
6.31 The size and bull of goods sold will also influence the size and type of store
required. This applies particulariy to retatlers selling buiky durable goods such as
DY, furnitare, carpets and domestic appliances. In many cases, these forms of
development are regarded as complernentary to the role of town centre retailing,
and do not generate sufficient sales productivity to trade in prime town centre

foeations.

This definition fits with the line in the officer report that there are not
suitable sites in the town centre hence according o sequantial test the
retail parks cannot be stopped. But the bulky goods definition is totally
different to the white lion agreement heing appliad to these retail parks,

6. Misrepresentation of Bulky goods and the Tym appendices.

The Tym household surveys that GVA rely on for their figures do not
make the distinction of bulky goods. IN paragraph 3.27 of the GVA
report, GVA tallk of the “ more bulky goods categories” and say that
they are based on the household surveys done by Tym. However the
Tym survevs covar in each category a much wider definition of
comparizon goods than bulky goods. Soitis totally disingenuous for
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GVA to quote the practice guidance to PPS34. In 3.32 as it only cover
bulky goods not the wider.

From incorrectly describing the household surveys tir the Tym report
as falling under the bulky goods definition and producing tables 3.1 to
3.4 which are Incorrect representations of the Tym report, GVA are
able come to the conclusion in para 5.36 of their report that there is
sufficient expenditure to claw back from butky goods destinations |

Incorrect representation in table 3.1 of the GVA report.

Table 3.1 on page 12 of the GVA rpeort refers o fumniture
floorcoverings and household textiles. This heading is close to Roger
Tym's definition of furniture carpets and soft fumishings | but goes
directly against the definition of Bulky goods which GVA is claiming thal
it is linked to. Bulky goods definitions as regards furniture and
household textiles is covered by The retail expenditure guide by Fithey
Bowes 2012

http:{freference. mapinfo.com/softwarelanysite/enalish UK/8 8/UK
Data Ref Docs/Retail Expenditure Guide 2011-12.pdf page 17

"Buiky Goods
The bulky goods category is made up of furnilure and floor coverings ( not the larger
“furniture, floor coverings and household textiles” group) and domestic apphances”

The definition uses by Tym is therefore very definitely not of bultky goods buf covers
tewn cantre uses, Soft furnishings can cover a very wide range of shops such as
Marks and Spencer, BHS, ie shops commonly found as main tows centra uses. It is
also notable that three times as much trade in this category goes to the town centre
of Mittor Keynes as it does to the retall parks, so it must fail under town centre
usas rather than bulky goods and out of town uses.

incorrect representations of Table 3.2

Table 3.2 in GVA is headed DY and decoraling goods,

This is incorrect as It leaves out gardening . The Tyms survey that this is based on
inappendix 2 guestion 19 and 20 is headed “ DIY, Decorating goods and gardening
items”

Gardening dramatically widens the scope. This can cover many town centre uses,
This then challenges the distinalioin between town centres and retail warehouses
again as Mitton Keynes Town centre has the same share as the retail park.Also
Selections in LB town centre depends on selling gardening items and LB also has a
garden centre.
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Incorrect representation and very misleading in table 3.3 and 3.4
There is no indication of where these surveys come from as they do not come from
Tym appendix 2 household surveys Thare are not two categories of electrical goods
only vne definition which also covers computers. The actualquestion in the
Household surveys appendix 2 s “Q21 Now can you tell me where your household
last made a purchase of elacirical tems (this may include domastic appliances, MP3
players, TV's, digital cameras, computers ete)?” Digital cameras and computers s a
much wider range  than just electrical and so cannet be confined o iarge retail
warehouses or bulky goods Again the fact that Milton Keynes has a mueh larger
aftraction of the spend than the retail parks again chailenges the bulky goods
definition.

Clawback

This likely to be much lower than £16.4 million as quoted
or about 9.4 % of all spend. Apart from the fact that two of
the retail parks cover clothes so the spend in those retail
parks could be due to clothes which are not allowed to be
in the retail parks on Grovebury Road. This could rule out
half of the estimated clawback,

The buik of the spend on soft furnishing and furniture
goes to Winterhill, about 6,.7% or 4.9% according to the
household surveys appendix two of Tym. Winterhill has a
Dunelm store. Duneim is only considering new stores of

30,000 feet according to Dunelms chief exec report page 10.
hitp:fduneim-mill.production.investis.com/~/media/Files/DiDunelm.
Mill/anpuat-reports/dunelm-201 2-annual-report. bdf. The units in the
retail parks are not large encugh of this, The retail parks in MK
also contain Mext furnishing and Marks and  Spencer which have
net expressed interest in the retail parks on Grovebury road. So will
there really be the claw back.

On slectrical, the household survey covers computers and
cameras, Jessops has gone into administration and PC wolrd has
moved inte the centre of Milton Keynes into Currys. It would be
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hard to have an offer in the Gorevbury Road retail parks which
would claw this back.

On DIY the units for DIY are smaller considerably than Homebase
and therefore are likely to be much smaller that the DIY stores in
tha Milton Keynes retail parks such as Wickes, B and & and so
would not claw back trade from there,

Helow is a list of the stores in the retail parks listed in Tym’s
Analysis,

A, Beacon retail park Bletehley, sells many coraparision retail that is not bidky goods.
Brantano’s -~ shoes
Wickes - DIY
B&M Home Store - Home Furnishing
Carpeat Right - Flgoring
Matalian - Clothing
T Manex - Clothing
Boots - Chemists (Branch in LB)
Halfords - Bicycles and Motoring (Branch in 1LB)
Nexi Clearance - Clothing
Sports Divect —Sports and recreation
Argos - Catalogue (Branch in LB)
MK One Opened Boecember 2002
Marks and Spencer
BHS
H&M
Primark
River Istand

B. Kingston Shopping District (not & retoil park)
ME&S

Boots (Branch in LB)

Mothercare

Blacks



Carphone Warghouse
Claires Accessories
Clarkes (Branch In 1B)
Doiland and Aitcheson
First Choice

images

Mamas and Papa

Next

Nutrition Centre
Thomas Cook
Tharton’s (Franchise in LB}
Ziglup Hair

Central ME Patriot drive

Comat - Closed

Halfords — Bicycles and Motoring {Branch in £B)
Next at home — Home Furnishings

Hobbycrafts - Arts and Crafts

Dwell Clearance - Furniture clearance

Pets at Home - Pet accessories

L&~ Mobile phones

Fabrlcs for Lass - Closed

Carpets for Lass - Closed

1 Empty Unit

The three above ars now being converted to a Go Quidoors

Winterhiit

Dunhelm - Homewares

Paul Simon - Furniture and Homawares
Hagvey's - Furniture

Empty unit

SCE -« Furniture

Furniture Villags - Furniture

Carpet Right - Floaring

DFS - Furniture

Furnitureiand - Furniture

Dreams ~ Bedroom Furnituie

Empty Unit

Sharps -~ Bedroom Furniture

PC World closed now B & M~ Homewares
Empty unit

Multivark - Furniture
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Wickes - DiyY
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?;j\’?::u P END X 6 .

CHARLIE HOPKINS

Planning & Environmental Consultant
Springfletd

Kilmington

Aarniiser

Davon

£X13 758

TelFax

www.chanlghopiing ooty

Charlie Hopkins has workad for aver 20 years as an anvironmental lavweyer {barrister and
solicitor), most racenily with BarthRights, MHe has very wide experience of all aspects of
envirormertal and planning law, and access to an edensive network of technical and legal
experts. As a nonepracticing soficitor he  now provides  planning and envirormenial advice,
representation at public inquiries, and, where necessary, instruct baristers and tecknical
experts. He has heen & member of the Environmental Law Foundation (ELE), since its
foundation in 1991, and is also a member of the Environmental Law Alllance Worldwide (k-
LAW), an intermational network of environmental lawyers and experts, He has particular
spocialisation in Environmental Impact Assessment, Buropean Environmental Directives
(Habttats, £IA, Water and Waste) as well as UK planning. Over recent years, Charfie
Hopkins has worked on a Jarge number of major development projects, including football
staciume (Arsenal, Brighton, Everton), road building schemes (Westbury By-Pass,
Stonehenge, M8 Heysham Link), quarries, housing and retail developments, SOWagE
trestment works, allotments, and urban regeneration schemes.

PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE:
CBM2/020TH/OUT ~ RETAIL PARK AT GROVEBURY RD.

CBM2/03290OUT — UNIT 7 GROVEBURY RD.

SUMMARY.

»  The cumulalive effect of the grant of planning permission to both schermes
wald result in significant over-provision of retail floorspace In Leighton
Buzzard. Either scheme alone will excesd the need for retail provision in
Leighton Buzzard until 2021.

¢ The individual or cumulative impact of both schemes will have sigriffcant
adverse impacts on the vitality and viability of Leighton Buzzard tewn centre.
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= This over-provision will prejudice future regensration idertified in
Development Briefs adopted for both Land South of the High Street and
Brivge Meadow.

o fiwill also undermine emerging spatial strateqy for retall development in the
Central Bedfordshire District Council area, and teighton Buzzard in paricuar,
The emerging Development Strategy is underpinned by the Tym Report which
identifies a need for 5,553 sq. metres of reail floor space in Leighton Buzzard
by 2021. Either proposed development if permission is granted will more than
excead this total proposed provision, thus prejudicing the Council's planned
ratail strategy for the fown.

»  The proposals are contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, the
adopted Local Plan, the emerging Development Strategy and the
(evelopment Briets for Leighton Buzzard,

» The conclusions drawn on the sequential test are directly contrary to the
conclusions of the Tym Report, and the Retal Impact Assessments produced
in support of the applications are inacourate as they misquole and
misrepresent the evidence of the Tym Report.

e Inthe light of the conclusions drawn above, were planning permission 1o be
granted to aither application such & decision could be susceptible to lagal
challenge.

1. INTRODUCTION.

1.1 Planning application CB/12/02071/0UT is for a retail warehouse development of
8,594 sq. metres gross floor area, of which 6,132 sq. metres is net tradable floor

space.

1.2 Planning application CEB/12/03290/0UT s for a retail park development of 10,775
sq. metres gross floor area, of which 6,480 aq. metres is net tradable fluor space,

Taken together, lhese proposed developments amount 1o 19,369 sq. melres of gross
flocr area of which 12,592 sq. metres is net tradable floor space.
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1.3 In order (o place these proposals in & wider perapective, reference should be
rade to the Cenfral Bedfordshire Retall Study 2012 (the Tym report). This documert
was commissioned by the Council and has contributed to the evidence bage for the
emerging Development Strategy for the period 2011-2031. The Tym Report slates:
“This study provides up-lo-date evidence fo inform fulre policy for the whole Central
Bedfordshire area.” (Tym Report para.2.60)

1.4 Pre-subrission consultation has been completed, and the next stage of the
emerging local plan process will be the Examination in Pablic (EiP). itis anticipated
that the new Development Strategy will be adopted early in 2014,

1.5 In addition, the Council has adopted and put in place 2 Developmert Sriefs for
Leighton Buzzard which form an integral part of the adopted Development Plan. One
is for the regeneration of l.and South of the High Street, e other for the Bridge
Meadow araa of the town.

1.6 The Tym Report, which the Council dlearly regards as being sound (otherwise i
wolld not be used as the basis for the emerging Development Stratagy), states that
Leighton Buzzard could accommadate an additional 6,553sq. metres of flooe SPACE
by 2021, rising to 8,500 sq. metres by the end of the plan period, 2031, This figure
has been accepted by the Council and is now being proposed in draft Policy 12 of
the emerging Development Strategy.

1.7 Any grant of planning permission for sither of the proposed developments would
fly in the face of the evidence and recommendations of the Tyim Report, and would
render the proposed spatial strategy for Leighton Buzzard susceptible to being
chabenged on the grounds of lack of soundness at the forthcoming Examination in
Public, with potentially sericus consequances for the Development Strategy.

1.8 The Development Brief for Land South of the Hgh Street identifies an area of
approximately 2,000 sq. metres of retail floor space, which, when set in the context
of the Tym Report leaves a residual requirement for retail flaor space in Leighton
Buzzard for the plan period up to 2021 of approximately 3,500 sq}. metres,

1.9 As s ervisaged that the Bridge Meadow site will also comprise an elemert of
retail floorspace, this overall residual figure should be reduced accordingly.
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1.10 When set against this background it becomes immediately apparent that either
of the proposals Tor development at Grovebury Road, if permitted, wil almost double
the area of retail floor space required for Leighton Buzzard for the period up to 2021,

1.11 Although lack of need in itself is no longer 2 reason for refusal in planning
terms, lack of need for retail development can, if ad hoc, opporturistic schemes ara
permitted, lead to the over-provision of retail floor space, with adverse impacls on
axisting retall businesses and also prejudice adopted and emerging regeneration
plans and district spatial strategy.

112 Mt is for these reasons that National Planning Policy requires bath sequential
and impact tests to be undertaken in respect of proposals such as these.

2. DISCUSSION.

2.1 Each planning application is accormpanied by a retail report, In addition, the
Councii has the benefit of a report by GVA published in January 2013, which
assesses bolh applications and takes into account the Tym Report.

2.2 The GVA Report describes these applications as “competing” (parai.1), as
opposed to complimentary, and concurg with an earlier retail study of 2009 that
Leighter Buzzard has a "good range of independent comparison retailers” (para.3.7).
It also notes that the operation of the Morrisons supermarket has had some
(unguantified) adverse Impact on town centre retailers since it was opened
(para.3.11).

2.3 The GVA Repert accepts the recormmendations of the Tym Report uncritically,
and also notes in passing the Tym Repor's observation derived from National
Planning Folicy Framework (NPPF) Appendix 2 that “bulky goods” is no fonger
considered as a separate calegory for the identification of retall Noor space
(para.3 31)

2.4 Nolwithstanding this recognition expand | the GVA Report nevertheless utilises
the category of "bulky goods” (as do both applicants) when it comes to applying the
saequential test.

2.5 The appiication of the sequential test is a raquirement of NFPF pars. 24 which
states that |l should be applied to planning applications for main town centre uses
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that are not in an existing centre and not In accordance with an up-to-date Logal
Flan. There seems e be agreement amongst the patties that the applications are for
out of town centre locations and contrary to the Local Plan,

2.6 "Main fown centre uses” is defined in Appendix 2 of the NPPF as;

“Retait development (including warehouse clubs and factory outlet centres); leisure,
entertainment facilities, the more intensiva spori and recreation uses (inciuding
cinemas, restaurants, drive-through restavrants, bars and pubs, "

2.7 The reports accomparnying both planning applications, and the GvA Report,
wonclude that neither application fails the sequential test, hut only on the basis that
Land South of the High Street (identified in the Development Brief) whilst baing
suitable for retail provision of up o 2,000sq, metres of retail floor space) is unsuitable
for “bulky goods” provision.

2.8 This vonclusion Is clearly arrived al by way of a fundamental misinterpretation
and misapplication of the sequential test as defined In the NPRF, Whilst "Bulky
goods” as a category of retail provision is derived from PPS4 practice guidance, it is
na fonger recognised in the NPPF as a separale category (see also Tym Report
para.8.8 ~"We do not recommend that the Councll plan for a separate foor space
need for "bulky goods” retailing. Butky goods is no fonger considered a separate
category of retaiting; the NPPF defines all retail development as “main town centre
uses” (Annex 2). In our view, applications for retail warehouses (defined by their
format, ie big sheds, rather than what is sold there) should be considered on their
mierits.”)

2.9 The invalidity of the approach adopted by the appicants and GVA is reinforced
by the evidence of the retall situation in Leighton Buzzard itself. The appendices to
the Tym Report basaed on housshold surveys show that as a retsil category DIY and
gardening (regarded as "bulky goods” by the applicants and GVAY has the second
Mghest fevel of retention in the town cenlre, al 48%. Itis precisely thase retail
categories that are regarded as unsuitable for town centre use by the applicants and
GVAIn the sequential test as it has been applied and as are being proposed at the

new schemes.



2.10 By way of ilustrating the inappropristeness of this approach, the evidence from
the Tym Report shows that there are three times the volume of sales of this
category, DIY and gardening, in the town cenire of Milton Keynes rather than Lhe
retail parks oud of the town centre,

211 To simply disregard town cenire locations as being unsuitable for bulky guads
retailing fails to apply the sequential 1esi as set out in para.24 of the NPEF, leading
o inappropriate and unsustainable development in out of town centre cations.

212 As regards the impact assessments undertaken, botiv assessients provided by
the applicants have specifically failled to assess the impact on the town centre of the
potential diversion of the DIY/gardening elerment (see GVA Report paras. 5.14 and
5.22). The GVA Report advises that the full extent of the proposed schemes should
he (ested (GYA Report para.5.21) in this respect. This has still not been undertaker,

2.13 Bven with the exclusion of these categories the cumulative impact on the town
cenire is astimated ("conservatively' — GVA Report para.5.14) at a figure of 6.6%
diversion of frade from the town centre 1o the Grovebury road sites. {GVA Report

para.5.35)

2.14 This, amongst other considerations, including any element of clawback of retail
trade from other centres, leads GVA to conclude that it is unfikely that there is
sufficient “bidky goods” demand to let both proposed schemes in the currant market
or in the foresesable futire (GVA Report para.5.45). This is wholly unsurprising
given the corelusions of the Tym Report and its assessment of need for retail floor
snace, and provides further support for the validity of its analysis.

2.15 N apparent consideration has been given by GVA or the applicanls as to
whether a further consequence of the Grovebury Road schemes will be tolead to @
shnifar situation at the regeneration areas of the Land South of the High Street and
Bridge Meadow sites, which, given the findings of the Tym Report, is highly lkely.
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2.16 Sauth Bedfordshire Local Plan Review 2004 Palicy TCS1 states that favourable
corsideration will be given te proposals which will sustain and enhance the vitality
and viability of lown cenires and contribute to {own centre regeneration,

2,17 Propased Policy 15 of the emerging Development Strategy for Leighton
Buzzard town centre requires that proposals Tor development outside the town
centre should complement and nat prejudice the viability and vitaiity of the town
centre,

2.18 The praposed schemes at Grovebury Road conflict with both policies and
threaten the regeneration of Land South of the High Sfreet as sel ou in the
Development Brief for the area. A likely foss of ciose Lo 10% of relail trade from the
own gentre in the current ecanomic climate, with the retail high street sector
experiencing particular difficilties, represents a very real threat to the continued
viabifity of the town centre, despite previous resiience,

2.19 The justification for the scheme as regards impact assessment is based on the
application of the retai category of "bulky goods®, although the Officer's Report
appears to be based on a much wider definition than that as set out in the Practice
Guidance to PPS4 and seems to include all comparisen goods excepl clothing. The
Tym Report has hightighted that the town lacks menswear shops (see para. 6.11).

2.20 The appendices to the Tym Report, appendix 3 table 4, which sets out the
overail comparison spend in different areas of the Disirict does not distinguish
betwaen bulky goods and other comparison goods. IUincludes central Milton
Keynes and several relaf parks. The GVA Report however has applied the category
of bulky goods to the 4 rotail parks i the Milton Kaynes area which are Beacon
Park in Bletchely, Kingston, Winterhill and Central Mifton Keynes, Patriot Drive,
There is nothing in the Tym Report appendicies to justify the distinction between
bulky goods and other comparison goods. The Tym Report examines comparison
goods expenditure overall and does not break this down further Inte a separate bulky
goods category.
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2.21 The Tym Report refars 1¢ household surveys of the Leighton Buzzard ares in
terms of where goods are purchased, bt this data is not linked to expenditure ard
s0 figures of expenditire cannot be dedved from such. However, the GVA Repor
takes the figure of 10% of trade ( £16.4 million) going to four retall parks in Milton
Keynes, and presumes that this represents sales of bulky goods (see GVA Report
paras. 3.26 and 3.27 and tables 3.1 and 3.4}, Such 2 presumpiion cannot be

reasonably made, and is not one made in the Tym Report.

2.22 For example, two of the four retall parks in Millon Keynes have some major
clothing cutiets such as Marks and Spencers, Primark, Matatan, and Next, 50 there
is clearly & subsiantial spend on clothing as opposed to bulky goods.

2.23 As regards the possibility of claw back on furniture, floor coverings and sof!,
furnishings, there are some serious questions as to whether these could be clawed
back from Mitton Keynes. Firstly, as regards soft furnishings, the Winterhill Retail
Park, which according to the Tym Report appendices, is both responsible for the
majerily of the experditure in the categories of soft furnishings, furniture and floor
coverings and also that of electrical appliances, cameras, compuiers etc, The
propused schemes atl Grovebury Road are very unlikely to be able to compete
against these outlels, Duneim is a large stora seliing all types of furnishings and
appliances. This store operates from a site of 30,000 square metras. This is
significantly larger than either or both of the proposed relail park developments, and
the GVA Report liself acknowledges that the scope for any claw back from these
outlets is "marginal” ((3VA Report para.5.36)

2.24 towever, the GVA Reporf states in para 5.30 that "Both applicarts have
identified the leakage of comparison goods trade, primarily to Miton Keynes town
centre and retail warehouses in Milton Keynes/Bletchley, and acknowiedge the
opportunily to claw back trade, As Framptons have poinled out in their assessment,
this leakage comprises S 4%/E16.4m of Zone 8 trade to four retall warehouse parks
in Milton Keynes/Bletchley. This figure has been identified from Table 4, Appendix 3
ol the Roger Tym Retall Study, September 2012, and we agree with this corclusion.”
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2.25 This appears to be a further axample of GVA drawing conclusions from the Tym
Report which cannat be derived from the data,

2.26 The GVA Report considers the offer 23 being complimentary to the town cenire,
yetit is difficult to see how this is justified, The GVA Report itself stales in para, 3.37
that: "There is some product overfap with the tawn centre, and an increasing scale of
floor space in oul-of-centre locations wilk nevitably erode town canire turnover, range
of operators and in time the health of the centre.” 1t also considers 1hat the offer is
complementary to the Development Brief for Land South of the High Street. The
Brief appears to be Fmited to use-class A1, and there is clear overlap and potential
for competition between the Grovebury Road schemes and the site identified in the
Brief South of the Mgh Street,

227 The Tym Report states in para. 6.11 thal: "The contre offers quite a diverse
range of comparison goods, with all the sectors being reprasentad apart from

menswear,”

2.28 The retention figures for clothing in the Tym Report appendices (household
surveys, appendix 2) are the lowest of all categories at only 8.6%, vet the proposed
White Lion Retail Park condition would permit virtually all town certre uses apart

fram clothing.

2.29 There are additional concemns about the future of the Mormebase outlet, When
the Tesco expansion was granted planning permission in 201 1, there was
considerable concern abou losing Homebase as it was regarded as very important
lo residents lo have a DIY slore within the tawn centre. The Officer's Report
highlights that there Is @ strong possibility that Tesco will not expand and thal
Homebase is not identified as an operator in either application. The IDIY wits
preposed are smaller than the existing Homebase site (Claymaore is two thirds of the
size and Barwoods one third of the size). There hag however bean an expression of
interest from Wickes. if this were to proceed and there were to bea Wickes store on
gither proposed retail park, it is highly likely that this could divert teade from
Homebase in the town certre with significant adverse impacts on the viability of the
towr centre,
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3. MITIGATION AND CONDITIONS.

&1 Whilst the financial conlributions proposed by way of $106 agreerments for hoth
schemes are 10 be welcomed, significant questions rermain as 1o whether they will be
sufficient to secure the vitality and viability of exdsting town centre retail trade, to
ensure that the planned regeneration of Land South of the High Street will not be
adversely impacted and also o compensate retall outlets in the town centre that wili
sulfer losses of trade due to leakage to the Grovebury Road schernes,

3.2 The proposed limitation on retalf use of the Grovebury Road sites derived from
the White Lion Retail Park in Bunstable is also unlikely to protect town centre

businesses to a sufficient degree,

3.3 For sxample, the S106 agreement derived from the White Lion Retail Park would
permit the Grovebury sites to sell sports clothing goods (albeit as ancillary to the sale
of sports equipment). 1tis noled from the Tym Report appendices based on
household services that the category of household goods that experiences tha
highast level of leakage from town centres to retall parks is that of clothing (retention
(9.6%). The Tym Report highlights in para. 6.11 that: * The centre offers quite a
diverse range of comparizon goods with all the sectors being representad apart from

menswear”,

3.4 The Tym household surveys directly contradict the GVA Report that the town ls
not refiant on bulky goods (see para. 5.6). The Tym Report household surveys
appandix 2 show that the major areas of retention are chemists 78%, DIY and
gardening 48% followed by electrical goods 18%, Books, DVD's, jewellery, china or
glass 16%, soft furnishings 12%, Recreational goods such as sporis equipment,
musical instruments, toys efc 10.7%, clothes or shoes is only 9.6% Similar concerns
extend W the proposed fuod oullets at both sites,

3.5 1tis further noted that, at the time of writing, no sustainabla transport package
has been fully agreed, the financial packages baetng oflered in respect of both sites
are inadequate and that both sites are fundamentally unsustainable In terms of
reducing the need to iravel and of being easily accessible by walking, cydling or
public transport. (See NFPF Section 4)

10
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4, CONCLUSIONS,

4.1 In summary, both schemes are fundamentally unsustainabie and pose a very
real threat to the continued viability and vitality of Leighton Buzzard town centre,

4.2 The sequential test has been misapplied, and the retail impact assessments fall
to assess the full impacts of the proposed developments o the town sentre and on
the: rageneration Land South of the High Streel,

4.3 The cumulative effect of the grant of plarning permission to both schemes would
result in significant over-provision of retail floor space in Leighton Buzzard. Either
scheme alone will excesd the need for retall provision in Leighton Buzzard untit
2021,

4.4 The individual or cumulative impact of both schemes will have sigrificant advarse
impacts on the vitality and viability of Leighton Buzzard town centre.

4.5 This aver-provision will prejudice future regeneration idertified in Davealopment
Rriefs adopted for both Land South of the Mgh Street and Bridge Meadow,

4.8 lt witl also urdermine emerging spatial sirategy for retall development in the
Certral Bedfordshire District Councll area, and Leighton Buzzard in particuar, with
potentially serious repercussions for the emerging Local Plan process,

4.7 The proposals are contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, the
adopted Local Plan, the emerging Development Strategy and the Development
Briefs for Leightorn Buzzard,

4.8 In the light of the conclusions drawn above, were planning permission o be
granted to either application such a decision could be susceptible to legal challenge.

GHARLIE HOGPKING M.A(Oxon), Dip Law {Salivitor, non-practicing)

11.2.13

il
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Adam Oavies

From: Dave Ager

Sent: O7 Fabruary 2013 15:29

T John Gilby

Ge: "Edward Ledwidge'; Adarn Davies
Subject: RE: Application Ref. CB/1 20207 1/0UT

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Filag Status: Red

Dear John
In response o your letter dated 30 Janyary which was also passed on o me by email | make the
following cormants:-

Assezament years

Althowgh I'm aware of DL requirements (5 years) CBC's usual requires 10 years, However, 1
nete that you requested this information and that for whatever rozson it was nor forthcoming and
for that reason an this oceasion T will aceept 5 veary

Traffic Growth / Commitied developments

Pwould disagree with your assertion that applying TEMPRO growth (5-6%) should take ino
account planned housing developments in the avea. T consider that commitied developments will
inerease Uraffic by 4-13% locally. 1 also think that looking at traffic growth beiween 2008 and
2011 (which js generally flat) is not a sound basis for asswning TEMPRO growth for 2012-2017
is conservative - looking over a longer period would indicate that 2008-2011 is not typigal,

Itis nteresting (o look at traffic growth at the 13FT sites you have atached between 20]0-201 1
ST676 11.4%

TT374 +61. 7%

1173 +1,4%

81174 -0.1%

lgnoring site 77374 (not sure what is going on there), the average ol the other 3 s +0.9%. This
would give you close 10 3% growth over $ years.

Billington Road Transport Corvidor scheme

A convineing reason for not taking this into consideration bas not been provided. However, | am
asare that the impaet on Grovebary Road would operate within capacity.

Modelling of Stanbridge RoadiGrovebury Road/Lake Sirget junciion
Pacagraph 7 on p3 ~ ihe Justification for not assessing this junetion is that 'only 50% of site fraffic
would arrive/depart to the north via Grovebury Road'. Fven aliowing for some distribition along

the way, approx. 30-35% of generaled traffic would go througi his jenction.

Parapraph 8 on p3 - i what is stated here is true and peopie will choose allernative routes to

12/02/2013
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Vage £ oof 4.

avoid congestion then this should huve boen accounted for in your distibution? Also, althougl it is
true that 'the mujority of trips 1o now retail development are not eotively new to the network', they

wonld be new 1o the part of the network vnder congideration here,

Fawail your consments on the above,

Bave Ager

Principsl Highway Control Officor
Highway Development Control
Sushainable Commuaities

Contral Redfordshirs Sounclt Priory House, Monks Walk, Chicksands, Shefford, Bediordshire, SG17

570
Direst dial: Q300 300 6026 | Internal: 76026 [ Emall: Dave.Avsr@uentratiodfordshire.g

Information securily clagsification” of this email: Not protected

finformation securlty definitfons:

Restricted - Sensitive Data only to be sent via secure amail

Protected - Contains personal data covered by the Data Protection Act
Not Protected - General Data

From:
Serst: 30 January 2013 18:13
Ya: Adam Davies

Cor Dave Ager

Subject: RE: Application Ref. CB/12/02071/QUT

Adam
Flagse see attached Mayer Brown's responss 1o the highways cormments,

It seams that My Ager may nof have sean other subimissions reade in respect of bus/oycleffootway
conneciicns. Thess are also attached for convenience,

Regards
Edward

Edward Lodwidge MRYI
Oivector

Tel: (ki

Fae: SRR 5,
Nob: kiR

Fhis eommmunicatian contins inforraytion which is tonfidential and may also be privilegod, 1t s for the exclusive use of the sddrassea, 1y aro not the
Auldresses plesse note thit any distribistion, reproduction, copying, publication or use of Uis communicathen ar tha forinalion in it s prohiblied. if yew hove

recoived this Information in enor, please contion gs immediataly and also deiete the communication IFom vonr SCInpPUter,

Bl Sy Manning Limited, Bowree Houge, 475 Godstong Road, Caterham, Surrey, CRIOBL (Rogisterod In Snglsnd aafidis)

[2/02/20)3
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From: Adam Davies [mailto:Adam. Davies@centralbedfordshire.gov.uk?
Bent: 25 January 2003 10:34

Tor Edward Ledwidge

Subject: FW; Application Ref. CB/12/02071/0UT

Eelward,

Please see the attached as discussed.
[est regards,

Adam Davies

Senior Planning Qfficer

Development Management

Geufral Bedfordshire Souncil Priory House, Monks Walk, Chicksands, Shetford, Bedfordshire, SG17 570G
Diract dizh 0300 300 5191 | Internal: 78191 | Email: adam.davies@centralbediordshire gov.ui

information security classification” of this email: Not protected
4 [

Mnformation security definitions:

Restricted - Sensitive Data only to he sent via secure email

Protected - Containg personal data covered by the Data Protection Act
Mot Protected - Genaral Data

From: Planning Online

Sent: 24 January 2013 14:50

Tor Adam Davies; Dave Ager

Subject: Application Rel. CB/12/02071/0UT

Please see the attached dacument in refation to application reference CR/ 20207 1VOUT,

Development Management

Cantral Bedfordshire

Clentral Badfordshire Counceil

Priory House, Monks Walk, Chicksands,
Shefford, Bedfordshite SG17 5TQ
customer.servicestioentralbedfordshive, pov.uk
wweweentralbedfordshire pov.uk

e e oo b ool o S oK O 8 0 ok e o

Improving the quality of Tife for al)

Ak AR oK o o o O o o b ok ook 3

Thix email is confidential and intended exclusively for the nse of the fntended recipient(s). Any
views or opizions presented are solely those of the author and do pot necessarily represent those of

120272013



Adan Davipe

Fran: Do Agor

Sent: &7 Fobrvary 2000 a2
Toy Adara Dovias
Subfect: R Gravetiry Roat mlall parks

Faliow Up Frag: Follow g

Flag Statugy ed

I do ot agree withs this approach as if loth developments were to be approved it
wauld be very unlikely that you would have idantical provision an hoth sites and
for that roason it is Hkely that it would genaraie proportionally the sama amount
of braffic as if the teip rates supplied in both TA were added together, Further, ance
it hias been pstablished the principle of use then the use can be changsd {(through
plarning approval and this trip generation will alse be astablished. For that reason
it would be very unsafe to approve the Greenfield site in particular, | also question
thiy Issue of 'Drive Past' and only 10% of waffic to Retall Parks are already on the
netwerk, Further as | recall thls refers to Food Retail In the maln n Ay Lase,
Hawever tiis would need to bie proven through the full analysis within s TA.

Dave Ager

Principal Highway Coreol Offlcar
Highway Bovalopment Conlrel
Gustainable Communities

Certral fadfordetiig Counel Priory House, Monks Walk, Chicksands, Shefford, Badlordshira,
BEIT 10
Biiruct diad: 01300 300 6026 | internal: 78026 | Frail: Dave.A autrentralbedfondsnire. g

00 Gecuriy cias L * of this eraail: Not protected

*nformation senurity dofinitions:

Festleled - Sensitive Data anly 16 b sant via socura amail

Protected - Cantains personal date covarad by the Duty Prolaction Act
Not Pratocted - General Bata

Frarms Aduin Davies
Senk: 06 February 2003 16:19

Vg Dave Ager

Subfect: Grovabury Road valad parks
Importance: High

i,

Plasos aen we discuss thoso apploations asip es | need W brig! Mombers on Monday dheed of
Commilles ot Wednesday

Far the brownifleld weher C1203260), | naeed clarificaton on your sonscliation rasponss, paricularly
SO PATKInG. b there @ typlag wiror in the parking SecHr? It $noms 1o sugytsl 304 spaces woud ba
seduired undir cUTERL stardarde. 389 spaces ars propased, suggusting a sherfall of vy 8 spaces.
Howaver you slats the proposed parking would only ropressnt 56% of tha slandard s would pe a
sianittcend shoAfall which weuld reed 1006 fostifod i torms of demand.

For ma grooniioiel siheme (12/02071), please can you provide soma campent on iha tanapern
consultant’s letter send o you by amal lass Waodnesday (from Edward Ladwitge). You hod reked
senzony; ragaeding fha capacily aaseaaments. 118 drgund fhal these ato adequate. There ar wehnicat
GEEC1E GF thair Ratlr which Mambers and § will aeed YT Guidance on. Sepaialy, te tanspon
sansuliant s provided sore bkt vommenis an igiway capaeity In e evoat both schemss wae i
provand (Foprodunad Deiom), 1L would be usetul fo have 5 Hkghways position oo tis.

Thanks,

Adtare Daviey
Senier Planniog Offiesr
Treviopment Marsacp e

Gentral Fedfaraiing Counell Piocy Housa, Monks Wik, Uhlcksands, Sheloed, Bedfordaning, SG17
Lt

5181 [ Emal gdam.d s

ecktordahire po i

Iaforamation seeority slassification® of (b ok Net protocted

nforation secorily definitons:

Restictod - Sansitive Hata oy to be sent vis secdre smail

Prolectea - Conkdng posonst dalz eovared by the Dat Protsation Aat
Mot Protcted - Genisd Dalg

12/02/2013
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Page 2 of

¥ remasily
Sent: (6 Febrary 2009 14530
Tor Fdwind Lodwicdge

O Pad Stacker

Suixiset A Appieation Ruf, CHLR2071/0U¥

Fevenury Fartsoand 7 Oravedagy Soad devokniment siees. Hog
QG 0 ahrve b and park oo of the dives and & tke visi
aellaeent 2ot gark, Ganed Su this wa covsider shat thi
7 Growebury flead, Vi vabis below sammavises the i

W Prave ravimaedl and compared the sesiing sndd proposed vehlcle tip ganeration for bl ghe
neiblkehy that hotn el parks woulkd Be boile sie by iy b shegkr gh v e vianhd erpect vist
Justthe site ey e pagkad on o oy e visitiog bodly, thoy sk wabk the shory diston
it easie”, bor nmount of trips attrarted 1o the site, wald be o use those of G bigger sig,
FERraTe ot T Gegveliory Road site doning the asuegiod thrae peak poriois,

wohirelar Triw genaratlon - Gravebury Road

Al Peak M Pank Raturday Peak
Arrivali  Depariice Total Arrivialy Deguartures Total Arriils Departurey Toval
Existing/Futainl tse Shai ey A 7 & 1 5 6 1 5 &
TRICS 100 LE] s a o 100 o o 0
TCTAL 104 a5 149 5 g1 06 1 B o
Proposti Developroent  TQTAL 97 59 156 15 182 s 18 ] [T
Lt Ditfarance TOTAL 7 14 7 1 101 EXE] 237 ald 113
et 4 iranrone, b G LA gm0, L4 0000 e et s bemn p " iy 0 Lt e

Tha tglile above chearly indicatos it tha ned diffzi anc of a0 aoditonal 7 vakicutar trips in the AM Pk would b insignfieant, amoons o 1 addional i
approalmately every S5 amnutes, Th proposed devedopment watdy (@ b et Increass 1 tep af 2% 3veticles which, although ant wsigniticent would ses
o aehditional 8 arvivabs and 2 dugaruees gk minuie. During the Saturday pesk bone, Uig devisfopment would rmault i oo ncroass In 653 weiigle dips,
nceaaie of Bareivais ond § deprrtures pee minse.

andd), pras-by brigs (wpicatly £1%
payeh repors, TTRICS 95/2°,
- Frarilom only 6% of the

oy, s assessment, dnd tdd, hat not nigde gay aliwance fov teanstored g (vgieally G0% wakisy and 80% we
weeikday A i woekind] or divarted wips (teaically 595 westday s 5% weakond) witich Wil reducs e impact The TRIC
skatii bt @rtirely e feips generated by the bulliing of & carail siere s in 1A0sE groemstances FO% o iecs of Ui wlad 1o
hovi trips could be censidened 1o be entiveky miw bipy.

A Fianiework Travel Man will alsa be agpiled t the developnient which wonkt reduce staff Siagle sccupaney car ips and oucoueage sl by pubfie transpart
apsf olher sustamabibe arotes of eavel which will reduce the impact of ihe devslopieeant i e pogk poiids,

i Rogal Gy,

ol

Seniay Cormylta

My Erwn Limitec

I Hentse Bt wiSRERR

Dhdanbai Resd

[
Vil Fiag -heiyipldn.
Huiey

R BAR

Uy padn)

DN e

DRI GO A ettt g et firidiog R i, Tany g
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Aveeal D 9

mayer hrown
THAMGEGRT PLARMING  CRNFOs L IRGUTIAE APSTEN ERVERUMMEN FAL B WATER FredtnEErtNS

frave Agar 20 January 2013

Developmant Managamant

Caentral Bedfordshire Council Gur fef  JROMSPLBUzzang. 1
Friory House Your Ref CBA202071/GUT
Mariks Walk

Chicksands

Shefford

Bedfordshire

BV TG

Dear My Ager,

Progosed fetall Park Bavelopment at Grovebury Road, LUT 40X

This fettor has been produced in response o your memorandum o Adam Davis of Centraf
Bedfordshire Council (CBC) dated pral January regarding the proposed retail park devalopment
at Grovebury Road, Leghton Buzzard (CEA2/0207 1OUT).

This lefter sets cut our response to your comments raised regarding the Transport Assessment
{TA) we produced for the above application in May 2012, The comments raised in each section
of your memorandum are suramasisad in turn below,

Site Location amd Exiating Conditions

We note and aglee with your corment that the provision of @ half bus fay-by on Grovebury Road
along the frontage of the application site should be dealt with by way of a planning condition.

=5

We also note that you agree thal there are no particular safely ssues with the location of tha
| proposed site access.

Developmant Proposals
We note that you agrea thal the proposed site accass junclions are sutable to serve the site.

‘ Parking

o 0 is noted that you confirm that the proposad parking levels are within the permitted parking

standards set out in the Council's LTP, and provide adegquate parking capasily for the expected
parking demand at the site and hence s satiskactory in this regard

R

Policy

We note your comiment that the TA coverad relevact extracts from he appropriate ool and

 hational policy dosuments,

" Trip Generation and Distribution

| nate that you state that both the weekday and weekend trips rates uzed in the TA appesr

reasonable with anpropriste stes identified, and that reasenable pereentages have baen allowed

for pass-by trips.

s W also note that you are awars thal our lrip genaration assessmant vary robustly assumed that
thetra wauld be no reduction in traffic resulling fram the piroposed mezzaning floor areas, as waell

as no allowanes being made for finked trips. This s considered important as, if the mezzanine

o allowanacs wag taken into account, the lavel of peak trafiic movemaents to and from the site will be
" significantly less than that set outin the TA.

Fuwravit Officy
(TRl

©rn g R v e o

M
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Regarding the future year growin rates usad in the TA, we note that you agiee that fhe growth
faclors appear reasonable.  Mowsver, you raised @ copeem that our junction modelling
assessments only assesad a fulure year of 2017

I rasponse, | oean confirm that the TA assessed both the apphostion year and a future
assessment year (2012 and 2017 respeciively in this case) uging TEMPRO growth factors. This
1% I accordarcs with the guidance set outin the Dapartment for Transport's (1T's) Guidance on
Transport Assessmaent document which states in paragraph 447 that "For the local transpont
natwork, a development shoulld be assessed with regard o the LOF, and for g perod of ao fess
than five yoars aftar the registralion of o planning application.”  Tha 2017 TEMPRD faclors
ebtained predicted traffic growth of between 5%-6% dwing the peak periods assessed and
should have aslready taken info account planned housing developrnents in the ares,

Furthesmors, we have obtained data from numaerous fraffic counts produced by the DIT in
Leighton Buazard area. The data from four dala points close 1o the site i enclosed with this
tatter and is symmansad in the following table:

Site # i 2008 Daily 2011 Daily Averagn Yearly
o Traffic Trapfic Change (%)
5654 ahdn 4.8

. L Apa0n { +0.9
| 14912 Carsr

i Clo.wess g 2174 _
DT Treffic Growlh Data — Leighton Buzeard ("2000 data value as 2071 data appears
anornalous) .

The above tabls identifiey that batween 2008 and 2011 traffic giowth in Lefghton Buzzard has
fiat-lined and in some cases traffic volumes have reduced. 1 s therefare clear that ithn TEMPRO
yrowth factors oblained provided a very robusl futurs year assessment for the area.

It is thersefore avident that the actual growth occurring on the mads areund Lelghton Buzzard 1s
minimal and s indeed declining in some arsas. We can therefore conclude that any fulure
growth an the iogal highway petwork has been sufficianily and robivstly assessed in the TA

It iz also noted that you consider it to be a falling that no account has bean taken of commitied
davelopments in the area. We consider this to be an unfalr oriticism as we requested detaits of
any comnmilled davelopmaents thal needed taking into account during our scoping discussions
with you (see enclosed e-mall dated 11/04/2012), We raceived no information on any relevant
committed developments from CBC

inany chse, as sat aut in the TA, the propesed retail development will attraet the majority of its
traffic during weekends and attracls a minimai lave! of traffic during the weakday peak periods on
the local highway network (approx, 2.8 trips per minute), In addition it shouid also be noted that
dgevelopment raffic can disperse gquickly on io the highways system and that further away froim
the site the impact of the development traffic on any ore junction will be negligible. # shouid be
notad that this 3 a worst case scenario In terms of raffic attraction as referred lo earlier,

Therefore, any committed residential developments in the ares (e the new hoeusing
developments along Billington Road) are uniikely 1o create any conflict with the majortty of traffic
going to he proposed development,  Furthenmors, given the seale of the committed
developments rofarred to, it is assimed thal shy mitigation works regulred 16 accommadate the
traffic from these development has alresdy baan faken into account.
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Ragarding the Billington Road Transpart Gorddor (BRTE) schemes to use Grovebury Road as a
preferred rouie into town, the modelling of the proposad sile access junction in the TA clestly
shows that thare is significant space capacity at the proposed dcoess, especially dering the AM
and PM peak periods on the local highway netwerk and thc—:re:fnrt? there is the capacity to
accommodate significant traffic growth at the site access.  Additnally, as stated, one of the
mait aims of the BRTO js to increase the use of Grovebury Road @8 a main route into the town
from the south, ag such the capscily of Grovebury Road 1 accommodate this greater use must
have been faken into account during the planning process.  As shown in the TA the impact of
the proposed developmeant on the A4T4E roundabout to the south and the Charmoor Road
roundabout [0 the north is maignificant compared to the existing situation on the netwaork.

Given the potential increase in traffic on Grovebury Road resyiting from the BRTC, the
percentage impact of the development traffic on the operation of these junctions will be aven
less.

Taking the above into account, we are therefore confident that providing & detalied assessmant
of tha BRTEC was and is unrecessary as part this application,

dunction Modelling

noour TA are
ing the robust
-enod

| note that you sgree that the development braffic distribit
reasonable, and confirm that fraffic data has been input into oA
One Hour method (OG0 Tab method), whigh assumes a pPak withfi peakt

We are also pleased to note that you agree with the findings of our TA that al! {hreo junctions
asgessed operate within capacity in the ‘letal traffic’ 2017 scenario durings ek pariods
on the Jocat highway network,

However, it is also noted that you consider it to be a faklmg that no assessiment of the impact of
the proposals on the operation of the Stanbridge B Bidiagoad / Lake Street junction
was underslaken,

The declsion not to model the above junction was undertaken foliowing the resuits of our
development traffic distribution exercise.  This showed that only 50% of the site traffic would
arrive frorm/depart to the north via Grovebury Road. Taking inte account the further disparsing of
site fraffic that wouid ocour aleng Grovebury Read past the Chartmoor Read junction, it is
avident that any impact on junctions fowards the centre of Lelghton Buzzard as a result of the
propesed develsprent wauld he minimal.

1t mugt algo be taken into account that trips to refall devetopments tend o be diserationary, in
that shoppers ofter dacide o use different routes to avoid known arexs of congestion. [n this
case they may be more lilkely 1o use the A4146 than go through the middie of town during busy
periods on the network,  Addiionally, the majority of trips 0 new relail development ars not
enfirely naw o the raad astwerk and in this case would include & large proportion of diverted
frips from other retall developmeants in the lown,

it showid alse not be overlooked that our assessment took ng account of diverted rips or
includad any reduction i brip rates resulting from the mazzaning foor areas used at the sie, and
therafore represents very much & worst case scenano and robustly assesses the impact of the
proposals.,
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To summarise, four main concems regarding the TA we produced wers raised In your

mérmarandgurm:

«  No accourt hag been taken for re-routing of trafflc alony Grovebury Road due (o the Billington
FRoad Transport corridor

»  No commitled devetopment traffic has haean taken inlo Sahsideration

+  No analysis of the Stanbridge Rosd/Grovelury Roadiake Streat unction has been inladeact

w  Agsessments have been undertakaen for 2017 flows only

Givan tha informalion provided in this lettar we trust that thess matiers have now besn
aidressed to your satisfaction and | would be grateful if you equid condirm that you ars now in a
position to racammensd that this application be approved. If you have any questions regamding
this ietter please feel free to contact me,

Yours sincarely

Senior Transport Planner

arnii

angligan CHET Tratti: Dot
Eeofiuhil - VURAIN1E
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John Gilly

From: dnhn Gilhy

Senti: 17 Apri 2002 16:549

Tiw: rave Ager'

Subjeat: Grovebury Road

Attaehimanis: TRICS Report 95-2 Pass-by Diverted Traffic.pdf;, TRICEH Dot pdf, Figure £.3.pdf; Figure

6.1 pdf: Figure 6.2.pdf

Dave,
Foliowing my conversatlon with you (laslweek regarding the proposed retail development at ihe sile off Grovebury
Road, Leighlon buzzard, you reguested that vou regulied some further data 1o help estabiish the scope of our
Agsessmant,
As regjuested | have attached;

«  Flow diagrarms showing the surveyed traffic flows we oblainad in Jarmuary

s The TRICS data used i my previous lettor to you

»  The TRICS research report conlaining the pass-by lrip percentage evidence

As also diseussed, Dwould e grateful it you could forward te me 2 master plan of the East Lelghlon scheme and
dataits of any relevant committed developments.

Regards,

John,
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Ade eNDwe 1O
Adam Davies

From: s :

Sant: 08 Fabruary 2013 17:13

Teo: Dave Ager

G Paul Stocker, Edward Ledwidge; Adam Davies
Subject: RE: Application Ref. CBM 200207 10UT

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
Dave,

Furthar o your e-maii concarning the preposed relait park devetopment oif Crrovebury Road.

Fnofe that you are now in egresment with the assessment yesrs used in the submitted Transpart
Assessment (TA) and agree that the Grovebury Road accnss would operate within capacily feking inte
account the Bifington Road Transport Carridor seheme,

Howevar, we disagiees with your comment that the DFF traffic growih figures contained in ow letler do not
provide a sound basis for assuming the TEMPRO growth faciors used in our TA for 20122017 @
ronsarvative. Tha 3 years covered by the DIV data is normally considered & reasanabie period of Hine
and gfiows a good indication of the trend in raffic growtf in the area. indeed, twa of e datassis we
aitached (B76TS and Y7374) bave tine pedods extending back 10 2000, and beath of thase dutasets show
traffic kevals have aitber fallen or not changed significantly from 2000.2011.

W are also concerned that the 8% traffic growth figure aver & yaars stated 1 your responss was
caigulated using 2010-2011 figures ony, We consider [t unressanable to valculata raffic growth over §
vears based on only 1 years data, Using the more robust 2008-2011 average yearly shange percentages
ivan in cu letter actually results in a yearly reduction in traffic of 0.2%.

Regarding vour comment that siternative routes 1o svoid songestion should have been accounted for in
our distribution, | must reiterate that bips to retait tevelopments tend to be discrationany, and therefore
customens can decids when to oarmy out their trip, as well 8s laking altermative routes o avoid knowr
congestion At spots. As we bighlighted previousty, there are a number of routes that shoppers san take
to zucess the site and development trafiic will disperse quickly 85 you go further away from the site, and
therefore the impact of the developmenl traffic at ary one point witl be small. Many customers may and
do choose to travel outside of the peak periods on the highway network coverad i our assassment ang
tharefore we have assessed very much a worat case scanario in our report.

Ve note thial you agree that the majority of 1ips to now retail developiments arg not entirely naw to the
road astwork, We also note and agres that there would however be o highar propenion of new tips in
he vicinily of the aite. As set out in gur TA, the proposed site access juncion will operate with significant
spae capacity during all the peak periods assessed, using taffie fgures that ook no secount of diverted
frips or the potential reduction in site ratic as A reswit of he proposed mezzaning floor aress. s
therefore evident that the site access can accommuodate e 'new’ trafic Aows genaratad by the
proposss.

Taking the above lnts actount, | fust your rEmMaining concerns regarding teafic growin and discrationary
trips have been resolved. Pleasa foel frae to contagt me If vou have any further comments.

Regards,

Jatrn,

dohn Gilby, BEng (Hons) MCIMT
Sentor Transport Planner

Mayer Browsn |imited

Lion Mouse

Criental Road

Woking

Suirray

12/02/2013
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IMPORTANT: Thig message & privats and confidential. i you werived this messago in error, plerse melify us s remeve it fom your syster.

Raysr Brown it 1 limited company regislored i England,
Raieloted number: 3531997, Registored office: Lien House, Criantal Road, Woking Surrey, GURZ 8AR
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From: Dave Ager [mailto:Dave. Ager@centratbedfordshire.gov.uk]
Senty 07 February 2013 15:21

To: John Gilby

Lo Edward Ledwidge'; Adam Davies

Subject: RE: Application Ref, CB/12/02071/CUT

Dear John
In response to your letter dated 30 January which was also passed on to me by email | make the frllowing
comments:-

Assessment years

Although 'm aware of DIVs reguirements (5 years) CBC's usual requires 10 yesrs. However, [ note
that you requested this information and that for whatever reason it was not foriheoming and for that
reason on this occasion I will secept 3 years

Traffic Grewth / Commitéed developmenty

Dwould disagree with your assertion that applying TEMPRO growth (5-6%) should 1ake into account
planned housing developments in the area, Toonsider that committed developments will increase
traffic by 4-15% lovally. Talse think that fooking at traffic growth between 2008 and 2011 (which is
generally fat) is not a sound basts for assuming TEMPRO growth for 2012.2017 is conservative -
looking over a longer period would indicate that 20082011 is not typical.

it 15 teresting to Jook at traffie growth at the DT sites you have attached between 2010201 1:
ST676 +1,4%

TT34 +61.7%

BHLTY +1.4%

BE174-0.1%

Ignoring site 77374 (not sure what is going on there), the average of the other 3 is +0.9%. This
would give you elose 1o 5% prowih over 5 years,

12/02/2013
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Bitlington Road Transport Covrider schome

A eotvineing reason, for not taking this into consideration has not been provided, However, | am
aware that the impact on Grovebury Road would operate within capacity,

Wadelling of Stanbridge RoadiGrovebury RoadiLake Street junction

Paragraph 7 on pd -~ the justification for not assessing this junction is that ‘only $0% of site traffic
woeld arrive/depart to the north via CGrovebusy Road”. Even aliowing for some distribution along the
way, approx. 30-35% of genersted teaffic would go through this juncion,

Paragraph § on p3 ~ i wiat is stated bere is true and people will choose alternative routes o avoid
congestion then this should have heen sceounted for in your distribution! Also, aithough Itis frue
thai “the majority of trips 1o new retail development are not entirely new to e natwork!, they watdd
be new to the part of the network under consideration here.

| await your comments on the abowve,

Dave Agor

Principal Highway Control Officer
Highway Developent Control
Sustainable Communities

Gentral Badfordabive Couneil Priory House, Monks Walk, Chicksands, Shefford, Bedtordshive, 8G17
517G

Information security classification” of this email: Noi protected

“Information security definitions:

Restricted - Sensitive Data only to be sent via secure email

Protected - Contains personal data covered by the Data Protection Act
Neot Protected - General Data

From! ; il
Sent: 30 January 2013 18:13
Yo Adam Davies

Ce Dave Ager

Bubject: RE: Application Ref. CB/12/02071/0UT

Adar
Plonse see attached Mayer Brown's response to the highways commants.

itseems that Mr Ager may not have soen other submissions made in respect of biisfeyele/ footway
connections. These are also attached for convanience.

Regards

[t

12/02/2013
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Edward Ledhwidge MRTH
Director

Tal QL1883 621040

Fox OLE8A 671043

Moh: (7958 515318

fhis corrfiunication sontatrs information which s confidentiol and may dso ba piviianed, 10 for the excusive uss of the addressen. f you are st the
adibreges ploase nole that any distibution, reproducbion, copying, oubiicarion of wse of tis conemunication or the information in i3 prokidtad. 1 you have

rreeived this infarmation [y arron plesse contac us immedtately s sl$o dutate 1e commenteation e your Carmputer,

i Shy Plannieg Lmited, Buurne House, $75 Godstme Aoad, Caterham, Surtey, CREBEL {Repistered in Snagland 4451037)

e:govukl h

ilto:Adam, Davies@eentralbeag
10:34

From: Adar Davie:
Sentt 25 January 2012
To: Edward Ledwidge

Subjects FW: Application Ref, CB/12/02071/0UT

Edward,

Please see the altached as discussed.
Best regards,

Adam Davies

Searior Planning Officer

DNevelopment Management

Cantral Bedfordshivs Gouncil Priory House, Monks Walk, Chicksands, Shefford, Bedfordshire, 8617 5TQ
Direct dial: 0300 300 5191 | Internat: 78191 | Emait adam.davies@eentralbedloldshire.gov.uk

fnformation security classification® of this emait: Not protected

*information security definitions:

Resiricled - Sensitive Data only 1o be sent via secure email

Protectad - Containg personal data covered by the Data Protection Act
Not Protected - General Data

From: Planning Online

Sent: 24 January 2013 1450

To: Adam Davies; Dave Ager

Subject: Application Ref, CB/12/02071/GUT

Please see lhe aftached document in relation to application reference CB/12/02071/0UT.

Development Management

Central Bedfordshire

Central Bedfordshire Council
Priory House, Monks Walk, Chicksands,
Shefiord, Bedfordshire 3G 17 57Q

13/02/2013
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Adam Davies

From:
Sant: 11 February 2013 09:60
To: Adam Davies

Subject: Grovebury Read CB/12/0207 1/0UT - Transport Contributions
Draar Sdam

Further to our recent discussions, we undaerstand that the Transport Officer considers that a Transport
Contribution of £344.088 to finance a dedicated bus 3&!’\“{,8 frorm the retail park to the Town Cantra for a
period of 2 yaars is praferable 1o the Applicant's proposal to link the development to the planne
extension of the Dash Direct service. The Officar has conoarns over the Tming of the new Dash Diract
service given that it is related to a separate development proposals on Grovebury Farm and Brickyard
Quarry which are contralled other developers and that implementation of the retall park may be out of
aync with the housing devalopmeants.

Ve are aware that reserved matters for part of the Grovabury Farm asite (Site 17A) was submitted by the
developers in Decambaer 2012 and is eaxpacied (o ba determined in the next few weeks. This is as claar
indication thal the developer is committed to the site and is working toward Implementation. Indead it is

stated within the Planning St::ternunt (FPara 4.18) that the developar intends to implamant the scheme
shortly after reserved matters a) The outlineg consant ralating to Site 178 was renewed in August
2072 and It 15 understood that th devel oper intends to submit reserved mattors applications shortly.
Thara is an axtant consant of the Brick Yard Quarry site and we understand from tha devalopear that it is
the intention to move this forward to the detalled stage. On this basis thera iz a clear intention to bring
forward these developmants with the relativaly short tarm which will trigger the relevant public transport
maaasuras ralating to plannad housing south of Leightorn Buzz=a

WVith regards to the current retail park pn it is an that (=71 1 to the outline planning
permission being approved that detall approval will be sought in spring/summer 2013 with a view to
develapment commencing in late 201 3/early 2014, The development programme will ba 12 months
which means that the retall park would become oparational by late Z014/early 2018, Accordingly there
will be @ period of nearly two years befora the development opens by which time it is reasonable
BamUme INAt The Grovabury Farm davelopments will be woll adenvey and probably also e Brickyard
CQuarry scheame.

As a genaral princlple from a strategic transport that, in the first instance, it is

important to make afforta to coordinate development that will be taking place on the south side of

Leighton Buzzard with the planned bus service. In putting forward the offer to contribute towards the new
Direct bus we consulted with the service coordinator (Arnold White Estates) who agresd that this

would be the most appropriate maans of including the retail park on the bus network. A separate

commaercial service from Lthe retail park to the town centre is unlikely to attract & level of patronage to

make it vimble. It would also compete directly with Dash Direct and impact the viability of that service.

<0 this basis, the applicant considers that the proposed contribution of £689,000 to fund the New Dash
Direct bus ia the most appropriate means of ensuring that the development is Includad on tha bus
network. It is proposed that this should be Included within the Section 108 as the preferred option.

Ve accapt that the trigger point for the new Dash service will be subject to factors outsida the applicant's
contral.  Tharafors it is suggested that there should be provision within the S106 for the applicant to
implement a viable fallback position. In this regard we have sought input from Mayer Brown Transport
Planning who recommaend that the Retail Park oparates its own minibus service betwesan the site and tha
town cantra, via the railway station. This minibus service will be primarly for staff but customers could
also use The timing of the service will be planned such that 1wl T Stafl shift patterns and make
regular trips. This service would be monitored annually to anable pattarns of usage and demand to be
recorded, Depanding on usage/damand the servicse would be run until =uch a time as the second Dash
service comes online.

In the event that the Council Insists that the development must be served by its own commercial bus
saervice at & cost of £344,088, the applicant would Nnead to reduce financial contributions that have be

put forward in respect of other measures in order to ensure that the development Is viable and the Ievel =
overall contrubitions remains proportionate to the scale and nature of the schame.

We look farward to discussing mattars with you again shortly.

11/02/2013

Page 2 of 2

Regards
Edvward

Edward Ledwidge MRTPI

Director
Tl bt S e At
F o i i gt
MO T AT
Thia communIcaTien contaln nfermaUen whISh s Sonfigantial snd may alse s prvIRESd. 1S Tor the exclusive use of e addrse, 1€ vou sre ot s
thi ATlon oF Lee of This seiorn oF T o [Lsry—

adiciraa s plwas rote that sy dis
Tt I T AT I Arrrs FIAS EAr U I AciALaTY A Al HATabn Fhe Sorr LICRran Trarm yeLr SarmaEnr.

Bium Sky Planning Limited, Baurne Heose, 475 Sadstene Noad, Caterham, Surmey, CHE3 0L (Registeres in England 1981037}

This email has boeon s

11/02/2013
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Additional/Amended Reasons

Item 10 (Page 225-262) — CB/12/03290/0UT - 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:

e 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.

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

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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, | 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:

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

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

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

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

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

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

e 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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e BE Aerospace have made extensive enquiries to find suitable
warehousing and have been in contact with Bidwells the marketing
agents for the application site.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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:

e 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.

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

e 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.

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

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

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

e |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

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

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

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

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

e |t is questioned whether there is a need for the developments in
qualitative and quantative terms.

e 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.

e ‘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.

e |t 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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;

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

Street.
e 6 indicated a preference for neither development
e 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.

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

e 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.

e 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:

e 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)

e The BE Aerospace objection. (Appendix 3)

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

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

e 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)

e 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, Iltem 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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being the same. There is a clear risk of inconsistent decisions being reached, which
would be wrong and highly preju iri -

ial, requi
h in the light of the recommendation to permit both schemes,
unfortunate.,

We inwvite you to give careful and prompt consideration to the content of the Advice
and to rectily the deficiencies hughl]gl\tcd therein, both in relation to the process and
contents of the reports, before the matter is c_nn-ncluw_-d by Committes, making it clenr
that both schemes in combination should be approved.

I eum sure that you will agree that in the light of the constructive dialogue that has
occurred with Officers since submission of our client®s application, and i= still
continuing, a flawed outcome would be in no one’s interests. We look forward to
your early response to the points raised above and will be happy 1o discuss the matter
further at your earliest convenience.

Yours Sinceraly,

RE: CGROVEBURY RETAIL PARK, GROVEBLURY ROAD,

LEICHTON BUZZARD — APPFLICATION ON BEHALF OF
s

There is o marked absence of confirmation in the two reports to

committes relating to the retnil schemes before Central Bedfordshire
Council, of the clear acknowledgement by its own independently
commissioned retail experts (GV.A) that both schemes can be granted

consent, in combination. This is unexplaine el pled with the fact

that each application iz to be considered as separate agenda items, mives
rige to an understandable concern that the fairmess and legitimacy of the
procedure currently being contemplated o determine these applications, is

WO .

ne applications for out of cenire non-

2. The Council is considering two out
food retail parks on adjacent sites at Grovebury Road, Leighton Buszard,

which are due to be determined by Planning Committes on the 13%
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February 2013. The schemes rels

ing to Site A (The Claymore Group
Application) and Site B (The Barwood Developments Application) have
been assessed in separate reports and are currently identified as sepavate

agenda items, despite both schemes raising similar issues.

It appears to have been suggested that the applications may be considersd
on a “first oome first served " basis. As my Instructing Consultants have
indicated to the Council’s Planning Manager by letter dated 24% January
2013, given the similarity of the material considerntions relevant 1o both
applications, the evidence base and the clear conclusions of the Council®s
owmn retail consultants that both schemes combined, would not have a
significant impact in the context of NMational Planning Policy Framework
(MNPPF), this approach cannot be justified and should not be adopted in

the circumstances of thess applications.

This iz not a case where the schemes should be considered as alternatives.
On the basis of GWA s assessment, it is clear thot both developments can
be accommuodated in policy terms, specifically in relation to impact and

the sequential test. It is impeorative therefore that the Planning Comm

tee
is properly advised that both schemes can be granted permission, subject
to final clarification of site specific issues highlighted in the reports. To
ensure consistency in decision making and in the interests of fairness,

theae two applications should in my view be considered by Committes

3

together, as one agenda item, with proper emphasis being given to the
totality of GV As conclusions, which essentially support the Applicant™s

own retail assessments.

Having reviewed the reports to committee, the Officer’s references to

GV AT assessment do not

in my view convey the important overall

conclusion reached in respect of the impact of permitting both schemes,

The GWVA report is clear on the issue and confirms in sections 5 and 6,

that both schemes can be permitted in combination.

Whilst the recommendation in cach of the reports is (o grant permission
for each application, the fact that GV A s full conclusions confirming that
both proposals can be supported, isa omitted from each report, i2 a material
omission. If the applications are considered as separate agenda itema as
currently proposed, there is a significant risk that Members will seck to

treat the applications as alternatives, contrary to the evidence before the

Council. Such an ou in the cir would be clearly
prajudicial 1o the interests of one of the Applicants. Ciiven the totality of
evidence on retail and policy issues, it should be made clear that both
schemes can be granted permission, without causing significant impact on

Leighton B

zard Town Centre. Any rational process of reasoning must
comnsider the full conelusions of the GV.A assessment, which address the

impact of the schemes in individual and cumulative terms, to demonstrate
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that the schemes are in fact acceptable in combination. As currently
worded, the reports relating to Site A (Agenda [tem 9) and to Site B

CAgenda Ttem 10). do not convey this fund

mental point, and whilst the

GV A assessment is attached as an Appendix, the conclusion that both
schemes can be permitted together is simply not reflected in the contents

of the Officers” reports.

In the third paragraph on page 152 (Agenda Item @ — Site A) and the
fourth paragraph on page 241 (Agenda Ttem 10 — Site B), the reports refer

1o the submission of similar retail warchouse proposals on the a

iming

sites and state:

... These schemes should be resarded as separate proposals and each
application st be considered o its ovwrs plcnning merits.  Flovwensenr,

regard showld be had o the porerntial for combined impacts in the

erverts af beth sides coming forweard for similar retail developmen
Ax sch these applicatrions have been constdered in parallel and are

irteludedd o thie Sanne commiiies agenda .

This doess not go far enough in my view and there is no clear
acknowledgement within cither report that the evidence base supports

both applications being granted permission.

5

GV A carried out an independent review of the applications and

supporting retail assesaments, reaching firm conclusions in relation to the

sequential teat and retail apact, taking account of paragraphs 24 to 27 of

the MPPEF.

A oa pref: to the ideration of retail impact specifically and in the
context of national policy, the GW.A report guite properly highlights the
importance of the Government™s commilment o securing economic
growth in order to create jobs and prospority and to onsure that the
planning sayatem does everything it can to support sustainable cconomic
growith (Section 3- GV A Roport). Reforence is also made to the fact that
the NPPF states that local planning authorities (LPAs) are required to
adopt a positive approach to decision taking and to apply a presumption in
favour of sustainable development. Applications which accord with the

development plan should be approved without delay and where the

development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date,
permission should be granted unless the adverse impacts of doing so
weould significantly outweigh the benefits of the development when

assessed againat the policies of the NMPPEF

In the planning policy section. the reports relating to Sites A and B, both
fail to refer explicitly to the important growth agenda or the presumption

in favour of sustainable development set out in the NPPF, which again is



Agenda ltem 5a
Page 98

o
a material omission in the light GW.A s overall conclusions relating to the

impact of these Gawo schemes in combination.

. The GWA Ment o iders the sequential test in Section 4, reviewing

each Applicant’s sequential site asscssmaent in turn. It is concluded that

both mites A and B are eqgual in sequential terms and both comply with the

seguential test as sot out in the MNPPF, in respect of retail issues. Neither

application *Yails © the sequential test on retail grounds only (paragraph

4. 10 GYW.A report January 20133,

12, In Section 5 of the report, €GiVA review the retail assessments in respect of
both sites in the context of impact, and broadly agree with most of the
points made by the Applicants, a3 set out in the “Concliesions — Retail

on of their report, at paragraph S.24.

icant conclusions in relation to both sites coming

13, GV ATs most sigr

forward in combination, are set out at parngraphs 5,34 to 5,52 of the

January Report.

ament subm

la. At parngraph 5.3 in the context of the retail asse, ed in
support of Site B (by Framptons) and the claw back figures sot out

therein, GWV.A conclude that

-

“This demonstrates that there is sufficient leakage (£19.4m) to

2 r Both /i v

15. This is reinforced in paragraph 5.36 of the report which confinms that:

Previded the sck rrer e £i ! cappprropriately, we conclude
rhraar phere is saffiofent expenditure (o olfaw Baok from Buallor sreocls

desrinarions bovond Zone 8 fo ¥ borh proposals. This takes

into account an element of Mutual impact. It is our view that t
level of claw back is marginal and the introduction of any further

floor space over and above the proposced retail park schemes

would rely instead on trade diversion from town centres, notably an
increasing impact on Leighton Bussard Town Centre’ [my

emphasis].

16, GWaA confirm at paragraph 5.37 that the impact identified is material bat
not in itself sipnificant in NPPF terms, a conclusion reinforced at

paragraph 5.46 which states:

W conclude that the cumdarive impact of the proposals is
rrerrerial and in our view borderline. There is siufficient expenditire

available to claw back fiom alternative bulky soods retail park

. provided the proposals are of

elensti fearts 03 STLE -t Bresth prrop
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c sufficient mix and guality to achieve the trade diversion reguired.
In phiis context, the cumulative inpact of both proposals would noe

s o be significant in NP ferms..

17. Further, in the summary section (page 32) in the sccond bullet point.

GVA confinm

CThe Town Centre is performing well, the proposals are Targels
complementary, and there is sofficiens availabile exponditure o olaw
back firom raetail parles in Milton Kevnes., The cumulative inpace

werreded Bre mcterial and the level of available expendionoe is

borderiine, bl in the 2l ther dara pre fe, rthe £t

o bined weoenld not ave a significant impact,.. " [my emphasis].

This po

nt is explicitly reinforced in the final conclusions (section 6 of

the report) at paragraph 6.11. At paragraph 6.13, GWVA conclude “shar

the proposals cannor be refused on rerail impact grounds

emphasis].

15, It is clear from the above, that the retail consultantas commissioned o
advise the Council in respect of these two schemes, confirm that both
schemes are acceptable in combination, in terms of retail impact and the

scquentinl test and should be permitted, as they cannot be refused on retail

o

grounds. In the context of the MNPPF s support for economic growth and

the presumption in favour of sustainable development, this is a significant

conclusion.

19. The two reports Lo committes deal with the impact test at pages 157-159
(Agenda Items 9 Site A) and pages 247-249 (Agenda Item Site B), in

exactly the same terms.

20. The final paragraph on page 158 and the top of page 159 (Agenda Item 9)
and page 248 and the first line of page 249 (Agenda Ttem 100, refer to
aspects of the retail conclusions contained within Section 5 of the GWV.aA
report, but fail to accurately reflect the important view set out in
paragraph 534, which confirms there is sufficient leakage to support both
applications. Theore is no reference at all to paragraphs 5.36 or 5.46 of the

WA report, which explicitly confirnm that thers is evidence to support

both proposals. MNor are the contents of the ¥ i i 5. i

bullet point or paragraph 6.1 1 of the GVA report mentione

1 either
Teport.

2 1. This approach of referring to selective extracts of the GWV.A conclusions in
the reports, plainly presents a partianl evaluation of a highly material

consideration and element of the evidence, in the context of rota

mpact

and fails to convey the clear message that GV A confirm that both

Agenda ltem 5a
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applications can be approved in combination, without causing significant

impact. MNMowhere in the reports is that conclusion explicitly referred to,

That amission represcents n flaw in the evaluation and presentation of the

totality of’ evidence that Members should consider, and encourages them

to treat these appli i as altermatives, rather than two schemes which

are acceptable in combination and should be permitied. If the

applications are treated as alternatives and separately rather than
considersd together as one agenda item., there is plainly the potential for

inconsistenoy in approach in the decision making process, which would

be unfortunate and susceptible to challenge.

These are important matters. The determination of planning applications
is governed by 5. 7001) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990,
Section 70 subscction (2) provides that in dealing with applications for

planning permission, the authority shall have regard to:

() The provisions of the development plan, so far as material to

the application:

[4:H] Any local finance considerations, so far as material o the

applcation and

(<) Any other material considerations.

The general principles as Lo “material considerations ' are now well
eatablished by case law and are wide ranging. There are two limbs o
materiality. The Authority is required to have regard to all

1 to the application, and to be material

considerations which are materi
they must be planning considerations. The starting point is the broad

interpretation adopted by Cooke J. in Stringer v. Minister of Housing and

t[1971] 1AER 65 at 77:

Loocal G

Y principle it seems o me that any consideration which relates o
the use and developmens of land is capable of being a plarnning
cansideration. Whether a particular consideration falling within
thar broad class is marerical in any given case will depend on the

cfrcumstances ",

23. The Courts have sought to avoid a prescriptive definition of material

24, Consistency in decision making is recogr

1th Ac issues are now established by case law

icl i a gh speci

as relevant in the context of S.70(2)(c) of the 1990 Act.

ed as a relevant material

consideration (See Morth Wiltshire District Council v. Secretary of Siate
for the Enviromment (1992) 65 P&CR 137, followed by the Court of
= Fi

ter I Lt v, Th

Appeal in Du

Agenda ltem 5a
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Another [2007] EWCOCA Civ 236 — the ratio of both cnses referred to the

materiality and importance of consistency in decision making).

25, In ]

x and Strategic I

nal and Property imited v, Scoretary of S

For

(s iti and Locnl CGovernment [2012] EWTLC 494 Admin, Andresw

Giilbart €O, (sitting as a deputy F

igh Court Judge) considered the issue of

congistency in the context of two de

sions made by the Secretary of State
relating to planning appeals in the same location, mising similar issues,
but dealt with separately. The learned deputy Judge held that whilst it is
within the Sccretary of State’s discretion not to determine two appeals
together, that may not be the most prudent couwrse. The risks of not doing
s0 include those of the decision maker following a difforent and
contradictory approach in two decisions even though they raise very
similar issues. What he could not do. unless he gave clear reasons for
doing a0, was to determine one in a way that was contradictory (o the
other, as is clear from the MNorth Willshire case. The learmed Tudge
confirmed at paragraph 45 of the judgment, that if there are two appeals
relating to similar proposals in the same town, there is a much reduced
risk of problems of inconsistent decisions, if the two cases are determined

together.

26. It is clear therefore, that i 3 is self evidently important to both

developers and development control authorities. Tt is also important for

13

the purpose of securing public confidence in the operation of the
development control system. This issue does not appear o have boen

considered properly by the Council.

27. According ta the Council’s Constitution, Part G 1, Section 2, “/Mecision

Adcaictngr ©*, nll dec ons of the Coun . its Corr ittees, the E; ive and

those taken under delegated powers will be made in accordance with the
principles set out at paragraphs 2.1.1 to 2.1.11 inclusive. Sub-paragraph

2.1.3 confirms that deci

ions will be made in consideration of all options
available. In addition, professional advice will be taken from Officers,
(sub-paragraph 2.1.4) and importantly, due weight is 1o be given to all

material considerations (sub-paragraph 2.1.9).

28, In this instance, as currently drafted, the reports do not give any or any
proper consideration to the option of granting consent to both schemes. In
the light of the omissions from the reports set out above, they also Fail Lo
give weight to all the relevant material considerations. The professional
advice offered to Members in the reports as currently drafted, is
incomplete in significant respocts and appears o encourage consideration
ol the two applications as alternatives 1o cach other, giving the committes
the option of rejecting one scheme, when the evidence base patently
Jjustifies approval of both, particularly in the light of the explicit

encouragement of sustainable cconomic growth and the presumption in



29,

14

Tavour of sustainable development in the NPPF, a significant material
consideration in itself., The latter point. recognised by GV A, as important,

has been given no weight at all, in the reports to Members.

icant failure to adhere to two of the principles

There appears to be a sig
set out in the Council's Constitution, which is of concern. Whilst the
recommendation in each separate report is to grant permission for each
scheme, the fact that they are to be considered separately and withouat
clear advice in each report that both should be permitted on the available

which iz likely to encourage

retail evidence is a misconceived approact
Members 1o erroncously treat the applications as alternatives. In my view,

ations is to

the proper and fair way for Members to consider these appli
take them topether as one agenda item, and to be advised explicitly that

both can be approved in combination, according to the available evidence.

& Fehruary 2013
No 5 Chambers
Birmingham — London — Bristol
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ADVICE
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AP e D L

Crur cet- PAK T RS/ R et

aa: G1o08 202107 BIDWELLS
af: 01908 202199

b

Daote: 8 February 2013

bt S Houme
BES Silbury Boubmenrd
Central Milton Heynes

e ——
Barwood Devalopmants Lid
Grange Park Court

Roman VWa:

MMorthampton

MM SEA

Do Clteeisn. By Email
Grovebury Road, Leighton Buzzard

Thank you for sending me a copy of the letter of objection from B/E Acrospace datad 30" January 2013, 1t is
perhaps surprising that an abjection such as thiz should emarge at thiz late staga in the application procass.
= do not consider the ohjecton to be robust for the reasons that are highlighted belo:

To cladfy the situation In terms of the previous contact with B/E Acrospace, 1 confirm that within the past 12-
18 months we offered them space at Srovebury Road on a number of occasions. Spacifioally:

- In February 2011 they inspected Units 8 & 6 but dismissed them as being unsultable due to the state of
repair.

Having dismissed Units 5 & 6 they registered an interest in Units 7 & 8 for when the accommaodation
bocame vacant .o, on the expiry of the Pitacs lease in June 2071,

WWith Pitacs known to be vacating we pursued discussions and In May 2011 B/E Asrospace confirmaed
they had discounted Units 7 & B and the site stating that the accommaodation was not sultabla

- B/E Aesrospooce expressed an intsrest in new build (0. 50,000 sg 1) but no meaningful dialogua
materialised.

wWa weara not awara of B/E Acrospace’s occupation of 7 & 8 Grovaebury Road by way of a sublaasa from lnta
The Light.

As @ matter of fact, B/E Acrospace made no approach to us regarding additional warchousae spaca in tha
intervening period. Thoy did howowver express soma intarest in additional car parking making an approach in
Februan/March 12, Discussions re: car parking did not procesd as the car parking area 0 guestion was still
demised to Trans Haul (in recsivership).

| can canfirm that the Landiord's consent to underiet was not securad.  Also, it may be the case that under
the currant arrangaments B/E Aorospacea bonefit from avoiding paying ratos as an occupier utilising nto the
Light's charitable status. This produces an artificially low '‘peppercorn rent’ for the premises which would

Nt ke o e opan market The smail suggests B/E Asrospace are now sesking oo
50,000 sq It 1o meat their storags ru‘qulr-sm-anhs plua <. B0 car parking spaces. Mo discussion about proper
commearcial tenms has takan plac et s their non-e red option su =]

. The =t
thay would only conaider it if u:.,cupentror\ uf DHB of thu mxisting Lrits i not possible.

Crovebury Reuﬂ Leighton Bussard

8 Fobruary 261 BiIDWELL

For infoarmation, Into thae Light Ministrias
additional 50,000 sg 7 (Units 7 & 83 in A,

ally took 50,000 sq ft (Units S & &) in January 12 and took on an
2012,

Kind regards

Yours sinosrely
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A SNED L O

Invesco Meal Estate
re Hious.

Invesco A37a3 Fartman sauars

" ey
W Ve Soorealestate 0ok

Barwood

Srange Park Court
Roman Way
Naorthampton

MMa SEA

8t Pebruary 2013
[ETEETL

Grovebury Road, Laighton Buzzard, LUZ7 459

Thank you for providing detallz of correspondence concerning the occcupation of our
pramises at Grovebury Road, Leighton Buzzard.

Wea have now spoken with Into the Light, since we werae not aware they had sub-let any of
the units te B/E Acrospace. Landlord’'s consent was not sought for any such sub-latting.

Cur managing agents, r & Madge, have been on site at varlous times recently and
had not noticed any of this had cccurrad.

The letting of these obsolete building= to Into the Light was carried out in good faith, and
does not require them to pay any rent. As a charity they are also not requirad to pay non-
domestic business rates. We did not envisage they would look to sub-let any of the units
to profit from such an arrangement. We alszo recently had to take steps to remove cars
balonging to amployess of B/E Acsrospace that had been parked lllegally on the site, having
been arranged by Into the Light, in an area that was un-demised to th

Mow that this more recent sublettmg has baan brought te our attention, we have dacided
to serve notice on the two separate Into the Light leases, which in turm el ow us to
ramove both the charity and Bre Asraspace from the site. A copy of our Solicitars lottor
terminating these two leases = attached. We have kept Into the Light informed of this
directly, and confirmed If they are unable to remove stored materals from site, within the
tirme requirad, wa will allow therm to redenter the site afterwards by mutual arrangsmeant.

Further we have served notice on the Councll sesking the right to demolish the subject
obsalete pramisas.,

Yours sincaraly

Sy e,

bl

Director — Asset Managemeant UK and Nordies

UmDer awalT
wai

nd &
Invescs Meal Estate
a af

Limitad

3
a ar by the

e,
30 Finsbury Squara, Lonaon. Eramaas |
B VAT oS FE

EHARTHAED TOWN FLANNING COMEULTANT R

©ur Ref: GRG0 ESAS
(P leaxe reply ro Banburey aiffes.

8" February 2013

el I Hale
Planning Manager South
Clentral Bedfordshire Council

Chicksands
Shefford

BO17 5T0Q

Dear David

TOWN AND COUMNTRY PLAMNMNIMNG ACT 1990
PLANNING APPLICATION (CR/A2/03290000T
CROVEBURY RETAIL PARK, LEIG TOMN BUZZA RD

We have reviewed the letter dated 30" January 201 i l om B3/ Acrospace which
coincidently  was:  submined a few days before STSTITe e Development
consultation response wi o received by you. with l\g\tl'\ coineldently submitted the
week before the subject application goes to committes ven the presia coverage

wving this application and the length of time given for conauliations the timing
of these responses is ot best questionable?

I attach copy letters from the owne of the propert
marketing the premises for them: Bidwells the contents of
and which put this situation expressed by B Aer
our view thi

Invesco. and the agents
which are sell” explanator
space into its proper context. In
is how the matter should be considered by officers and members,

In summary, B3/E Acros

space, an American cor

orate (Not 1o be confused with BAT
ve been offered the subject prop

Syate ,“) ty mt 8 market rent on a aumber o
Cecasio rectly by the owner's agent and have declined in each instance. BT
Av_‘luspuc_t_ have wvever the (..hr._\‘c\,n o take a sub lease from the Charity “Inio the
Light” of the same property. iy obvious in that they are
benefitting from the charity™s status wh re them Lo pay property rates
o the Council, thereby providing them with wvirtually cost free storage having no

Fowe: O SRS TOGO6

Tt Foum
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obligations o pay bu susm rates. | awm surprised that a
ig certminly morally wirong if not illegal.

regard to a commersial rent o
Council would condane such practice, whis

ir tust and generosity,
o oceupanon of the
ion notice for the

Invesco having now been made aswvare of this mis-use of the
given they had allowed the Charity “Into the Light’ rent
obsolete buildings, have terminated the leases, and issucd a demeo
obsolete buildings.

Should this situation have been a debate about a good guallity modern building. which
a local cccupier wanted Lo occupy on commercial terms on a long term ba: . Creating
a large number of high quality jobs in the building then it should clearly have a
material bearing on officers” and members’ consideration of the subject application.

As demonstrated above and by the antached this is not the case
benefitting from some virtually cost free storage having exploited a Ch ¥'s CRale
free' status being disgruntled that this will no longer be available w a1 forcing
thesm 1o o out and take (o storage space but this time on commercial terms,

bul an occupier

©n this basis the B/E Aerospace objection should be disregarded or at best have very
limited weight attached to it

incerely.

R =

cspondence from Bidwells
Con respondence from Invescno
M et e A

RET e

- AP e Dl &

CHARTEMED Tows T

AMMIMG SO MEOLTANT

Cur R
€ e s

OMAGIBOI/8845
reply to Banbury offfce

& February 2013

Mt A Davies
Senior Planning Officer
Central Bodfordshire Council
Friory House
Monis Walk
“hicksands
Shefford
Bedfordshive
BCG17 STO

[renr Adam

TPV ATNI COUNTIRY PLANMNING ACT 1990
PLANNING APPLICATION CIR/1I2/03290/0U0UT
GROVEBURY 12 TAIL PARK, LEIGHTON 2

Following the receipt of comments very late in the determination process from your
collengue David Ager on highway matter, 1 have discussed these with Peter Brett
Associates and we wish to make the lollowing responses. Clearly the lnieness of the
comments has an mpoot on some our responses. | have also included comments on a
revised S106 p ¥ For the t .

Parking

We note that Appendix F (Parking Strategy) of the LTP sets out MAMNINMUNM parking
allowances for the proposcd onsite uaes, Howewver, in this ease, an assessment of the
parking that would be required has been undertaken through a TRICS analysis for the
development proposals (considering land-uses individually and separately as a worst
case trip accumulation analysis) which suggested that there would be maximum car
parking accumulation of approximately 185 on a Satuwrday based on average wrip ratss.

Therefore making an allowance for, circulating traffic (typically 10-15%4), seasonal
wvariation in demand, and potential variations within the peak demand hour itself (for
example, as a worst case if all vehicles arrive in the first half hour and depart in the
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second half hour further to this), the provision off 389 car parking spaces is considered
appropriate for this seale of development.

In addition it should be noted that the i r ool ap allowed by this
Parking Strategy would be 570 rather than 694 as set out in the attached response
(witlhh only 413 allowed for the retnil units not 539). Therefore we are currently
providing nearly 70% of the maximum allowed by the Parking Strategy in Appendix
F of the LT,

We would also note that providing the maximum allowable number of parking bays
would not be conducive to the requirements 1o promote other modes of transport and
a mode shilt towards this.

In this context we consider the level of car parking o be upprnpnalc. Moraover, [
note that the level of car parking on the site was reduced in accordance with yo
request following pr

Stanbridge Road / (x v 2oad f Lake Stecet Mind Roundo b, '

Comments regarding how this Stanbridge Road ¢ Grovebury Road / Lake Soeet
Junetion have been modelled have been received and we wounld make the following
response.

As part of the Leighton Bussard Southern Expansion proposals for enhancing the
wvitality of the Town Centre and improving the public realm along the Billington Road
Transport Corridor (lh(_- Leighton-Linslade Exemplar Scheme), and specifically
related to the Stanbridges Road / Grovebury Road / Laoke Street junctiun. resurfacing
and improved pedestrian facilities are being proposed. The aim is to make the Town
Centre less attractive for vehicles and more autractive for pedestrians, cyclists and
other sustainable modes of ransyg t. 1 the g also include the removal of
the signalised junction at the Morrison™s Junction o the north and replacement with a
mini roundabout which will slow journey times towards the town centre. As such
affic will begin to naturally reroute along other more peripheral highway corridors
unless the journey directly relates o the own centre.

In the context of the above. it is mporant (o note that an assessment has been
undertaken on the Stanbridge Road / Grovebur Road 7 Lake Street junction
proposals  including  tallic anticipated oo the Leighton Buszard . Southern
xnansion arnd a.llownlu for traffic growth anticipated in future years. Department for

idl i for Transport Assessments, 2007] requires the capacity
u.[ junctions o be ﬂascsscr_t utilising anticipated traffic flows 5 years in the future, and
in tk scenario all arms are operating below the desirable maximum.

However as part of the pre-consultation with CRC it was reguested that we also
undertake a sensitivity assessment looking at the capacity of the junction uti
anticipated ralfic flows 10 years in the furure. Whilst this sensitivity tost
indicate that one arm of this junction may star o operate at close o its capacity, it
should be noted that:

+  This junction has been assessed in izolation, a conservative approach has been
taken by including the proposed Southern Expansion trallic generation
(included within the Transport Assessment Tor the Southern Expansion Aocead
as well as the anticipated flows from the development proposals.

= In reality there would likely to be a degree of waffic revouting along other
parts of the network 1o aveid this junction due o the cumulative impacts of
traffic from the two developments

- This assumes a Worst case scenario where no sustainable ransport measures
are put in place or promoted, and no rerouting of traffic mkes place along the
wider network,

wou will be aware of the Guidance in NPPF paragraph 32 which states that
“efevelopprrend showuld only be prevented or reficsecd o fronspeord gpeosndds whers the
restcual cumulative impracts of development are severe™. Clearly in this case the
cumulative mpacis are noi severs.

In addition to the abovie, it is noted that a comment has been made regarvding the
methodology for this assessment. In a busy town centre location, where congestion is
evident, it ix likely to produce = relatively flat traffic profile. This is causcd by
constraints ai local junctions combining to produce a limit on waffic movement which
would prevent the short ternm peaks that can oceur on the highwnoy network aoross a
longer time scale. Therefore, we would suggest that the Flat profile usced to model the
assessment of this junction in the sensitivity test as set out above is valid at this
particular location, acl would sugpest that ereating a peak within a peak as sugpested
would  further overssthmate flows ot this junction  swhen  combined  swith  the
conservative approach as set out abowve,

I alzo highlight that through consultation with CBC the following sustainable forms
of transport (as set out within the Travel Demand Management Strategy / Workplace
Travel Plan) will be actively and extensively promoted throough the development
proposals which would reduce the actual mpact of the development proposals on the
Stanbridpge Road / Grovebury Road / Lake Street junction through the provision of:

- Real Thme displays within the site and at new bus stops on Crovebury Lane in

anticipation of an extended Dash Direct bus service

Dedicared Travel Plan Co-ordinator

Cyele 1o Waork, {the Central Bedfordshive and Luton Liftahare

weabsite will be pruxnoua by the Travel Plan Co-ordinator) and journey

planning initiativ

- FPedestrian links m\d evele parking provision

Financial commitmenits for extended cyele facilities from Grovebury Retail
Park to the Black Bridge cycle route and

- An interim bus service between the

e and Leighton Bussard (own cenires,

In addition o the provision of hard meoasures 1o encourage and fac ate sustainable
travel practices by both stafl and wvisitor as part of the marketing regime for the
development  =site,  informati on foor, cyele, public transpo arcl sharing
opportunities will be mode available to wvisitors through the provision of a travel
information noticoeboard on the site and/ or through the retail park’s woebsito., The
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prograanme  Cachieh s three yoar project Dunded through the
vmenta  Loceal  Susminable Transport Fund 1o support  the economy  of

Houghton Regis and Leighton Buzzard by providing residents and
Businesses with an improved choice for local journeys reducing car use, cutling costa
and improving health) will be also promoted by the Travel Plan Co-ordinator.

In terms of sustainable travel proposals, we note that Mr Ager considers these to be
rensonable in termas of promoting sustainable travel to/Avom the
therefore it is considered t the highway proposals ore ac

site. In overall torms
cptabla.

MMotwithstanding the comments above howewver

it is acknowledged that the opera
of this junction

% currently modelled based on Future flows (ollowing implementation
of the Billington Rond Scheme which has yei to be completed (os derived from the
Transport Assessment for the Southern Leighton Linslade Development Miarcly

201173 and theretfore is not cwrrenidy calibrated apainst an exisling baseline situation.
herefore, given the abowve, it 13 suggested that an appropriate svay forvward could be
to adapl a “monitor and manage’ approach to the future perfornmmance of’ llus Junetion.
This is unumpancd to comprise the camblishment of an agreed monitoring Strate gy
wwithin the provisions of the S106 and agreed trigger points which if surpassed require
a defined level of remedial funding o support appropriate sustainable transport
mitigation measures. There are numerous examples of such an approach being

adopted .. Silverstone Circuit Re-development and the NMorth West Cambridge
Development.

We would therefore suggest that the minor comments set out within the attached
response at this late stage in the consultation process are addressed through the
extensive provisions for mode shilt that will be put in place through the development

proposals and (il necessary) could be easily addressed as part of the detailed design
process and therefore conditioned .

Cumulative Flows

Separately and in response 1o copunents about the wider highway network necding o
be assesscd with a cumulative impoact of both developments now they are both

recommended for approval in your reports 1o comunittee, I have the following
comments:

Wou are aware of our view that both developmenta should be approved

A cumulative assessment of both developments has not been undertalkcen to

date as this has not been requested until very recently by CBC and we nots

that Bave Ager has not made such o request in his comments,

= In this context il ssems unreasonable that CBC should reguest bot applicants
to undertalkke duplicate junction assessments for both developments

- We suggest that it is for CBC to assess and understand what fu
Cund  therofiore  improvementa) would  be reguired (as part of you

modelling work for Leighton Bussard) should you be minded to consent both

developments as per your recoimmendations 1o the committes,

-

ther capacity

=g

=  Ultimately should such an assessment indicate that further improvements ore
required purely to tacilitate both consented developments, it is reasonable that
should request that both development proposals should  contyr
paying For the design, approvala and improvements to those improwve
whatever they may be, in order 1o facilitate both.
- Ao ngly. I envisage that it would be appropriate for
work and ench development would pay a conts
its 5106 obligation.
The cumulative assessment process will be complex needing to ke account
of various matters including, the fact that due to existing B2/B8 approvals on
site the net impact of my client’s scheme s likely on balannce to be no mors
than the greenfield Claymore scheme; the geographic range and form of
improvements to be considered (it is noted that the Claymaore scheme provides
no consideration of wider impact); and assuming that both schemos are
consented and built it does not follow that traffic flows will be a simpls
Factoring of the total level of floorspace — there will be a significant element
of shared trips 1o both retail parks (The TRICS research report 95/2 stales that
10% of trips to retail developments are new rips and the proportion of aked
trips could be considered as high as 90%%.). Therefore the cumulative impact
of both developments coming forward is likely to have a minimal additionat
impact on the highway network.

SBC to undertake this
bution towards this as part of

Section 106 Co

In iy letter of 24" January, | referred to the 2106 propos=als that had been set out in
my letter to you of 127 December 2012, This proposcd a flgure of £489 088,

I s very disappointed that your committes report did not state that my Client is
Flexible a= to how the 2,106 payment iz applied as stated in my letter of 24™ January
I had thought that this position was made clear to you and ag 1 at our mesting on
22 January and confirmed in my subseqguent letter. You have simply referred wo
E£3I54,088 for sustainable transport (neluding eycleway/footpath improvemaenta) and

£135,000 for town centre improvements i.e. the superscded position as set in my letter
of 12" December 2012,

Ilaving given further consideration to the situation,
E£GOO,000 as a S106 contril
how this is spent.

my clisnt now proposes to offor
hution. [ reiterate that it is open to the Council o decide
If the desire js to spend the eontire smount on lown centre

improvesments then that is g choics open fo the Council as deciston malker having
pegnrdd to its priovities.

The real gquestion is whether the contributions boing sought are necessary 1o malke tm.
development acceplable the sense that without them planning permission oo
reasonably be refused; whether they sre directly related to
whether what is boing sough

the development, m\-\.l
is fair and reasonable in terms of seale and kind. Tese
are gquestions of judgment for the decision-maker, ie. the Council when it comes 1o
consider the application.
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e

Please can you make members aware of the contents of this letter as part of your
briefing prior to the commities mooting and at the mecting itsel

Yours Sinceraely,

Co: A it v s T
e

A P d D (o : -

m barwood

Planning Application CB/12/03290/0UT

Grovebury Retail Park, Gr v Road, L. o { ra

Briefing note for = 3 13" February 2013

We are strongly of the view that the two applications (the brownfield re development and green fleld
development sites (see Plan A) should be considared together as one agenda item and that Members should be

clearly advised that in the absence of significant impact, both schemes can be permitted.

We have soupht the advice of planning Counsel. A copy of the Advice has been sent to officers and is available

ta view. Counsel’s view confirms that the h be wd at the same time in the interests of

consistency and fairness and Members should be advisaed in detail about GVA“s (the independent consultant

instructed by the Council) overall conclusions as they represent relavant material considerations.

The absence of any reference in the committea reparts ta the fact that GVA conclude that both schemes can be
per in cor Is a significant omission and in the context of the failure to consider IMmportant

aspects of the NPPF, represents a failure to deal with relevant material considerations properiy.

as currantly framed, there is a clear risk of sarsistent s being r h

L which would be wrong and
highily prejudicial, requiring recourse ta further proceedings, which in the light of the recommendation to permit

both schemes, would be unfartunats,

The Independant Roger Tym Retail Study identifies the loss of trade from Leighton Buzzard amaunts to £113

(65%) of available carmpa on gpoods expenditure. L ! to ¥ retail parks alone amounts

te £16.4 million in 2012, rising to £19.4 million in 2016. GVA agree that there is sufficient expenditurs leaving

15, Tatal claww back of this leaked

Laightan Buzzard which con be retained in the town to suppart both propoes

expenditure from both schemes is estimated to be £14.1 million Le. well within what is available.

GWA state that the cumulative iImpact of both schemes on the Leighton Buzzard Town centre would be only 7.5%
of the total spend of £80 m in 2016, GVA conclude that the impact of both proposals is therefore not significant
" NPPF terms.

Th

goods to be sold and the size of retall unit, In responss ta the advice provided within the GWA report, and in line

brownfield re development scheme is offering a range of 5,106 controls in respect of lHmiting the range ar

with the White Lion Retall Park 5.106 Agr . tharaky nE suitable protection to the High Streat, PTG
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barwood

= This brownfiald re development scheme proposes a $.106 contribution of £600,000. How this money Is spent is

Inted to its priorities, it the Council choice is to spend all the monies on town

& expressad by B/E Asrospace should not be taken at face value and should be disregarded. Their

interest is not based on proper cor

rage by way of an informa

ing their free occu

that B/E Aeraspace has na interest in eccupying the premises ata

aF rafusad on transport grounds where the residual

& the impRcts are noet severe — there is therefore no
r of a Retail Park for Leighton

ee Plan B) proposed includes

cant landscaping. will provide

6,959 5q. M net of bullk {circa 12% larger than that g

o the greenfield site) and will

result in a total investment of circa £12m and circa 130 jobs.

=  The re development includes provision of a bus stop and shelter on Grovebury Lane, enabling integration into

us service as part of the Grovebury Farm and Brickyard Quarry residential development

nEst others and we are firmly of

re orced by the expend

ull cecupancy being

ar 3 million sq. ft. of commercial floor

ave the skills, experience and capital to

and exciting project to Leigh

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 | could not insist that one is
provided as service vehicles could reverse into the access of the site.

Additional Comments



Agenda Item 5a
Page 110

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, LUT 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" 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

| 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, | 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. | 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 | 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 OEP

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 Clirs B Saunders, J Saunders & Mrs
Clarke.

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses

An additional letter has been received from the occupier of 10 lvel 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/13/00088/0AC — London Luton
Airport, Airway Way, Luton

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses

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

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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)

e 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.

e 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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e 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.

e 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.

e 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 ClIr 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.

Clir 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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Serving our communities

Waendy Rousell Your ref: 12/04400/F UL
Luton Barough Councit O ref:
Town Hal Dater 7" Jan 2013
Luton
LU 2BG
By a-mail

Desar Ms Rousell

Ref:  Proposed aiterations io Alrport Way/Alrport Approach Road, infilk
axtensions and alterations to terminal buildings, extensions to existing
mid and long term car parks, new taxiway (Foxtrot), extensions to the
oxisting taxiway [Alpha) and aireraft parking aprons lncluding 6 new
stands) and a new muiti-storey car park finked to terminal building

I reprasent the Parishes of Gaddington, Myde, Kensworlh, $lip end, Studham and
Whipsnade and | am grateful for the opportunity to make commant on the above
planning application under consideration by Luton Borough Council, | am responding to
the consultation in my capacity as a Ward Member within Central Bedfordshira,

I'have read the details of the sonsultation process already caried out by London Luton
Airpor, Operations Ltd (LLAGL) and | would wish to note ane congern thal the 2
Parishes most impacted by alrport epesations, Caddington and 8lip End, do not appear
to be listed as key stakeholders by LLAQL in Annex 4 of their exiensive list of
organisations formally consulted with, alihough Parishes some distance from Luton
Feve bean formally consulted. | would ask for ofarification - is this an oversight or an
omission?

Faceept that there are potentially some economic benefits to be derived from the
proposed expanslon of the airport, A number of smployment opportunities appear (o be
derived from the expanston plans,

My principle concern and that of my constituensts will be around the environmental
impact that such a significant expansion plan will inevitably bring, Therefore | wish 1o
QBJECT to the planning application and add the following comments in support of this
objaction:

sentra fadfordshive Courni

Priory Mouse, Manks Walk Telephane 0300 300 8000
Chicksands, Shefford Email infogceontralbedfordshire.gov.uk
Bodfordshire $G17 5TQ www.centralbedfordshive. gov, uk
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The Planning application and pravious consultation lacks any real iImpact
assessment as 1o the noise and envirohmental inpact that will resull frarn such
@ huge uplift in passanger numbers,

There will be an inavitable increase in Mlights. Both landing and takeoff
movermients will further deteriorate the quality of iife in adjacent communities.

There is no demonstrable need for such & significant increase in capacity at
lLondon Luton Airport,

A prerequistie of any planning approval should be stringent firits on night fights
as are applicabis at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stanstad

This planning application shoukd provide the Borough Council with an
opportunity to fundamentally review, improve and mitigaie the impact that
alrerall nojse has on surrounding communities.

Significant concerns exist around surface access and Increases in traffic on
surrounding rural roads. Further work s required and an assessment made of
the: patential impact on the secondary road network 1o the East, the West and
the South of the airport,

This planning process alse provides an opportunily to direatly Hink the alrport to
the Luton / Dunstable Busway, An added henefit of this could be epaning up job
oppoertunities to a wider geographic area, particularly lower pald jobs.

Currently the revenues thal arise from the airpor’s operations accrue to Luton
Borough Council by way of a dividend. There Is no evidence to show that the
environmental pain suffered by survounding communities is alleviated by any
sharing of the financial gain that accrues to Lutor Town, which as a whole
suffers a fraction of the nolse pollution than Parishes such as Cadd ington amd
Siip End,

H would welcome proposals to share the gain more widely - we accept that there
are employment opportunities offered at the airport, bt this planning application
offers & real appottunity 1o consider how those that suffer most pain can also
gain fram the aimorts operations through direct investment in local
infrastructure.

Iwoukd also wish to comment on the appropriatensss of Luton Barough Councit
deciding on this planning application. Whilst it is antirely awlul for the Borough Council
to decide the outcome of this application, the perception of an authority hearing an
application which could significantly increasa its ows revenues is not a helpful one. LBC

Central Bedbords bire Counall

Priory House, Monks Walk Telephone 0300 300 5000
Chicksands, Shefford Email info@centralbedfordshire, gov uk
Bedfordshire SG17 5TQ www centralbedfordshire.gov.uk
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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:

e 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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