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TO EACH MEMBER OF THE
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

16 August 2016

Dear Councillor

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - Wednesday 17 August 2016

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

10.  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.gov.uk
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LATE SHEET

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE – 17 August 2016

Item 6 (Pages 13-20) – CB/16/02473/SECM – Land to the rear of 
2-6Brooklands, Potton, Sandy, SG19 2TL.

Letter from Agent to Central Bedfordshire Council. Ref: SDT/W-506P. Subject: 
Application to discharge unilateral undertaking dated 21 May 2009 – Land at 
Brookfields, Potton. (See Appendix A).

Item 7 (Pages 21-38) – CB/16/02628/FULL – 56 Silver End Road, 
Haynes, Bedford, MK45 3PS.

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses

Additional neighbour representations received, objecting to the proposed 
development, from occupiers of Nos. 44, 51, 54, 56, 57, 59, 60, 62, 63, 65, 66, 68, 71 
and 73 Silver End Road. One response received with no address. The comments 
and objections raised within the representations are summarised as:

 The design of the house would be out of keeping with the neighbouring 
cottages which are 170 years old or the housing stock within the area;

 The development would appear cramped and would have a dominating 
appearance causing harm to the character and appearance of the area;

 The proposed house is wrongly aligned to the established build pattern on the 
main road due to limited space and creates a design which is awkward and 
aesthetically displeasing to the eye;

 The development would appear squeezed into a small plot of land and forms 
overdevelopment;

 The scale of property is not reflective of the smaller scale terraced dwellings to 
the north and east of the site;

 The long yard would feel very claustrophobic, as a result of the development 
and will create a crammed-in appearance in this area of the village which 
currently is reasonably spacious although surrounded by buildings;

 The building would be located forward of the established building line, and 
therefore would not fit with the character and appearance of the area;

 The proposed development would have an overbearing and harmful impact 
upon the residents of No. 56;

 The bathroom window would provide a view into No. 58;
 The proposed window in the northern side elevation would provide a view into 

the windows of Nos. 64, 66 and 68;
 The occupiers of the development would cause pollution, noise and 

disturbance to No. 58;
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 The occupiers of the development would cause noise and disturbance to the 
occupiers of No. 60 due to close proximity;

 It would be inappropriate to allow a new build to be placed in such a close 
proximity to well established housing particularly in the absence of natural 
barriers;

 Development is very close to No.56 and 58 and will intrude on their lives;
 Development would be located within close proximity to No. 58’s storage tank;
 The occupiers of No. 56 have three vehicles and only two off street car 

parking spaces have been provided;
 No. 56 would lose a car parking space;
 Car parking spaces appear short and parked cars could cause obstruction to 

footpath;
 The proposed development would result in addition on street car parking due 

to insufficient number of spaces for residents and visitors;
 Highway safety concerns due to increased on street car parking issues as well 

as during construction;
 Highway safety concerns including: crossing the road between parked cars, 

buses/HGVs mounting pavement; difficult for residents to manoeuvre off drive, 
and damage to vehicles;

 Loss of light to neighbouring properties;
 Loss of privacy to No. 65;
 Design of building is not suitable in the context of neighbouring properties;
 Loss of trees;
 Burden on existing surface water drainage and sewerage.

Consultation responses from Nos. 58 and 64 Silver End Road as well as The Croft, 
Plummers Lane are outlined within the report. 

Item 8 (Pages 39-52) – CB/16/02496/FULL – 72 Silver End Road, 
Haynes, Bedford, MK45 3PS.

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses

Trees and Landscaping Officer consultation response – No objections.

Additional neighbour representation. Objection from 64 Silver End Road: 

 Objects to erection of 1.8m boundary fence on grounds of loss of light to rear 
lounge window.
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Appendix A
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