CENTRAL BEDFORDSHIRE COUNCIL
At a meeting of the DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE held in Council
Chamber, Priory House, Monks Walk, Shefford on Wednesday, 23 May 2018
PRESENT
Cllr K C Matthews (Chairman)
Cllr R D Berry (Vice-Chairman)
Cllrs M C Blair
K M Collins
I Dalgarno
F Firth
E Ghent

Cllrs

Apologies for Absence:

Cllrs Mrs S Clark
K Janes

Substitutes:

Cllrs D Bowater (In place of K Janes)
S Dixon (In place of Mrs S Clark)

Members in Attendance:

Cllrs Mrs A Barker
R C Stay
B Wells
R D Wenham

Officers in Attendance:

Mr D Ager
Mr M Allen
Ms P Bramwell
Mr J Ellis
Mrs C Jagusz
Mr S Kemp
Mr D Lamb
Mrs D Lavender
Mr L Manning
Mr T Mead
Mr S O’Connell
Mr M Plummer
Mrs J Selley
Mr P Vosper
Ms J Ward

DM/18/1.

C C Gomm
T Nicols
T Swain
J N Young

Principal Highways Officer
Planning Officer
Planning and Highways Solicitor,
LGSS Law
Planning Manager South
Committee Services Officer
Planning Officer
Planning Manager North
Principal Planning Officer
Committee Services Officer
Planning Officer
Technical Highways Contractor,
AECOM
Principal Planning Officer
Head of Planning Delivery
Principal Planning Officer
Senior Planning Officer

Chairman's Announcements and Communications
The Chairman advised the meeting that the order of business for the planning
applications would be as follows:
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Morning: Items 6, 11, 7, 9, 10, 13.
Afternoon: Items 12, 8, 14.
DM/18/2.

Minutes
RESOLVED
that the minutes of the meeting of the Development Management
Committee held on held on 28 March 2018 be confirmed and signed by
the Chairman as a correct record.
(Note: The minutes of the meeting held on 25 April 2018 had not yet been
published).

DM/18/3.

Members' Interests
(a)

Personal Interests:Member

Item

Nature of Interest

Cllr F Firth

9

Has
Absent
predetermined and
knows the
applicant. Will
speak as the ward
Member then
leave the meeting.

Cllr D Bowater

14

Founder member
of homeless
charity associated
with the
accommodation.

Present

Cllr N Young

All

Knows some of
the applicants
through his role as
the Portfolio
Holder/Executive
Member.

Present

6

Is familiar with the
site as a
regeneration and

Present

Present or
Absent
during
discussion
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assets project.
Has met the
developer and
believes he and
other Members
attended a
presentation some
years ago.
14

Is familiar with
Franklin House.
Has worked
closely with
Housing but has
retained an open
mind.

Present

Cllr K Matthews

13

Knows the
Houghton
Conquest and
Haynes Parish
Council speaker
but has not
discussed the item
with him.

Present

Cllr I Dalgarno

6

Knows the
Present
speaker (objector)
as both are
members of a local
community group.
However, he has
not discussed the
item with him.

Cllr S Dixon

11

Knows the
speaker (Parish
Council) as both
were Parish
Councillors at
Henlow Parish
Council. Has not
discussed the item
with him.

Cllr E Ghent

11

Is the Executive
Present
Member for Assets
and the application
is on CBC land.

Present
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However, was not
involved in the
application.
Cllr K Collins

(b)

The applicant is
Ltd company but
he knows the
director with
significant control
over it. They are
fellow trustees on
a local charity.
Will speak as the
ward Member but
take no part in the
discussion or vote
on the item.

Personal and Prejudicial Interests:Member
Item
Nature of
Interest

Cllr S Dixon

(c)

8

6

Owns a car park
that serves
Arlesey railway
station. Will take
no part in the
discussion or
decision on this
item and will
leave the
Chamber.

Prior Local Council Consideration of Applications
Member
Item
Parish/Town
Council

Present

Present or
Absent
during
discussion
Absent

Vote
Cast

None.
DM/18/4.

Planning Enforcement Cases Where Formal Action Has Been Taken
The Chairman advised Members to raise any issues they might have with
regard to the planning enforcement cases with the Planning Enforcement
Appeals Team Leader.
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AT THE CONCLUSION OF ITEM 5 ABOVE COUNCILLOR S DIXON LEFT THE
CHAMBER
DM/18/5.

Planning Application No. CB/17/01158/OUT (Arlesey)
The Committee had before it a report regarding Planning Application No.
CB/17/01158/OUT, an outline application for the development of up to 950 No.
dwellings and an 80 bedroom extra care unit, a three form entry lower school,
up to 7,000 sq. metres of employment floor space, up to 6,500 sq. metres of
retail (A1-A5), a hotel, healthcare including the provision of a new doctors
surgery and dentists and leisure/community use of which up to 500 sq. metres
to comprise of community use floor space, provision of new cycling and walking
routes, open space including sports pitches, associated changing parking and
other ancillary facilities and formal play areas together with associated works
and operations including engineering operations & earthworks on land at
Chase Farm, east of High Street, Arlsey.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee’s attention was
drawn to an error on the site location plan attached to the agenda, additional
comments and additional representations as set out in the Late Sheet.
In advance of consideration of the application the Chairman advised the
Committee that the Arlesey Town Council representative who had registered to
speak was unable to attend. The Committee then received representations
from an objector to the application and the agent for the applicant under the
public participation scheme.
A ward Member expressed his thanks to the planning officer for her efforts in
attempting to make the application comply with the Masterplan for Arlesey
Cross. He reminded the meeting that the Masterplan had been drawn up some
years ago following much effort and extensive consultation with stakeholders,
the wider community, the Town Council and residents and had been submitted
to the Executive before being adopted. The ward Member commented,
however, that the application did not comply with the Masterplan and he
referred to some of what he claimed were the key issues including a significant
reduction in the amount of employment land and that the jobs to be created
would be mainly service and quite low grade jobs. He felt that this would only
contribute towards Arlesey becoming a dormitory town; something which had
been resisted by the ward Members, local residents and the Town Council
during the discussions on the Masterplan. The ward Member next commented
that if the application before Members was approved currently only half the
relief road was in place and there was no indication that the western side would
be completed in line with the eastern side. He stated that this would place
unacceptable traffic pressure on Arlesey High Street, something the western
relief road was supposed to reduce. The ward Member referred to a recent
major news story regarding congestion outside the lower school in Arlesey
involving heavy lorries and other vehicles mounting the pavement and
threatening parents and children. He felt it unacceptable that the road and
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development should proceed with the western side of the relief road not yet
available. The ward Member next stated that there was a huge reduction,
against policy, in the level of social housing to be provided, dropping from 35%
to 20% in the application to which the Council’s housing officer had lodged a
formal objection. With the passing of the Homelessness Act it could be seen
that more not less social housing was required. He regarded the proposed
reduction, based on a claimed ‘viability’, as extremely disappointing.
The ward Member next referred to the comments made earlier in the meeting
by the objector and stated that he (the Member) had studied the papers
supplied by the latter regarding the software (ARCADY and PICADY) used for
the traffic assessment. The ward Member stated that it was clear that there
were major flaws in the transport assessment particularly with regard to the
right hand turn issue on the roundabouts on the A507. He commented that he
did not understand why those undertaking the transport modelling did not use
‘proper’ software in place of the simple version employed. Last, the officer
report referred to traffic issues on the A507 and the need for works on the
A1(M) and three other roundabouts on the A507 although no detail was
provided on what might be required or how the works would be delivered other
than a recommended condition. He queried how the works would be funded
although he noted that the works needed to be completed before occupation of
some of the properties affected.
In conclusion, the ward Member referred to the Committee’s decision to refuse
an application for the pedestrian bridge at a previous meeting because it was
felt that the bridge was non-compliant both in terms of the specification and in
relation to the recently adopted Arlesey Neighbourhood Plan. He asked that
Members support residents and reject what he felt was a flawed application
and demand something in keeping with the adopted Masterplan.
A second ward Member commented that the application before the meeting for
approximately 950 homes represented one of the largest to come before the
Committee for many years. Coupled with the applications for the west side
there would be a total of approximately new 1500 homes within the community.
He advised the Committee that the Masterplan had been developed
approximately 12 years earlier but, since its adoption, matters had changed
and reminded the meeting of the discovery of a National Grid gas main and its
subsequent impact. The ward Member stated that many things had been
promised to the community when the Masterplan had started but many had still
not been delivered, such as the removal of pressure on the High Street. He felt
there was no joined up working between the Masterplan and other applications.
The ward Member stated that the land to the west was in multiple ownership
and there had been no agreement reached amongst the owners to deliver a
unified development. Further, the application before the Committee was not for
a relief road but merely an access road into an estate and would not provide
any relief unless joined up working enabled the delivery of the west side as
well. The ward Member stated that whilst there were claims that in the future
there would many benefits for Arlesey all that could be seen was what was
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actually submitted which was a huge development of 950 dwellings and
associated infrastructure.
The ward Member agreed with the concerns expressed by the objector and by
the first ward Member regarding the A507. He claimed the work on the
assessments was flawed and this had also been raised by parish councils. He
referred to his own experience of having to queue because of traffic levels
between the Fairfield roundabout and the Arlesey roundabout. The ward
Member claimed the current application would not resolve the issue but make it
worse and it was apparent that the traffic modelling was poor. With regard to
claims that the application would assist the High Street by providing a relief
road the ward Member stated that unless there was joined up working there
would be no relief road. The application would merely lead to an increase of
30% in traffic in the High Street. He referred to the previous reference to how
the existing weight of traffic had led to vehicles, including HGVs, driving on to
the pavement and the danger that created for pedestrians.
The ward Member stated that some positive points were apparent in the
application. It supported the local green infrastructure financially and would
have a positive impact on not just Arlesey but Stotfold, Fairfield and Astwick.
He referred to additional cycle routes and welcomed the new leisure and local
facilities, including health care. However, he had major concerns regarding
employment. Employment was proposed elsewhere in the area, and in the
Local Development Framework, for Henlow Camp. That would result in further
pressure on the A507 and local roads as the number of drivers leaving Arlesey
increased. As a result Arlesey would become a dormitory which everyone had
stated they did not wish to happen. He referred to Fairfield Park as an example
of what would happen.
In conclusion the Member stated that whilst there were some infrastructure
improvements the application did not match local aspirations and did not
address the road issues. If the additional road was not provided in the west
then there would be no relief for the High Street and nothing had been
forthcoming in the officer’s introductory presentation as to what was going to
happen on the High Street to resolve the issues. He stated that the number of
cars parked on the High Street south of the war memorial made progress
difficult and this had not been addressed.
The planning officer responded to the points raised as follows:


With regard to why the National Grid gas pipeline had not been diverted
she explained the application was severely constrained with other
infrastructure costs. These in themselves had an impact on the viability
of the scheme and the amount of contributions that could be realised for
parts of the development. Diverting the gas pipeline would put
additional pressure on the amount of contributions available towards
facilities and services such as education or health care and so had been
rejected.
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On the matter of employment she commented that the Masterplan had
been adopted in approximately 2014 and consideration should be given
to the updated evidence that formed part of the application. The
updated evidence suggested that Use Classes B2/B8 were not
necessarily viable partly as vacant sites already existed in the area.
Putting that type of employment use on the site would not, therefore,
lead to employment. Extensive work had been undertaken to ensure
that the proposed employment uses were viable and would bring
forward jobs to facilitate the growth of the site.
The level of affordable housing was related to the viability issue of the
site which had arisen as a result of high infrastructure costs. The
application provided 20% affordable housing (which was lower than
usual) but also retained the other elements of the Masterplan that had
been promised i.e. the high levels of green infrastructure and services,
connectivity, improvements to the High Street, parking at the railway
station and various other contributions. In addition the 20% would
provide the appropriate tenure mix. A higher proportion of affordable
housing would have an adverse impact on the contributions available.
She stressed that a huge amount of negotiation had been required to
achieve the figure set out in the report and she did not think it was
possible to achieve more.
The presentation had not shown the High Street improvements but
some work had been undertaken on it with the applicant to establish a
possible scheme which recognised the issue of parked vehicles and the
significant impact on queuing in the High Street. Based on the
information available to date the officers were confident that a scheme
could be realised along the High Street which provided such facilities as
additional parking spaces within the highway in order to remove the
haphazard parking from the High Street. Further, there were
recommended conditions to ensure that a relatively robust scheme was
introduced and that the development did not contribute to the existing
problem.
The Chairman referred to the loss of some social housing and queried
whether the viability assessment which justified the reduction had been
independently assessed. The planning officer confirmed that it had
been independently assessed a number of times.

The highways officer responded to the points raised as follows:


On the use of the ARCADY software for assessing junctions on the
A507 the officer stated that the applicant’s consultant had used
‘Junctions 9’ which was the latest version of ARCADY. The officers
were therefore satisfied that the most up-to-date software had been
used. The results of the assessment showed that a number of junctions
on the A507 were currently operating close to capacity. However, when
a junction was close to capacity, the queue lengths produced by the
software were not a reliable way of assessing whether the programme
was correct or not. As a result the ratio of flow to capacity (RFC), which
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set out at what percentage the junction was operating, was considered.
He therefore believed that the results presented in the transport
assessment were an accurate reflection of the existing conditions and
also the future conditions when the development came forward.
The officer advised that the applicant had been asked to consider the
impact on the High Street if the western section of the relief road was
not completed. The result was an increase in traffic of up to 30% should
the full development come forward prior to the western section being
completed. The officer added that the issues on the High Street were
caused by on-street parking. The traffic flows were not particularly high
but the parking caused congestion and slow journey times. As a result
options were being considered by the officers which would move some
of the parking off the main carriageway but within the existing highway in
order to address this issue where possible.
On the implementation of changes to the A507 the officer advised that
the applicant had examined what was required to mitigate the impact of
the development and the improvements necessary to return to the
position prior to the development coming forward. That involved fairly
minor changes to the geometry. The intention was that it would then be
used to calculate a cost or a contribution towards other mitigation that
might come forward as part of the review of the A507 currently being
undertaken.
The proposed road formed half of the relief road but would not fully
function until the western section was complete. The officer stated,
however, that the completion of the eastern section would relieve traffic
through the northern part of Arlesey.

The Committee considered the application and in summary discussed the
following:


A Member stated that at the beginning of the recent site inspection he
had made clear that Members should be prepared to spend more time
than usual on-site given that, as far as he could recall, the application
was the largest single application that was to be considered by the
Committee. However, on asking a few questions at the site inspection
he had not gained the impression that the traffic assessment was
inadequate. He added that when the ARCADY software had been
discussed there had been no comment by anyone, including the ward
Member who was also the Executive Member for Community Services
with responsibility for highways matters, that it was ineffectual and the
officer had fully endorsed its use. The Member stated that he had been
looking for hints, evidence or suggestions that there was a flaw in the
proposal but none had emerged. His concerns were therefore based on
relatively minor issues such as cycling links across the site and not on
the key elements. He felt that if Members had substantial concerns then
they should raise them at the site inspection so that the Committee
Members present could consider the site with those points in mind. The
Member stated that no-one at the site inspection who had considered
the site would have expected any the problems which had arisen at
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today’s meeting and would have left the site with the clear
understanding that there were no major issues with the proposal. In
conclusion he stated that, given the time available, it was difficult to give
proper consideration to the issues which had been raised that morning
at the Committee, that Members with concerns should attend the site
inspection and make them known and that, as far as he was aware, the
officers had answered all the concerns and questions. He then
expressed disquiet at what he perceived was a failure by the two ward
Members who had spoken earlier, and who were also the Executive
Members for Resources and Community Services, to have raised their
concerns at the site inspection.
However, in response the ward Member (Executive Member for
Community Services) stated that he had raised the issue of ARCADY
with the highways officer at the site inspection and a detailed
conversation on the software and the right hand turns off the junctions
had taken place.
Another Member stated that the highways officer had answered the
questions regarding ARCADY. He commented that he understood that
it was important that the latest version of the software was used and, if
that had been the case, then it potentially answered the issues. The
Member then pointed out that whilst Arlesey Town Council, which had
objected to the application, represented local residents there had only
been 12 objections from the residents themselves. He commented that
this was a common phenomenon and referred to an application for a
large development at Houghton Regis which had seen an objection from
the Town Council but relatively few from local residents. Figures did,
however, provide a form of context and the Member suggested that 500600 objections to the application would have given a clearer indication of
the unpopularity of the development, although he also felt that 12 was
acceptable and there had been some very sensible comments from local
residents.
Turning next to the representation in the officer report from Phillips
Planning Services (representing Samuel Beadie) the Member referred to
the original conversations which had taken place on the Masterplan. He
pointed out that Woods Hardwick Ltd had worked on the traffic
implications for the High Street and, whilst acknowledging that there
would be an impact, the company had stated that the High Street had
significant capacity and could cope. The Member then referred to local
perceptions and the concerns expressed at lorries mounting the
pavement on the High Street. He pointed out that the reason lorries
were travelling through Arlesey was because there was a depot nearby.
The solution to that issue was the western element of the relief road.
The Member next referred to parking and the comment passed on how it
played a factor in causing the congestion on the High Street. Whilst
acknowledging the inconvenience that arose for drivers he emphasised
that the parking slowed traffic speeds and was therefore of benefit. If
parking controls were strengthened then some drivers would use the
opportunity drive faster through Arlesey. The only impediment to
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speeding drivers, apart from some of the existing and effective traffic
calming measures in the town, was provided by parking.
The Member next referred to the content of the representation by
Phillips Planning Services. In response to it he stated that the applicant
was building a relief road from the High Street to the A507 and that was
why the impact on the High Street and the roundabouts off the High
Street was only 30%. He acknowledged that the figure was still
substantial but was only at that level because of a new roundabout on
the A507. A significant element of the traffic would therefore go the
other way. The Member then referred again to the representation and
was of the opinion that an issue raised within it related to land uplift
where a ransom strip was held, or one or more of the developers were in
a position to prevent the construction of a road. He stated that, at the
current time, the western element of the relief road had not yet come
forward. He believed the Committee had considered and refused one
application. The Member added that the Council could not, however,
refuse applications at the northern edge of the western section or the
southern edge of the western section because they had their own
access points from the High Street and from Five Ways. The Council
could not also, at this stage, deal with the landowners who owned
pieces of land who, when he met them approximately four years ago,
collectively could not agree on an equalisation agreement. In relation to
this, and in his portfolio holder role, he was discussing with officers the
possibility of taking forward a Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) for the
land which would enable the relief road to be completed. He stressed,
however, that the conversations were at an early stage and, as a
sensible Council, the Council would prefer to discuss the matter with any
affected landowners who might feel that they were being held to ransom.
The Member reminded the meeting that a CPO had been used before in
Biggleswade to facilitate a retail park. He stressed that he was very
conscious of what was delaying the western element of the site and he
was working with officers to deal with it.
The Member then turned to the level of affordable housing
accompanying the application. He first explained that he had, as part of
his portfolio responsibilities, been involved in the discussions on this
matter and how the officers had succeeded in increasing it from the
original offer of 10% to 20%. He also advised that he was involved,
though not on this site, in establishing what the affordable housing
position was and how much affordable housing was coming forward.
The Member then raised the question as to why the Council had only
delivered a certain level of affordable housing in the previous municipal
year and explained that it was because the Council failed to inform the
developer at what point the homes were required by. As a result the full
number of permitted homes for market sale could be constructed before
any affordable homes were built and available. The Member stated that
he was, therefore, very enthusiastic in attempting to introduce a phasing
clause into major applications to ensure, as an example, 20 affordable
homes made available at the same time as 100 market sale dwellings.
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The Member stated that he would like to see something about improving
the environment allowing new residents to have their homes cabled for
the charging of electric vehicles and the provision of electric charging
points in public places and, particularly, work places. He also stated that
he wished to see a condition introduced so that when Reserved Matters
came forward a wearing course was required for all estate roads as
soon as possible after the development was completed.
A Member stated that the proposed departure from the Masterplan was
not necessarily bad, as it was based on experience and negotiation, but
it did mean that there were many more questions. He then referred to
the phasing of the provision of affordable housing and stated that it was
necessary to be aware that with a site of the size before the Committee
there would be plenty of social housing for a housing association to
acquire. The phasing therefore became more important (as well as the
location) in order to ensure that the social housing was acquired
sensibly by the housing association or whoever was going to manage
the housing.
The Member then referred to two recommended conditions for off-site
mitigation of highway measures and stated that he assumed that this
was for the provision of parking spaces (which had been mentioned
earlier) rather than an expansion of the roads. He then commented that
the schemes for the off-site mitigation highway measures were to be
submitted and approved by the Council prior to relatively low levels of
occupation of the new dwellings. He queried how the Council was going
to enforce the trigger points and who was paying for it. He felt that the
trigger points of 50 dwellings and 100 dwellings for the two
recommended conditions were quite low in terms of traffic generation
given the scheme was for up to 950 dwellings in total.
The Member next drew Members’ attention to a recommended condition
on the provision of external lighting and asked that the method of lighting
be such that it could be easily maintained by the Council following
adoption of the roads. In explanation he referred to an estate in Ampthill
where the developers had used a non-standard street lighting fittings.
Following eventual adoption, the Council found it was unable to ensure
that the lights worked because of delays in acquiring the replacement
non-standard fittings. He therefore requested some form of
standardisation be incorporated. In response the planning officer stated
that this issue could be dealt with through either the design code
submitted with each of the residential or open space stages when
certain standards would be agreed that ensured that the lighting would
be acceptable for adoption by any party whether it was Central
Bedfordshire or Arlesey Town Council. Secondly, the officers were
aware which body would be adopting particular areas of the
development and, based on experience, would work with that adopting
party to ensure that the lighting was serviceable for the future. Another
Member, speaking as the Executive Member with responsibility for
highways matters, stated that he had had discussions with Ringway
Jacobs, the Council’s highways provider, regarding the standardisation
of lighting in all applications that come forward. That would provide a
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long term improvement in the Council’s costs for maintenance. He
added that there would be a proposal forthcoming to that effect.
A Member referred to the second bullet point in paragraph 6.3 of the
officer report and the financial contributions to schools. He commented
that was no mention in the officer report of which schools would receive
the funding and whether they had the space to expand. The Chairman
indicated that this had been done deliberately to allow flexibility.
The Member then referred to paragraph 6.3 of the officer report and last
bullet point which referred to a delivery clause committing the site to an
appropriate number of dwellings within a five year and ten year period.
He asked if there was any idea as to what the appropriate number could
be given the detrimental impact of a long lived building site.
Last, the Member stated that in the larger applications there was a
balance between construction and the open space left on the site.
Because it appeared that the amount of open space was going to be
more because some of the commercial building had been deemed
inappropriate he queried whether, if it was not possible to use that land
for another purpose, it was possible to insist that it was used to reduce
the density of the development. He referred to the national impact of
high density development and how it prevented the provision of basic
facilities such as driveways or wider roads. The Member queried
whether it would be possible to use the land to improve the density and
thereby help create a pleasant community. The Chairman responded
that the use of land was always a balancing exercise and if the density
were to be reduced so would the amount of open space. The Member
stressed that he did not expect the number of houses to reduce but he
was interested in the density they would be built at to create a good
community. In response the planning officer explained that this issue
would be discussed at the Reserved Matters stage. She added that the
premise of most of the applications was that density would be at its
greatest around the hub or core and then open space with a slightly
lower density along the fringe to take account of the impact on the
character of the area. The planning officer stated that even looking at
the indicative layout provided with the application the officers were
content that the densities found in certain areas reflected this approach.
A Member raised the issue of public art at paragraph 7.7 of the report
and the request by the Council’s Public Art Officer to impose a condition
to secure an art strategy. The Member queried the planning officer’s
response in the report which was that a public art strategy was not
necessary to make a scheme of that scale acceptable. The Chairman
advised that there was no policy that required the Council to provide
public art. He added that someone would have to pay for it and asked
where would the money be better spent. The Chairman reiterated that it
was a balancing exercise and the officers had felt that the money was
better spent elsewhere rather than on public art.
A Member commented that the discussion and concern expressed had
been mainly about highway matters. He referred the meeting to
recommended conditions 29 and 30 which required the submission and
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delivery of highway mitigation measures very early in the development.
Whilst he appreciated the concerns expressed regarding enforcement
he felt that an onus had been placed on the developers to find solutions
to prevent the serious disruption to the delivery of the wider scheme.
Given the presence of those conditions the Member therefore felt it was
inappropriate for the Committee to halt the scheme by refusing it. He
also felt that it would not be practical to delay or suspend the individual
applications until all the related issues had been fully resolved. If they
were, it would not subsequently be possible to build all of them out at the
same time. In conclusion he acknowledged the amendments that had
been suggested but he was happy to support the application.
On being put to the vote 10 Members voted for approval, 1 voted against and 1
abstained.
RESOLVED
that Planning Application No. CB/17/01158/OUT relating to land at Chase
Farm, east of the High Street, Arlesey be approved as set out in the
Schedule attached to these minutes.
THE COMMITTEE ADJOURNED AT 11.20 A.M. AND RECONVENED AT 11.30 A.M. ALL
MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE WERE PRESENT
DM/18/6.

Planning Application No. CB/17/05355/OUT (Arlesey)
The Committee had before it a report regarding Planning Application No.
CB/17/05355/OUT an Outline planning application for the construction of 3
detached dwellings and all associated works with new private drive off The
Sidings (all matters reserved except access and layout) on land off The
Sidings, Henlow.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee’s attention was
drawn to additional consultation/publicity responses and additional comments
as set out in the Late Sheet.
In advance of consideration of the application the Chairman reminded the ward
Member, who was also a Member of the Committee that he had called-in the
application on the grounds that it would result in a loss of amenity, overbearing
impact on neighbouring properties and that the design was out of keeping with
neighbouring properties. The Chairman asked the ward Member if he was
therefore predisposed to refuse the application. In response the ward Member
explained that he had met with a number of local residents who had submitted
objections. The issues which they had raised formed the reasons for the callin; the residents having asked him to raise those issues with the Committee
and the planning officers. He added that the views expressed by the residents
were not necessarily his own views and he had retained an open mind.

DM Page
15

23.05.18

In advance of consideration of the application the Committee received
representations from Henlow Parish Council and an objector to the application
under the public participation scheme.
In response to comments by the Parish Council representative the Chairman
assured him that 12 Members of the Committee had attended a site inspection
of the application site on the Monday prior to the meeting.
A second ward Member explained that he had been unable to attend the site
inspection because he was engaged on other Council business. He had
submitted his apologies to both the Chairman and the Executive Member for
Regeneration. The Chairman stated that he had explained the reason for the
ward Member’s absence.
The second ward Member then drew the Committee’s attention to the
reference in the officer report to the development being within the Settlement
Envelope of Lower Stondon when it actually lay in Henlow Parish and in the
settlement of Henlow Camp. The ward Member then referred to a Member’s
comment relating to the previous application (land at Chase Farm, Arlesey)
where there had been 12 objections from residents for a development of 900
dwellings. He stated that with the current application there was very significant
concern expressed by local residents and there were 24 objections received for
just 3 dwellings. He added that 20 or more residents had attended the Parish
Council meeting when the application was considered. The ward Member felt
that the level of attendance clearly illustrated that much disquiet had been
generated by the proposed development although he commented that
residents’ objections were, unfortunately, a minor consideration when dealing
with planning applications.
The second ward Member turned to what he described as the two main issues.
The first was parking which had already been raised (by the Parish Council
representative). Whilst he believed a space would be provided to replace the
proposed demolition of the garage at No. 19 The Sidings, the occupants of that
dwelling had applied for planning permission for a two storey extension. This
would enable it to grow beyond its current three bedrooms and so create
serious parking problems in the future. He acknowledged that it would be a
difficult issue to deal with in the context of the current application. Second, the
ward Member noted that the applicant had to submit three sets of drawings in
order for the highways officer to be convinced that the access was viable. He
stated that he retained serious reservations regarding the angle of access and
the width of access and the way it had possibly been ’massaged’ to meet the
minimum requirement. He asked that the Committee consider that issue.
The ward Member who had called in the application stated that he had done so
following meetings with a number of local residents who had raised concerns.
These were set out in the reasons for the call-in. Since then the applicant had
provided additional drawings and reduced the height of one of the buildings
from two storey to single storey but the ward Member still did not think that the
residents’ concerns had been addressed. He first referred to how Members
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had walked through the wooded area at the site inspection. Whilst he did not
have an issue with the ecology officer’s comment that there was nothing of
outstanding value on the site he stated that, if the trees and undergrowth were
removed, then it would leave a fairly open site which was elevated in
comparison to the dwellings around it. He expressed concern regarding the
elevations and stressed that they needed to be examined and remedial work
carried out to get them to the right height. He sought a greater understanding
from the officers as what material needed to be removed from the site because
it would need to pass through what he felt was a very poor access. This would
impact on the deliverability of the proposed 3 new houses.
The ward Member then expressed concerns regarding the access and use of
block paving. He stated that block paved roads were usually installed last
when it was known that large vehicles were not going to use the road and
cause damage it. The development site was a small cul-de-sac and the
presence of a large number of heavy vehicles would destroy the amenity of the
road for local residents. He stated that he had real concerns regarding the
deliverability of materials onto the site and the excavation of materials from the
site and the equipment that would need to enter it. Having listened to what had
been said he did not think the application was acceptable.
The ward Member next stated that he believed the application represented an
overdevelopment of the site and would have a substantial impact on the
amenity of the neighbouring properties. He stated that, as 24 residents of a
small cul-de-sac had expressed concerns, then their views deserved to be
given weight by the Council. He added that he did not think that there had
been many applications where there had been that level of complaints about so
few houses. The ward Member stated that the weight of objections was such
that the Committee needed to take it into consideration, to add context with
regard to the access only one half of the double garage located at the entrance
to the site was to be demolished and the plan itself had been manipulated
several times in order to obtain officer support.
In response the Chairman reminded the meeting that, despite what had been
said regarding both the current application and the previous one about the
number of objections, Members had to focus on material planning
considerations. He added that the Localism Act had given many residents a
false perception with regard to the influence of the weight of numbers on
planning decisions.
The planning officer responded to the points raised as follows:
 There had been no objections by the highways officer on the proposed
parking. He was also happy that the 4.8m wide access width was
sufficient for the three dwellings.
 The issues relating to construction vehicles blocking access, insufficient
space, problems relating to emergency vehicles accessing the site and
the impact on block paving had all been noted in the report and were
dealt with under separate legislation.
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 The ecology officer had no objection. Further, there was a
recommended condition that the development works were only carried
out in accordance with the ecological assessment submitted with the
application.
 Noise and disturbance during the construction period would be dealt
with under environmental health legislation.
 The Chairman referred to the claim of overdevelopment. The planning
officer stated that the privacy distances with regard to the flank
elevations facing 19, 18, 16 and 14 The Sidings met the Council’s
guidelines and it had been suggested that a condition be attached to
any permission restricting any windows on those elevations to prevent
overlooking. He added that the garden sizes were acceptable and
there would be no overbearing impact on 41 Signal Close by Plot 01.
 The Chairman referred to the 18 month construction period and the
claimed disruption. The planning officer stated that the length of the
construction period was not a material planning consideration and the
developments themselves were allowed to start at any time within three
years of gaining permission. The issues of noise and disturbance fell
under environmental health legislation.
The Committee considered the application and in summary discussed the
following:





A Member expressed surprise that the 4.8m wide access was felt to be
acceptable by the officer because although one of the two garages was
to be demolished the other would be left in place. Although the access
road off The Sidings into the development site appeared to be a similar
width any larger lorries would experience difficulties maintaining a centre
line because they would need to manoeuvre around the remaining
garage. The Member regarded it as a congestion point although it was
only servicing three properties. He stated that it was unfortunate that
there was no suitable officer present to respond. The Member then
referred to a second area of concern. He stated that the north-west of
the site where Plot 01 was to be situated had not been accessible during
the site inspection due to the undergrowth. In connection with that Plot
he then referred to No. 41 Signal Close which the Committee also could
not visit but which the Member felt would be extremely close to the
development and he expressed concern regarding possible overlooking.
In response to the Member’s concerns regarding possible overlooking
the Chairman advised that Plot 01 was a single storey dwelling. The
Member thanked the Chairman for reminding him of that fact.
In connection with Member’s concerns regarding site access by
construction vehicles the highways officer stated that it was limited in the
vehicular areas shown but those areas could be increased throughout
the construction period and conditioned through the construction
management plan. They could then be reduced in relation to the final
scheme. He added that the access, with the demolished garage, was
4.8m wide and a lorry was approximately 3m wide. The turning area for
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the site was capable of taking a large HGV and for a HGV to reverse in
that area. The highways officer therefore felt that matters relating to
construction and construction traffic could be dealt with within a
construction management plan.
Another Member commented that he found that aspect of the officer
report relating to the loss of amenity to be subjective opinion. He
recalled that when on the site he had seen a fence and behind that the
rear of existing buildings in Henlow Camp. However, the map displayed
(at the meeting) did not convey that and gave the impression that there
were substantial gardens bordering the development area thereby giving
the impression of open space. He stated that he had felt claustrophobic
and the map was actually deceptive. The Member mentioned an earlier
reference to the presence of bats and how their numbers had been
underestimated. The Member then sought clarification on the Council’s
policy regarding back land development and what the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) (or the emerging consultation which carried
significantly less weight) said about positively enhancing biodiversity
because there was no mention of it in the report.
In response to the query on back land infill the planning officer stated
that it was considered the application site to be a vacant piece of land
with significant vegetation. It did not meet the definition of being a back
land garden area although No. 19 The Sidings was using some of the
land as a garden without planning permission. Turning next to the query
regarding enhancing biodiversity the planning officer stated that the
ecology officer had been consulted and had raised no objections.
Further, an ecology statement had been supplied with the application
and it had advised, for example, minimal external lighting, the clearance
of vegetation from the construction zone by hand and checking for birds’
nests before the felling of trees. Enhancements mentioned in the report
included the provision of bat boxes. All the recommendations in the
ecology report would be covered by the recommended condition.
The Chairman referred to the proximity to the houses on the other side
of the fence in Henlow Camp. In reply the planning officer stated that
the measurements were taken from the submitted plan which was
considered to be correct when compared to the Ordnance Survey map.
She added that there was a 22m gap between the rear elevations of the
existing houses in 1-7 Borton Avenue and Plots 01 and 02.
A Member referred to the unauthorised use of land on the application
site as a garden by No. 19 The Sidings and pointed out that the report
stated that permission to do so had been granted in 2009. The planning
officer confirmed that the Member was correct. She added that it had
occurred to her when at the site inspection that No. 41 Signal Close
appeared to be using land on the site as an extended garden area.
A Member moved refusal on the grounds of loss of amenity,
overdevelopment of the area, insufficient space between the proposed
and the existing dwellings, failure to positively enhance biodiversity and
the application constituted back land infill. The Member commented that
the current or emerging NPPF required new development to positively
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enhance biodiversity but the application actually reduced it. The
proposal was seconded. In response a second planning officer
responded to the proposed reasons for refusal. He asked for
clarification on what amenity was being lost, acknowledged that
overdevelopment was a subjective judgement but with regard to
insufficient space between the existing dwellings and the proposed
houses, the Council’s standards, as set out in its Guidelines, were
complied with. With regard to the claimed loss of biodiversity part of the
ecology report recommended the provision of bat boxes which would be
viewed as the enhancement that was being provided. The planning
officer commented that in terms of the amount of land available, and that
one of the proposed properties was a bungalow, he did not think it would
be easy to support a case that the application represented
overdevelopment of the site.
With regard to the claimed loss of amenity the Member explained that
this referred to the impact on local residents arising from the loss of the
trees on the site. The insufficient space between the existing and
proposed homes was overdevelopment. He had acknowledged that it
was subjective but he believed it to be so based on his presence at the
site inspection. The Member queried whether the supply of bat boxes
enhanced biodiversity and advised the meeting of the increasing
government focus on this issue and the importance of trees to human
wellbeing. He added that the government was committed to the planting
of more trees than were cut down. With regard to back land infill the
Chairman stated that the officers’ opinion was that the application did
not represent back land infill as the site was defined as open space.
Another Member asked to whom there was a loss of amenity. He stated
that No.19 The Sidings had not registered an objection although that
could be because of an incentive not to do so. He had been concerned
regarding No. 41 Signal Close but it had been pointed out to him that the
relevant Plot would be a bungalow and so was unlikely to have a
substantive effect on the amenity of the existing dwelling. On the claim
of overdevelopment the Member stated that the Committee had
approved a large number of higher density developments that were a
great deal closer to other homes than the current application. With
regard to a loss of biodiversity he commented that the Committee
usually deferred to the views of the experts. Whilst he had expressed
concerns on highways matters these had been explored and the
highway officers appeared satisfied. Turning to the use of part of the
site as a garden extension the Member stated that there large numbers
of small pieces of land within the Council’s borders which the owners,
out of kindness, allowed their neighbours to use for car parks or
gardens. If, however, if the land was subsequently formally recognised
at some point as being someone’s garden then the landowners would
refuse to allow it to be used because they would be unable to develop it.
The Member advised that, whilst the application did not appeal to him,
he was unable to find anything substantive on which to base a refusal.
He felt the Committee should provide a reason for its decision that the
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officers could take to an appeal, even if one never arose, and that at
least the Committee’s arguments were substantive.
The Member who had moved refusal stated that omission of comments
by the ecology officer did not alter the fact that development should
positively enhance biodiversity. He reiterated that loss of amenity was a
subjective issue and developing the site would lead to a loss of amenity
for all the residents in the area who would be effected by the
development. He stated that the officers would advise him if he was
wrong in his claim that the development was back land infill.
Another Member referred to the site plan in the agenda which showed
development to the border with Henlow Camp north and south of the
application site. He asked why was the site not included in the scheme
for the area when it was first developed and concluded that it was
because the site formed part of a biodiversity space and that it would be
eroded if building was permitted. That would contribute to the
overdevelopment of the area in the wider context. He referred to the
footpath providing access to the site and that he could not support what
was an opportunistic attempt to develop the Plots. A Member concurred
with the interpretation of the site plan and commented that it indicated
that there had been a clear attempt to create a green buffer. He felt the
application to be speculative.

On being put to the vote 9 Members voted to refuse the application, 3 voted
against the motion to refuse and 1 abstained.
RESOLVED
that Planning Application No. CB/17/05355/OUT relating to land off The
Sidings, Henlow be refused as set out in the Schedule attached to these
minutes.
DM/18/7.

Planning Application No. CB/17/04833/FULL (Arlesey)
The Committee had before it a report regarding Planning Application No.
CB/17/04833/FULL for the erection of up to 25 dwellings with allocated parking
and associated works on land between 8A and 28 and the rear of 28 to 38 New
Road, Clifton.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee’s attention was
drawn to additional/amended conditions (in the form of an informative) as set
out in the Late Sheet.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee received a
representation from the agent for the applicant under the public participation
scheme.
A Member referred the agent to the presence of an existing large bungalow at
No. 39A Harbrook Lane at the north-eastern corner of the proposed
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development site. He stated that one of the occupants’ concerns was that
delivery vehicles to the new dwellings would, given the highway constraints
including the presence of bollards, use the bungalow’s driveway to turn round
on. He asked the agent if there was anything which could be done to rectify
this issue as a part of the permission, if only as an informative. In response the
agent stated that the Committee had previously considered the matter as part
of the original application for 73 dwellings (on a site to the east of the current
application site) and the solution approved included the installation of two
bollards.
A ward Member stated that he had intended to raise the Parish Council’s
objection on the proposed removal of a hedge but the matter had been
answered by the planning officer who had reported that the hedgerows would
be retained. A second ward Member stated he was happy with the application.
A Member referred to the issues raised at the site inspection with regard to No.
39A and he asked the planning officer if, given the linked circumstances, there
was any action that could be taken, for example the installation of a bollard
further down Harbrook Lane and a dropped kerb.
The planning officer responded to the points raised as follows:






He and the highways officer had examined the area and there was
warning signage on the main road but it was difficult to see. He also felt
that that the problem was a satellite-navigation issue rather than
something for the Council to deal with. The Vice-Chairman concurred
and pointed out that satellite-navigation still showed access as possible.
He asked if the bungalow’s residents had been consulted on whether
they wanted further action to be taken. The Chairman stated that
nothing could be done as part of the current application and it would
need to be taken up separately.
A ward Member stated that the additional signage had only been
installed two months previously in response to the residents’ concerns
and to the visits by delivery drivers using Harbrook Lane attempting to
deliver to the new homes that had already been constructed nearby. He
stated that he was examining the possibility of additional signage with
the residents. The ward Member added that the easiest solution would
be to put bollards at the bottom of Harbrook Lane and move the current
bollards to the other end of the bungalow. The residents would be able
to access their property off of the new road. He felt that would resolve
all of the issues whilst allowing the public to continue to use the Lane as
a permissive right of way. The ward Member indicated that he would
discuss this further with the residents.
Following a query by the Chairman as to who owned the land the
bollards were currently on the ward Member advised that the land was
privately owned by the owner of the footpath.

The Committee considered the application and in summary discussed the
following:
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A Member referred to affordable housing provision and commented that
all the smaller, 2 bed properties were affordable dwellings but all the
larger properties were for open market sale. He asked if the housing
officer had given any opinion as to why no larger dwellings had been
made available on an affordable basis. The Member also commented
that the move to the provision of smaller properties was to enable
people to enter the housing market but, unless someone qualified for
affordable housing, the smallest property available for market sale had
three bedrooms. He expressed disappointment that none of the smaller
properties had been made available on the open market and none of the
larger properties were available on an affordable basis. In response the
planning officer stated that when looking at the application in the round
the overall housing mix was considered and it was felt that the proposed
mix was acceptable. Another Member stated that he was aware that the
housing team was specifically asking for four bed properties to meet the
demand yet the officers did not appear to be taking this further. The
Chairman asked for the planning officers to be mindful that the housing
officers were seeking larger properties for affordable/social housing.
A Member commented that he suspected that, given the time period
required to submit and process a planning application, the Council could
have had the application for a little while. He then advised the
Committee that he had asked the housing team to be very specific about
the affordable homes it wished to see on a site, particularly where it was
related to a Full application. The Chairman stated that he had been
present at the same meeting and confirmed that the request to the
housing team had been made. The planning officer replied that the
application had been with the planning team for some time during which
officers had attempted to redress a number of issues arising from the
consultation process. He estimated that, at this point, the applicant had
been, or was in, a level of discussion with registered providers and he
anticipated that they could be at a position where a registered provider
had shown an interest in the site. In terms of the overall housing mix the
officer view was that it was acceptable in planning terms. The Member
stated that he was happy with the planning officer’s comments given that
the application had been with the Council for a while. He stressed that
he had asked the regeneration housing team to look closely at each
planning application and indicate what type of housing it required. This
information should be apparent in the future. The Chairman drew
Members’ attention to the registration of the application at the end of
October 2017.
A Member referred to his concern at the increase in the proposed
number of homes for the site from 20 at Outline stage to 25 in the
current application. He noted the density was nearly 50% higher in the
latest part of the estate than in the earlier and that the highways officer
had also expressed concern. He commented that, presumably, the
roads on the rest of the estate were to an adoptable standard but it was
stated in the officer report that the roads that formed part of the current
application would not because they fell below the minimum standard. In
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response the highways officer confirmed that the roads in the first phase
were to an adoptable standard and complied with the Council’s
guidelines. However, the width of the roads in the current application
was slightly substandard and that could lead to problems with
maintenance or control under the New Roads and Street Works Act. As
a result the highway authority would not be willing to take on that liability.
As for being hazardous on a day to day basis he stated it was more
difficult to explain or identify which was why it had not been
recommended to refuse the application on highways grounds. The
highways officer then explained that it was for developers to put their
roads forward for adoption by the highways authority and, even if roads
were to the authority’s standards, it would not necessarily mean that
they were adopted. The Chairman stated that perhaps purchasers
needed to be aware that the roads were not to an adoptable standard
and that they would have to use a management company for
maintenance and so forth, in addition to paying their Council Tax, but
that would be for them to decide on.
A Member sought clarification on why the proposed roads were not up to
standard. In response the highways officer explained that under the
Council’s Guide a highway should consist of a 4.8m wide carriageway
with 2m wide footways or service margins on each side; giving a total
width of 8.8m. He believed that the proposed highway measured
between 8m and 8.18m wide. It was identified as a shared surface but
within the shared surface it had 2m footway/service margin on one side
and 1m on the other. The missing 1m was a deviation from the
authority’s standard.
The Member directed officer attention to the comment by the ecology
officer stating that the development should deliver a net gain to
biodiversity requesting a planning condition relating to that.

On being put to the vote 12 Members voted for approval, 0 voted against and 1
abstained.
RESOLVED
that Planning Application No. CB/17/04833/FULL relating to land between
8A and 28 and rear of 28 to 38 New Road, Clifton be approved as set out
in the Schedule attached to these minutes.
AT THE CONCLUSION OF ITEM 7 ABOVE COUNCILLOR R WENHAM LEFT THE
MEETING
DM/18/8.

Planning Application No. CB/17/05311/FULL (Northill)
The Committee had before it a report regarding Planning Application No.
CB/17/05311/FULL for the extension to an existing workshop building and
construction of an extension to the existing parking area at Unit 5, The
Ridgeway Business Park, The Ridgeway, Moggerhanger, Bedford, MK44 3PH.
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In advance of consideration of the application the Committee’s attention was
drawn to additional consultation/publicity responses, additional comments and
additional/amended conditions as set out in the Late Sheet.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee received a
representation from the applicant under the public participation scheme.
A Member sought clarification from the applicant with regard to whether
planting would be undertaken directly by the new fencing around the extended
car park. The Member referred to the planting by the existing fencing and how
it had softened its appearance so effectively that it was impossible to see the
fencing. In response the applicant stated that the intention was to bund the
area and construct the fence inside the bund. He was uncertain as the planting
required but he was willing to undertake high quality planting so it would not be
possible to see the fence.
Another Member queried if the parking area would be for cars or Heavy Goods
Vehicles. In response the applicant stated that current facility was an
unauthorised car park but the intension was to create a parking for both cars
and HGVs. The Member then asked if the fencing to be installed would be
similar to that already in place for the existing parking area. In response the
applicant stated that it would not be dissimilar but would be a modern, more
appropriate green fencing.
The ward Member indicated his full support for the application although he
pointed out that Northill Parish Council was against it because of the traffic
passing through Moggerhanger. He acknowledged that the level of traffic was
a problem given the small size of the village. However, given the vehicle
numbers submitted by the applicant it appeared that only three additional
vehicles would pass through Moggerhanger as the majority of vehicles would
turn left on to the A1. Whilst there would be a slight increase onto an already
busy road he believed the increase was acceptable as did the highways officer.
Following a query by the Chairman the ward Member explained that a small
percentage of vehicles turned right onto the Ridgeway.
(Note: At this point in the proceedings Councillor Firth left the Council Chamber
and took no further part in the debate or in the vote on this item).
The Committee considered the application and in summary discussed the
following:
 A Member commented that the Council had policies within its
development framework that permitted the expansion of existing
industrial areas whether or not those areas were allocated. He stated
that the application was, therefore, fully policy compliant.
 Another Member stated he had some concerns which he had expressed
on the site inspection. He first referred to the aesthetically unappealing
utilitarian industrial fence used on the main compound and expressed
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concern that the applicant might wish to use the same for the extension.
He noted the landscape officer’s response that it would be screened
and the use of planting and a low mound but there was no reference to
an industrial style fence. Whilst the applicant had stated that it would
not be the same grade of industrial style fencing but, driven by
necessity, it would need to be substantial in order to prevent thieves
entering. He was therefore concerned that, in a very attractive area of
countryside, there would be an industrial looking fence. Further, and
contrary to what had been suggested, the applicant would not want
trees growing up against the fence as they would provide both a means
to climb over it and somewhere to hide. The Member stated that he did
not think the landscape officer had been aware of the fence as he had
said at the site inspection that there was no fence planned. In response
the Chairman pointed out that the landscape officer would have the
opportunity to comment as a recommended condition required the
submission of a landscaping scheme for consideration and he assumed
the planning officer would consult with the landscape officer. In
response the planning officer confirmed that consultation would take
place. He also referred to the Member’s comments regarding
landscape and visual impact and acknowledged that a degree of impact
would occur. Members were able to reach their own conclusion
regarding the degree of impact but he reminded the meeting that
planning was about balancing the different considerations and there
were clear social and economic advantages in the application’s favour.
Even if Members felt there was a degree of impact he suggested that
the benefits would outweigh the impact.
 The Member stated that the landscape officer had not expected a fence,
there was not one on the indicative plan and the latter had given the
application a positive response. If the Committee approved the
application the landscape officer would then have to agree to a
landscape scheme with a fence. However, the Chairman stated that
the applicant had presented a scheme and it was for the Committee to
accept it or not. If refused the applicant would be requested to
reconsider and eventually something would come forward that was
acceptable to the Council, though it was unlikely to be considered by
the Committee. Further discussion followed during which it was noted
that the provision of fencing was included within the additional condition
set out in the Late Sheet.
 A Member commented that he was satisfied, based on the comments
made by the applicant earlier, that suitable planting would take place to
screen the new fencing from the Ridgeway and the landscape would be
protected. Another Member drew the Committee’s attention to the
applicant having permitted development rights to erect a fence.
On being put to the vote 11 Members voted for approval, 0 voted against and 1
abstained.
RESOLVED
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that Planning Application No. CB/17/05311/FULL relating to Unit 5, The
Ridgeway Business Park, The Ridgeway, Moggerhanger, Bedford, MK44
3PH be approved as set out in the Schedule attached to these minutes.
AT THE CONCLUSION OF ITEM 9 ABOVE COUNCILLOR F FIRTH RE-ENTERED THE
CHAMBER
DM/18/9.

Planning Application No. CB/17/05567/FULL (Potton)
The Committee had before it a report regarding Planning Application No.
CB/17/05567/FULL for the conversion of existing farm yard barns to create four
dwellings with associated landscaping at Manor Farm, High Street, Eyeworth,
Sandy, SG19 2HJ.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee’s attention was
drawn to additional consultation/publicity responses, additional comments and
additional/amended conditions as set out in the Late Sheet.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee received
representations from an objector to the application and the applicant’s agent
under the public participation scheme.
A Member sought clarification from the objector on how many of the 35 local
homes he represented in addition to his own. In response the objector stated
that he represented 6 and that others who supported the application had a
vested interest in it through being landowners, relatives or friends. He stated
that the view from within the community was that 6 was quite a large number.
The Chairman referred to comments he had made earlier in the meeting with
regard to the relative lack of importance that could be attached to the simple
number of those either for or against an application. The Member responded
that he had sought a context given the objector’s claim that the rest of the
community felt the development to be unsuitable.
Another Member referred to the objector’s comments regarding the absence of
local services and sought clarification from the objector on how the existing
residents managed. Following an earlier claim by the objector that his property
would be overlooked by a cathedral style window in Plot 3 the Member also
asked for clarification on what windows on the adjacent wall of 2 Sutton Road
faced Plot 3. In response the objector first stated that Eyeworth had become a
small commuter hamlet. He then advised that a letter had been sent by the
Council in April 2017 to the developers stating that the latter should seek to use
the site for industrial purposes. The objector stated that no effort had been
made to do so. With regard to overlooking the objector stated that his
bathroom and kitchen would be affected. From his kitchen he would also be
able to see the bedrooms in the stable conversion which was on his boundary
wall. He stated that he was not willing to give permission for builders to carry
out any related work from within his land. The objector added that his living
room and kitchen area at the back of his property would also be overlooked.
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The objector then referred to photographs taken by planning officers on
separate occasions and expressed disappointment that these had been
omitted from the slides shown. He felt that they would have been relevant as
they would have shown how his living room would be overlooked by the
cathedral style window. At the request of a Member he identified the position
of his living room window on the site plan. The objector also pointed out that
the plan failed to show the living room/kitchen extension to his property which
had been built 13-15 years ago.
A Member referred to the earlier query regarding local services. He
commented that he had noticed a bus stop on the corner of Sutton Road during
the site inspection and that the internet revealed four buses passing through
the village on different routes. In response the objector stated that there were
four buses a day spread over a number of hours and the service was not very
meaningful. He added that there was no library, GP practice or dentist.
The objector responded to a further query by identifying the windows in his
property and the associated rooms that would be overlooked by the
development.
The planning officer responded to the points raised as follows:









He emphasised that through the process of prior approval the large barn
could be converted into three dwellings. That process took no account
any form of impact on neighbours including loss of privacy. By the
application coming forward the impact on neighbours could be controlled
such as through the removal of windows in the rear of Plots 2 and 3. He
added that the large window which served the landing space remained
but, as it was not habitable space, it was felt reasonable to condition it to
be obscurely glazed.
The process of prior approval also did not allow the demolition of those
modern agricultural buildings on the site. As part of the application they
were being recommended for demolition and it was felt that this would
significantly enhance the appearance of the area.
The barn was felt worthy of retention due to its architectural features and
paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) gave
weight to the reuse of redundant buildings. In view of the worthy nature
of the barns to be retained the weight attributed to the reuse of the
redundant buildings significantly outweighed any form of harm in that the
impact on the neighbour had been removed. In terms of sustainability
the provision of four houses, which was the reuse of redundant
buildings, was considered to outweigh the harm.
The boundary treatment between the development and No. 2 Sutton
Road would be secured by condition and would be raised.
The Chairman referred to photographs having been taken but not
shown; the photographs illustrating overlooking of habitable rooms at the
rear No.2 Sutton Road. The planning officer stated that as windows had
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been removed from Plots 2 and 3 there would be no overlooking impact.
The planning officers were satisfied that as the remaining windows in the
rear of Plots 2 and 1 were a substantial distance from the boundary of
the site and the habitable space in the rear elevation of No. 2 Sutton
Road the overlooking impact had been addressed.
The Chairman referred to No. 2 Sutton Road being on a higher elevation
than Plot 3. The planning officer confirmed that situation and explained
that was why the boundary treatment had been conditioned to be raised.
The Chairman referred to the objector regarding the bathroom as
habitable space. The planning officer stated that bathrooms were not
classified as habitable rooms.

The Committee considered the application and in summary discussed the
following:






A Member reiterated the action which the applicant could have carried
out under prior approval and within permitted development rights. He
stated that by coming forward with an application the applicant had
enabled the planning officer to ensure that there was less impact on the
neighbours than otherwise would be the case. The Member regarded
the applicant’s action as being one of a ‘good neighbour’.
The Member then expressed confusion with regard to the proposed use
of obscure glazing in the cathedral style window. He also referred to the
calling in of the application by one of the ward Members on the grounds
of it being contrary to policy, although the Chairman had not questioned
the ward Member on what that policy was. The Member commented that
it was government policy that permitted such development. In response
the Chairman stated that had the ward Member relied solely on the
question of policy he would have raised the issue with him but the latter
had also given loss of amenity, overbearing and impact on landscape as
reasons for the call-in. The Chairman stated that he had not advised the
ward Member of the permitted development rights.
For clarification the planning officer advised that it was the first floor
aspect of the cathedral style window which was to be obscurely glazed
under recommended condition 3. However, a Member queried the
purpose for this as he believed the room with that window had been
described as non-habitable space and that obscure glazing restricted
light. The planning officer stated that by conditioning the window to be
obscurely glazed, and as there was no need for any outlook from it, it
would prevent any overlooking from occurring. However, the Member
stated that overlooking could only take place if the occupant climbed a
ladder to look out of the window. Obscure glazing would merely restrict
the amount of light entering the Plot 3. A second Member expressed his
support for the comments passed and against the general use of
obscure glazing as a mechanism to solve a problem. He commented
that such glazing dulled light entering a building, was aesthetically
unattractive and, in this case, he was not convinced of its necessity.
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On the basis the above discussion the recommendation to approve the
application was moved and seconded subject to deleting recommended
condition 3 (relating to the fitting of obscure glazing to the first floor
window in the rear elevation of Plot 3) and with the adoption of amended
condition 12 (relating to the timescale for the demolition of certain
buildings and structures).

On being put to the vote 12 Members voted for approval, 0 voted against and 1
abstained.
RESOLVED
that Planning Application No. CB/17/05567/FULL relating to Manor Farm,
High Street, Eyeworth, Sandy, SG19 2HJ be approved as set out in the
Schedule attached to these minutes.
THE COMMITTEE ADJOURNED AT 1.29 P.M. AND RECONVENED AT 2.00 P.M. ALL
MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE WERE PRESENT
PRIOR TO CONSIDERATION OF ITEM 13 BELOW COUNCILLORS MRS A BARKER, R
STAY AND B WELLS ENTERED THE CHAMBER
DM/18/10.

Planning Application No. CB/18/00083/FULL (Houghton Conquest &
Haynes)
The Committee had before it a report regarding Planning Application No.
CB/18/00083/FULL for a proposed single storey front and rear extension with a
double storey side extension with integral garage and the demolition of the
existing garage and shed at 53 Northwood End Road, Haynes, Bedford, MK45
3QB.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee’s attention was
drawn to an additional/amended condition as set out in the Late Sheet.
In advance of consideration the Committee received a representation from
Haynes Parish Council under the public participation scheme.
A Member sought clarification from the Parish Council representative regarding
the latter’s comment that the foundation for the proposed double storey side
extension would have to be partly built the under the neighbour’s side wall in
order to centralise the weight distribution. On receiving confirmation from the
Parish Council representative on what he had said the Member advised that
this was a Building Regulations issue and not one for the Committee to
consider.
The ward Member referred to objections to the application which had been
received from a neighbour at No. 53A Northwood End Road and the Parish
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Council. She explained that the resident at No. 53A was unable to attend the
meeting but he had submitted many documents to the planning officers. The
neighbour had considered the Council’s Design Guidelines in great depth and
felt that the Council was, in effect, proposing to not comply with its own
Guidelines. The ward Member referred to the neighbour’s concern that there
would not be, as required and confirmed by his own measurements, a 1m gap
between the ground floor side walls of No. 53A and the new extension and the
new gable end wall would be permitted on his boundary line. In support of his
objection the neighbour had referred to issues relating to the street view, the
overbearing impact on his property, loss of light, loss of privacy, design,
proposed construction materials and loss of amenity space and garden
security. The ward Member referred to the Late Sheet and the proposed
additional condition regarding a parking arrangement and asked if the parking
arrangement would be submitted for public consultation.
The ward Member then referred to the neighbour’s technical comments before
she explained that under the application would result in an extremely cramped
development. Further, the front garden would become a parking area and
access to the rear of the property would only be possible through the house
itself. The ward Member commented that, looking at the street scene, there
was nothing absolutely consistent in the appearance of the properties. She
therefore suggested that consideration should be given to achieving a level of
similarity with the adjoining semi-detached property at No. 51. The ward
Member stated that most properties in the road had gained rear extensions
with which she had no issue. However, and despite the first floor of the side
extension being brought inward so it did not project as far out as the ground
floor, the proposed side extension would still lead to what she termed a ‘tight
boundary’. The ward Member referred again to the impact of the proposed
extension on No. 53A, expressed concern and asked if the Council was willing
to contradict its own Guidelines. She acknowledged that she was unable to
suggest an alternative way forward given that there was an inconsistent street
scene to provide guidance but objected to the current application on the
grounds of size and proximity to the neighbouring dwelling at No. 53A
Northwood End Road.
The Chairman stated that the officer report contained, of necessity, a summary
of the objections expressed. He suggested for future guidance that it might
have been better for the resident to have emailed his views directly to the
Members of the Committee. In response the ward Member explained that the
resident had been in contact with officers on a regular basis from the very
beginning of the application and she had said nothing which the planning
officers were not already aware off. She explained that she communicated
directly to the planning team rather than to the Committee and she encouraged
others to follow the same process. The ward Member then added that the
neighbour had been unable to attend the meeting as he was out of the country
and he had expressed extreme upset at not being able to be present. She had
assured the neighbour that she would put his comments forward. She then
indicated that she was willing to read out his highly technical comments to the
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Committee if required but the essential issue was that there was a very close
boundary between Nos. 53 and 53A.
The planning officer responded to the points raised as follows:
















With regard to the set in distance from the boundary of 1m the Council’s
Design Guidelines, whist important, were only guidelines and the officers
felt that an inset for the extension of 0.7m was acceptable because
otherwise the development would reduce the size of the bedrooms.
Whilst the garage did not meet the Design Guidelines it was not included
in the minimum parking requirement for the dwelling. This would be met
by the two parking spaces proposed for the frontage which would
replace the two existing parking spaces. In addition there would be a
third parking space on-street.
Following a query by the Chairman the planning officer confirmed that
an additional bedroom would be created as part of the application so the
property would become a three bedroom dwelling. Three parking
spaces were suggested and these could be provided, two on the
frontage and one on the opposite side of the road.
The Chairman referred to the claimed loss of privacy. The planning
officer responded that the new rear window would not overlook the
private amenity space of No. 53A’s garden so there would be no loss of
privacy.
The Chairman referred to the development being out of character with
the street view. The planning officer stated that the setting down of the
ridge and the setting back was in accordance with the Council’s
Guidelines and the scale and design did not impact on the street scene
to an unacceptable degree.
The Chairman referred to claimed overbearing. The planning officer
stated that there no windows in the rear elevation of No. 53A. There
had been an initial application for a two storey side extension up against
the boundary. However, revised plans had been submitted which set in
the first floor of the extension to 0.7m so the overbearing impact had
been significantly reduced. Further, the position of the house would not
cause an unacceptable degree of overbearing.
The Chairman referred to claimed loss of light. The planning officer
explained that the development had been judged against the usual
criteria and had passed. There was no unacceptable loss of light to the
nearest ground and first floor windows of No. 53A.
The Chairman referred to a claimed loss of amenity space. The
planning officer responded that, given the size of the application site and
the position of the development, the amenity space being offered was
acceptable. He acknowledged the loss of access to the side of the
house but it was possible to go through the garage. Further the
development did not take up more than 50% of the available amenity
space. It would not, therefore, affect the living conditions of the
occupant or future occupants.
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The Chairman referred to non-compliance with subsection 7. A second
planning officer advised that this was a reference to the Design Guide
and the usual requirement for a distance of 1m to the boundary.

The Committee considered the application and in summary discussed the
following:








A Member sought clarification regarding the proximity of the proposed
side extension to the site boundary. To assist Members the relevant
plans were displayed. He then queried if it was possible to park a car in
the proposed garage and if not, what was the purpose of it. The
Member also asked whether it was possible to move refuse and
recycling bins from the back to the front of the house through the gap at
the side. He queried the practicality of the gap and warned that if it was
unsuitable then the bins would be left at the front of the dwelling and
occupy one of the parking spaces. He also expressed concern
regarding the acceptability of other aspects of the application. Another
Member advised that wheelie bins were 600mm wide and the meeting
noted that this would leave a gap of approximately 2” on each side. The
first Member commented that bigger bins could be issued and, if so,
would not be able to be manoeuvred through the gap.
The Vice-Chairman referred to the plans issued for the Committee’s site
inspection visit earlier in the week. He stated that the ground floor plan
showed that No. 53A retained a 1m access gap down the side of the
property. Further, the back of the proposed new garage for the dwelling
at No. 53 had a corridor that was approximately 1m wide and lead to a
back door into the garden. Access was therefore available.
A Member commented that garages were used for other purposes than
for cars including general storage. Members had been advised by the
highways officer at the site inspection that there was adequate parking
without the use of the garage. The Member felt consideration of the size
of the garage was a mere distraction and people would use garages as
they wished. However, another Member reminded him that the Council
required garages on new build properties to be of a certain size in order
that they could be used for storing vehicles or other items. He
acknowledged that if a member of the public chose to not park a vehicle
in the garage that was their decision.
The Chairman indicated that, should the Committee want to approve the
application, he would wish to see the inclusion of the standard condition
preventing the conversion of the garage into a habitable room. In
response the second planning officer stressed that the garage had not
been taken into account as part of the car parking provision. He stated
that it was possible to withdraw permitted development rights in terms of
use of the garage for habitable accommodation if it was considered
access from the front to the back of the property was required. He then
highlighted the proposed additional condition on the Late Sheet which
required details of parking arrangements, surfacing and bin storage to
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be submitted and approved which meant control could be exercised on
those matters.
The Chairman sought clarification regarding the ownership of an area of
land to the front of the application. In response the highways officer
stated that there was an overlap in ownership between the applicant and
the highway boundary. However, the overlap could be overcome in
relation to the parking provision. Adequate car parking for two cars
could be achieved without interfering with the front of the boundary or
the public highway and the condition in the Late Sheet addressed that
issue. The Council’s standard for this type of dwelling was two parking
spaces and ideally three. Two spaces could be provided on the
remaining space owned by the applicant. The third parking space could
be a casual parking space on the carriageway. With regard to the
garage the highways officer acknowledged that it was substandard in
comparison to the Council’s usual requirements but it wasn’t identified
as a parking space.
The Chairman referred to the earlier concern regarding the need to go
under the neighbour’s fence in order to construct the extension wall. He
stated that whilst, as already mentioned, that could be a Building
Regulations issue, it could also be a civil matter.
Following a Member’s query the second planning officer advised the
meeting of the Design Guide’s parking space requirements and that a
minimum of two spaces were required.
A Member commented that if the applicant had called the proposed
garage a utility room or bin store the Committee would not have had a
problem so to refuse it on the basis that there was insufficient parking
because the garage was not suitable for parking in was not substantial
enough. If there were two suitable parking spaces on the front of the
property and a possible third on the road the Member stated that he did
not see how the Committee could refuse the application using
inadequate parking as the reason for doing so.
A Member referred to comment by the highways officer in the report that
parking provision was inadequate and sought clarification on the
apparent contradiction with what had been said at the meeting. Another
Member referred him to the Late Sheet and the additional condition
which met the highways officer’s requirements. Reference was also
made to the site inspection and how the officers had advised that there
had been some ambiguity regarding the curtilage at the front of No. 53
but it had been resolved.
A Member, whilst expressing sympathy for the ward Member and the
neighbour at No. 53A, felt the officers had dealt with their concerns.

On being put to the vote 8 Members voted for approval, 3 voted against and 2
abstained.
RESOLVED
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that Planning Application No. CB/18/00083/FULL for a proposed single
storey front and rear extension with a double storey side extension with
integral garage and the demolition of the existing garage and shed at 53
Northwood End Road, Haynes, Bedford, MK45 3QB be approved as set
out in the Schedule attached to these minutes.
AT THE CONCLUSION OF ITEM 13 ABOVE COUNCILLOR MRS A BARKER LEFT THE
MEETING
DM/18/11.

Planning Application No. CB/18/01210/FULL (Aspley & Woburn)
The Committee had before it a report regarding Planning Application No.
CB/18/01210/FULL for the replacement of an existing tarmacadam tennis court
with a new dwelling at The Quarry House, San Remo Road, Aspley Guise,
Milton Keynes, MK17 8JY.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee’s attention was
drawn to additional consultation/publicity responses and additional comments
as set out in the Late Sheet. The planning officer also advised that since the
publication of the Late Sheet an additional response had been received from
the tree and landscape officer who had raised no objection to the application
subject to the inclusion of relevant conditions. In support of the recommended
refusal of the application, the planning officer then referred Members to the
content of the appeal decision arising from Wood v Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government and Gravesham Borough Council (2015)
and to the relevant part of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee received a joint
representation from the applicant and his agent under the public participation
scheme.
The ward Member confirmed that the purpose of the infill boundary was to
identify areas where the principle of development was acceptable in locations
which were washed over by the Green Belt. He stated that, as the application
site sat within the identified infill boundary, the principle of development within
the location should be acceptable without the need for debate. Where the
principle of development was acceptable and the proposal accorded with the
three infill criteria as explained by the applicant (small scale, vacant plot of
land, complimented the surrounding pattern of development) an infill
development such as that before Members should be supported. Where the
principle of development was acceptable inside infill boundaries it would be
contradictory to the purpose of the infill boundary for the development to be
then considered harmful to the openness of the Green Belt. The ward Member
added that the applicant had confirmed that legal precedent was clear and
supported the view that development inside infill boundaries would not be
inappropriate or harmful to the openness of the Green Belt. The ward Member
then stated that there had been no objections to the application which
suggested it had been carefully prepared and respected its neighbours and the
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surroundings. There had been two registrations of support which suggested
wider benefits such as the removal of the tennis court and its replacement with
soft landscaping, and green roofs to the proposed dwelling, would provide
visual improvement and provide additional permeable ground to aid surface
water drainage. The ward Member stated that he was present at Aspley Guise
Parish Council when it had considered the application and made no objection.
Last, the ward Member referred to the already approved outbuilding on the
application site. He referred to images which he believed had been sent
directly to Members of the Committee which showed how the proposed
dwelling would sit within the same setting. The images compared the
consented outbuilding with the proposed dwelling and the smaller scale and
better design provided, in his view, support for the application. For the above
reasons, and those put forward by the applicant and his agent, he felt the
application to be appropriate and urged the Committee to support it.
The planning officer responded to the points raised as follows:











Policy DM6 in the existing Core Strategy, as set out in the report and by
the officer verbally, defined infill development. The officers were not of
the opinion that the siting of the proposed building complimented the
existing surrounding pattern of development. It did not, therefore, meet
with the criteria for infill development.
He referred to recent appeal decisions and to the site being within the
infill boundary. He referred to Wood v Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government and Gravesham Borough Council
(2015) which outlined that infill boundaries were not determinative. The
Core Strategy or NPPF did not admit such boundaries to be used to
allow acceptable developments.
In the Wood appeal it was down to a planning judgement of context of
the site as to whether the proposed building or the proposal itself
constituted an infill or not.
The draft Local Plan was partially relevant because it included a
continuing definition of the infill development and so set out the
Council’s future position. The planning officer read out the presubmission draft Local Plan definition of infill development which, he
stated, essentially reflected the existing definition of infill development
which had been employed with regard to the application. He reiterated
that the officers did not believe the application met this definition.
The proposal was considered to be for back land development, being
within a rear residential garden of The Quarry House. There were no
other residential developments on that type of building line along San
Remo Road. Whilst the development on the north-eastern side of San
Remo Road was more spread out it generally followed the linear context
of San Remo Road. The proposed building would be behind the existing
development line.
As a back land development, and with no other back land development
in the locality, it would create a new development line that would be
unacceptable and would result in an unacceptable impact on both the
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character and appearance of the area and the openness of the Green
Belt.
With regard to back land development being regarded as infilling he
acknowledged that this could occur in certain circumstances. The
applicant had suggested that the appeal decision for Timber Ridge
(Application No. CB/17/05028/FULL) was of relevance, as had the ward
Member who had called in the application. The planning officer referred
to the appeal document and stated that the Planning Inspector had
noted that the proposed dwelling and garden would be fully surrounded
by existing housing and would not encroach into the countryside to the
east of Woburn Lane and south of Woodside. Further the appeal site
and resulting separate plot for Timber Ridge would be of comparable
size to the existing neighbouring properties. The Inspector therefore
considered it would be infill for a back land development as it would be
entirely surrounded by residential development, thereby filling a gap. In
contrast the application site before Members only benefitted from
residential development to the south with open countryside to the northeast and west.
With regard to the outbuilding there were permitted development rights
as there were for most properties in that type of location in Green Belt
settings. Permitted development rights did not consider Green Belt to
be an issue. A lawful development certificate had been issued for a
permitted development building but it had not been constructed and
although it could be so it did not provide justification for a separate
residential dwelling in that location.

The Committee considered the application and in summary discussed the
following:




A Member stated that the applicant could erect the permitted
outbuilding, provide suitable footings and then return to the Committee
in a few years to gain planning permission. He briefly referred to the
design of the proposed dwelling and his feeling that it did not merge in
with the adjacent buildings. He was also uncertain as to how effective
the proposed ‘green roof’ would be. The Member then stated that he
understood the planning officer’s stance in that if the policy guidelines
were not followed other, similar plots, including some within his own
village, would be immediately exploited. He added that not all of those
possible applications would be without neighbour objection as not
everyone welcomed such development. The Member commented that if
policy was avoided without direction from the policy makers in the
Council then the policy would have no standing as a principle had been
set. Nonetheless, and whilst fully accepting the officer’s position, he felt
the argument against that particular application was tenuous and he
would have to support it. He moved that the application be approved on
the basis that the view that the application did not constitute infill was
open to debate.
Another Member commented that the gardens in Aspley Guise were
very large and, whilst a precedent had not been set, it was not
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uncommon for there to be two dwellings on some of the gardens. The
application plot was of a significant size and he stated that he
understood the previous Member’s viewpoint.
A second planning officer concurred that there was an ongoing issue in
Aspley Guise regarding what constituted infilling in the gardens. Officers
had attempted to take the approach that where there was a definitive
character to an area of linear development and back gardens that were
not surrounded by other development then that in itself could create a
new form of character which would set a precedent. The officer referred
to land which lay behind other properties to the south of the application
site and that the setting of a precedent could make it difficult to defend
against future applications for developments on that land. He
acknowledged that it was very subjective as to whether it was thought
the application was believed to be infill or not.

On being put to the vote 8 Members voted for approval of the application, 3
voted against and 2 abstained.
RESOLVED
that Planning Application No. CB/18/01210/FULL relating to The Quarry
House, San Remo Road, Aspley Guise, Milton Keynes, MK17 8JY be
approved as set out in the Schedule attached to these minutes.
(Note: the Member who had moved approval apologised to the planning officer
for undermining his position).
AT THE CONCLUSION OF ITEM 12 ABOVE COUNCILLOR B WELLS LEFT THE
MEETING
DM/18/12.

Planning Application No. CB/17/04447/FULL (Caddington)
The Committee had before it a report regarding Planning Application No.
CB/17/04447/FULL for the redevelopment of previously developed land,
comprising the demolition of the existing buildings, removal of hard surfaces,
and for the construction of seven dwellings, private access road, parking and
landscaping at 4 Cotswold Farm Business Park, Millfield Lane, Caddington,
Luton, LU1 4AJ.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee’s attention was
drawn to additional consultation/publicity responses and additional comments
as set out in the Late Sheet.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee received a
representation from the agent for the applicant under the public participation
scheme.
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A ward Member referred to the viability of the Cotswold Farm Business Park
and pointed out that there was an advert for a vacant commercial unit at an
adjacent business park at Eaton Bray. He stated that this type of
accommodation was not currently sought after and it was proven not to be
commercially viable. The ward Member added that, from a local perspective,
there would be no issue regarding the loss of the units. He indicated his full
support for the recommended redevelopment and also welcomed the provision
of a footpath allowing pedestrian access to Caddington which would add to the
sustainability of the proposal. He concluded by stating that the application
would add a small number of high quality homes to the existing local housing
stock and complied with the content of the Neighbourhood Plan.
The second ward Member spoke to Caddington Parish Council’s comments
opposing the application and to the Neighbourhood Plan. He first gave the
reason why the Chairman of the Parish Council’s Sub-Committee had been
unable to attend although he felt that this did not explain the absence of any
other Parish Council representative from the Sub-Committee to explain the
Parish Council’s opposition. The ward Member stated that the Neighbourhood
Plan mentioned the Cotswold Farm Business Park as the provider of
commercial business units but the Plan also mentioned that the business park
at Eaton Bray had absorbed the capacity and, as mentioned, even Eaton Bray
had unlet space. Further, the Plan, whilst supporting the provision of new
commercial floor space if there was somewhere appropriate for it in the Plan
area, went on to state that this was not at the Cotswold Business Park due to
its location and that, currently, it was not commercially viable. He expressed
disappointment with the Parish Council’s comments which he felt were flawed.
He indicated his support for the proposal and stated that it did not conflict with
the aspirations of the Neighbourhood Plan.
The Committee considered the application and in summary discussed the
following:




A Member expressed incredulity at the developer’s claim that the site
was unviable given the site already had most of the services in place.
The proposed seven dwellings, in the absence of any affordable homes
on site, would sell for approximately £400-£500k. He also expressed
disbelief that a viability appraisal had concluded that only by the
absence of affordable housing was the scheme viable. In response the
Chairman reminded the Member that the applicant was excused from
the need to provide affordable homes because the internal floor space of
the development was less than 1000 square feet; the figure having been
reached by deducting the square footage of the existing commercial
units to be demolished. He also reminded the Member of the Ministerial
statement that a developer was not required to make affordable homes
available in a development of less than 10 dwellings, as the application
was.
The Member referred to the likely profits from the development and
commented that, despite this, the application made no contribution
towards the local community. However, in acknowledgement that policy
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favoured the application, he moved approval whilst also making clear his
displeasure at the situation.
A Member asked if the viability assessment had been challenged.
However, the Chairman advised that it was the policies regarding the
development’s floor space and the number of proposed dwellings that
were of relevance. Even if the application could be proved to be viable it
would not be possible to impose a levy against the application.

On being put to the vote 10 Members voted for approval, 0 voted against and 2
abstained.
RESOLVED
that Planning Application No. CB/17/04447/FULL relating to 4 Cotswold
Farm Business Park, Millfield Lane, Caddington, Luton. LU1 4AJ be
approved as set out in the Schedule attached to these minutes.
(Note: At this point Councillor N Young declared a Personal Interest in the
above Item. He stated that he had not made a decision on the application prior
to the meeting. He also stated that he had met the applicant a number of times
at business functions at the Business Park).
AT THE CONCLUSION OF ITEM 8 ABOVE COUNCILLOR R STAY LEFT THE MEETING
DM/18/13.

Planning Application No. CB/18/00615/REG3 (Dunstable Northfields)
The Committee had before it a report regarding Planning Application No.
CB/18/00615/REG3 for a change of use from a care home (formerly known as
Greenacre) to temporary accommodation for homeless people (shared
facilities) at Franklin House, Brewers Hill Road, Dunstable, LU6 1UU.
In advance of consideration of the application the Committee’s attention was
drawn to an additional consultation/publicity response as set out in the Late
Sheet.
No representations were made under the public participation scheme. The
meeting noted that a ward Member had been unable to attend due to prior work
commitments.
The Committee considered the application and in summary discussed the
following:


The proposed erection of suitable fencing. The Chairman advised that
at the site inspection it was apparent that close boarded style fencing
had already been erected at some point to replace the wire mesh used
when the building was a care home. The Chairman believed that the
style of the fencing erected met the requirement set out in the
recommended condition.
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The reason for the fencing was noted by Members.
A Member stated that the he was very aware of the need for such
transitional accommodation, as it was correctly known, and was
supportive.
The Chairman stated that, since the last meeting of the Committee,
when the application had been deferred, further consultation had taken
place with the police. The police had subsequently raised no objection
to the application, having been reassured by the proposed on-site
overnight staffing presence.

On being put to the vote 12 Members voted for approval, 0 voted against and 1
abstained.
RESOLVED
that Planning Application No CB/18/00615/REG3 relating to Franklin
House, Brewers Hill Road, Dunstable, LU6 1UU be approved as set out in
the Schedule attached to these minutes.
DM/18/14.

Late Sheet
In advance of consideration of the planning applications attached to the agenda
the Committee received a Late Sheet advising it of additional
consultation/publicity responses, comments and proposed additional/amended
conditions. A copy of the Late Sheet is attached as an appendix to these
minutes.

DM/18/15.

Site Inspection Appointment(s)
NOTED
that the next meeting of the Development Management Committee will be
held on 20 June 2018.
RESOLVED
that all Members and substitute Members along with the relevant ward
representatives be invited to conduct site inspections on 18 June 2018.
(Note: The meeting commenced at 10.00 a.m. and concluded at 3.28 p.m.)
Chairman …………….……………….
Dated ………………………………….

Minute Item 5
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Item No. 6
APPLICATION NUMBER
LOCATION
PROPOSAL

PARISH
WARD
WARD COUNCILLORS
CASE OFFICER
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EXPIRY DATE
APPLICANT
AGENT
REASON FOR
COMMITTEE TO
DETERMINE

CB/17/01158/OUT
Land at Chase Farm, east of High Street, Arlesey
Outline Application: Development of up to 950 No.
dwellings and 80 bedroom extra care unit, a three
form entry lower school, up to 7,000 sq. metres of
employment floor space, up to 6,500 sq. metres of
retail (A1-A5), a hotel. Healthcare inc. provision of
new doctors surgery and dentists and
leisure/community use of which up to 500 sq.
metres to comprise of community use floor space,
provision of new cycling & walking routes, open
space including sports pitches, associated
changing parking and other ancillary facilities and
formal play areas together with associated works
and operations including engineering operations &
earthworks.
Arlesey
Arlesey
Cllrs Dalgarno, Shelvey & Wenham
Donna Lavender
06 March 2017
26 June 2017
Telereal Venturres Ltd
Woods Hardwick
Major Application with Town Council Objections on
the following grounds:





RECOMMENDED
DECISION

Non-compliance with the Masterplan
Parking in the Local Centre
Flaws in the Transport Assessment
Drainage and Sewerage

Outline Application - Recommended for Approval

Recommendation:
That Outline Planning Permission be APPROVED subject the following:
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS
1

Approval of the details of the appearance, landscaping, layout and scale
of the development within each area or sub-area as identified in
condition 3, (herein called ‘the reserved matters’) shall be obtained in
writing from the Local Planning Authority before development is
commenced within that area or sub-area. The development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.
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Reason: To comply with Part 3 Article 6 of the Town and Country
Planning (Development Management Procedure) Order 2015.
2
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Application for approval of the reserved matters for each area or sub-area,
as identified in condition 3, shall be made to the Local Planning Authority
before the expiration of 10 years from the date of this permission. The
development shall begin not later than two years from the final approval of
the reserved matters or, if approved on different dates, the final approval of
the last such matter to be approved.
Reason: To comply with Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004.

3

Prior to the submission of the first reserved matters, an areas plan for the
entire application site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. The areas plan shall show a minimum of 5 character
areas (which could be divided into smaller sub-areas) and shall define the
location and extent of the employment area, local centre, school and each
residential area and the approximate number of dwellings in each area; and
also define how they relate to the movement network, vehicular access
point(s), structural landscaping, open space and play areas and surface water
attenuation areas for each area detailing how the delivery of the development
and associated infrastructure will be co-ordinated. The development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved areas plan and associated
phasing unless otherwise agreed by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that the details and appearance of the development are
acceptable to the Local Planning Authority in accordance with Policy DM3 of
the Core Strategy for the North and Section 7 of the NPPF and to ensure
that the Arlesey Cross Masterplan is implemented in a comprehensive and
co-ordinated way, in accordance with Site Allocation Policy MA8.

4

No more than 950 No. dwellings and an 80 bedroom extra care unit, a three
form entry lower school, up to 7,000 sq. metres of employment floor space, up
to 6,500 sq. metres of retail (A1-A5), a hotel, healthcare inc. provision of new
doctors surgery and dentists and leisure/community use of which up to 500
sq. metres to comprise of community use floor space, shall be constructed on
the site pursuant to this planning permission.
Reason: To ensure that the details and appearance of the development are
acceptable to the Local Planning Authority in accordance with Policy DM3 of
the Core Strategy for the North and Section 7 of the NPPF.

5

The details required by condition 1 of this permission, shall include a
Landscape and Open Space Strategy for that area, as defined by the areas
plan required by condition 3, (including details of public footways and cycle
routes in terms of surfacing and lighting). The Landscape and Open Space
Strategy shall set out the in principle requirements for treatment of the areas
of landscaping and open space and their relationship with Sustainable Urban
Drainage Systems (SUDS) and shall include:
a) a programme for implementation, particularly with regard to advanced
planting;
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b) long-term design objectives for the laying out of areas of green
infrastructure and open space within the residential development areas
including any replacement planting;
c) short and long-term management responsibilities;
d) maintenance schedules for all hard and soft landscape areas and open
spaces (other than privately owned domestic gardens), and any associated
features
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The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
overarching Landscape and Open Space Strategy.
Reason: To provide for the consideration of the Landscape and Open Space
Strategy ahead of the commencement of development to ensure a
satisfactory appearance of the development in accordance with policies
CS14 and DM3 of the Core Strategy for the North and Section 7 of the
NPPF.
6

The details required by condition 1 of this permission, shall include a SuDs
Strategy, based on the approved Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage
Strategy (March 2017) and assessment of the hydrological and hydro
geological context of the development for that area, as defined by the areas
plan required by condition 3. The scheme shall include provision of
attenuation for the 1 in 100 year event (+40% allowance for climate change)
and a restriction in run-off rates to Qbar as outlined in the Flood Risk
Assessment. Any revisions to the agreed strategy shall be fully justified and
approved before the development of that area is completed and shall be
managed and maintained thereafter in accordance with the agreed
management and maintenance plan. Details of how the system will be
constructed including any phasing of the scheme, and how it will be
managed and maintained after completion will also be included.
The scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the approved final
details before the development is completed, and shall be managed and
maintained thereafter in accordance with the agreed management and
maintenance plan.
Reason: To ensure the approved system will function to a satisfactory
minimum standard of operation and maintenance and prevent the increased
risk of flooding both on and off site, in accordance with para 103 NPPF.

7

The details required by condition 1 of this permission, shall include a Play
Space Strategy for that area where applicable, as defined by the areas plan
required by condition 3. The Play Space Strategy shall set out the in
principle requirements for the provision of appropriate numbers of play
areas, in relevant locations in relation to the Phasing approved by Condition
3 and shall include:
a)
A programme for implementation
b)
Play equipment specifications for each area
c)
Short and long term management responsibilities
d)
Maintenance schedules for the play equipment and associated open
spaces

Minute Item 5
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
overarching Play Space Strategy.
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Reason: To provide for the consideration of the Play Space Strategy ahead
of the commencement of development and to ensure appropriate facilities for
the provision of play areas are provided, in accordance with policies CS3 of
the Core Strategy and Development Management Policies 2009.
8

With the exception of any enabling site wide infrastructure works, no
development shall commence until a "Foul Water Drainage Strategy"
for the entire site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. No building shall be occupied in any plot or
phase until the approved foul water drainage works for that plot or
phase have been carried out in accordance with the approved drainage
strategy.
Reason: to ensure a satisfactory method of foul water drainage, to
prevent the increased risk of flooding and / or pollution of the water
environment, and ensure no surface or ground water infiltration into
the receiving system in accordance with section 11 of the NPPF.

9

No development shall be occupied within an area as defined by the areas
plan required by condition 3, until the pre-occupation measures set out in the
approved Framework Travel Plan dated February 2017 for that area are
implemented, together with the management, targets and monitoring
structures outlined in the travel plan submitted with the application.
Reason: to ensure that the local and strategic road networks continue to
serve the future needs to existing and future occupiers in accordance with
Section 4 of the NPPF.

10

No reserved matters for an area of the site shall be submitted until an Area
Design Code (‘ADC’) for that area, has been submitted to in writing by the
Local Planning Authority in relation to that area or sub-area.
The ADC for each area shall include the following:
a)
The overall vision of the development and how each Area Design
Code relates to this
b)
Principles of layout and character areas
c)
Movement network including route hierarchy and footpaths and
cycleway links
d)
Typical street cross sections which will include details of tree planting,
tree species underground utility trenches and on street parking
e)
Block principles to establish use, density, and building typologies. In
addition, design principles including primary frontages, pedestrian access
points, fronts and
backs and threshold definition shall be provided
f)
Key groupings and other key buildings including information about
height, scale, form, amount of building enclosure, building materials and
design features.
g)
Approach to the incorporation of ancillary infrastructure / buildings
such as substations, pumping stations, pipes, flues, vents and meter boxes.
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h)
Details of the approach to vehicular parking across the site including Page
the location and layout of parking for people with disabilities and provision for
electric vehicle
charging points.
i)
The approach to cycle parking for all uses and for each building type,
including the types of rack and spacing
j)
Outdoor sports and children's play space strategy
k)
Public art and public realm strategy
l)
Lighting strategy
m)
Water use minimisation
n)
Bin storage
o)
ADC review procedure
Each ADC shall explain its purpose, structure and status and set out the
mandatory and discretionary elements where the ADC will apply, who should
use the ADC, and how to use the ADC. The relevant subsequent reserved
matters application pursuant to each ADC shall accord with the principles of
the approved ADC and be accompanied by a statement which demonstrates
compliance with the ADC.
Reason: To ensure that the ADCs are of a localised nature and are
produced to assist in setting out the details of the development in a planned
manner and to ensure that the details and appearance of the development
are acceptable to the Local Planning Authority and in accordance with Policy
DM3 of the Core Strategy and Section 7 of the NPPF.
11

No development shall commence within an area as defined by the
areas plan required by condition 3, until a Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) for that area has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The CEMP shall
include details of:













Dust Management Plan which will deal with site management,
monitoring, operations of vehicles and machinery,water supply, use
of skips, and how the roads would be kept free of mud & debris;
Management of noise, vibration and waste arising from
construction;
Management of construction traffic routes and points of
access/egress to be used by construction vehicles;
Details of site compounds, offices and areas to be used for the
storage of materials;
Contact details for site managers and details of management lines
of reporting to be updated as different phases come forward;
Measures to ensure that silt and contaminants do not enter surface
water drainage and surface run off does not exceed green field rate;
Recommendations for the prevention of localised flooding during
construction and details of temporary localised runoff management;
Soil Management Strategy covering appropriate techniques for
stripping,storing and re-use of good quality soils;
Identify specific areas for the protection of ecological features and
provide details of avoidance or mitigation measures required;and
Procedures for environmental emergencies, site contacts and
complaints procedures.
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Development shall be carried out only in accordance with the approvedPage
CEMP for that area.
Reason: This is a pre-commencement condition as this detail needs to
be agreed before the start of construction, to safeguard the amenity of
existing and future residents. (Section 7, NPPF)
12

Prior to or concurrently with the submission of the first of the reserved
matters applications for development at the site, a site wide Ecological
Conservation Management Plan shall be submitted to, and be approved in
writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to occupation of the 100th
building on the development. This shall set out how the development will
improve the net biodiversity value of the site and shall accord with and give
effect to the principles for such a Plan proposed in the Environmental
Statement submitted with the application and shall include a Biodiversity
Management Plan (BMP) for the strategic open space areas and structural
landscaping defined by the plan to be submitted under condition 3 of this
permission. The content of the BMP shall include the following:
a) Description and evaluation of features within the strategic open space
areas defined by the plan to be submitted under condition 3 to be managed
in accordance with Section 9.8 of the Environmental Statement
b) Aims and objectives of management.
c) Appropriate management options for achieving aims and objectives.
d) Prescriptions for management actions.
e) Preparation of a work schedule (including an annual work plan capable of
being rolled forward).
f) Details of the body or organization responsible for implementation of the
plan.
g) Ongoing monitoring and remedial measures.
The BMP shall also include details of the legal and funding mechanism(s) by
which the long-term implementation of the plan will be secured by the
developer with the management body responsible for its delivery. The plan
shall also set out (where the results from monitoring show that conservation
aims and objectives of the BMP are not being met) how contingencies and/or
remedial action will be identified, agreed and implemented so that the
development still delivers the fully functioning biodiversity objectives of the
originally approved scheme. The approved plan will be implemented in
accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure existing or new habitats affected by development are
managed effectively over an established period and in the interest of
ensuring a net gain in biodiversity in accordance with Section 11, NPPF.

13

No development shall take place within an area, as defined by the areas
plan required by condition 3, until a written scheme of archaeological
investigation for that area in accordance with Section 12 of the
Environmental Statement and the Albion Archaeology Trial Trenching
Report dated 24th January 2017 has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The written scheme shall
include details of the following components:
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A method statement for the investigation of any archaeological
remains present at the site;
A programme of interpretation, public outreach and community
engagement
A outline strategy for post-excavation assessment, analysis and
publication
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The said development within each area shall only be implemented in
full accordance with the approved archaeological scheme for that area
and this condition shall only be fully discharged when the following
components have been completed to the satisfaction of the Local
Planning Authority:
The completion of the archaeological investigation, which shall be
monitored by the Local Planning Authority;
The submission within six months of the completion of the
archaeological investigation (unless otherwise agreed in advance in
writing by the Local Planning Authority) of a Post Excavation
Assessment and an Updated Project Design, which shall be approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority;
The completion within two years of the conclusion of the
archaeological investigation (unless otherwise agreed in advance in
writing by the Planning Authority) of the post-excavation analysis as
specified in the approved Updated Project Design; preparation of site
archive ready for deposition at a store approved by the Local Planning
Authority, completion of an archive report, and submission of a
publication report. Implementation of a programme of public outreach
and community engagement.”
Reasons: In accordance with paragraph 141 of the National Planning
Policy Framework; to record and advance the understanding of the
significance of the heritage assets with archaeological interest which
will be unavoidably affected as a consequence of the development and
to make the record of this work publicly available. This condition is
pre-commencement as a failure to secure appropriate archaeological
investigation in advance of development would be contrary to
paragraph 141 of the National Planning Policy Framework that requires
the recording and advancement of understanding of the significance of
any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part).
14

No occupation of any permitted building within an area, as defined by the
areas plan required by condition 3, shall take place until the following has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority:
a) A Validation Report by means of which the effectiveness of the removal of
any Asbestos Containing materials shall be demonstrated to the Local
Planning Authority (to incorporate photographs, reports and waste transfer
notes).
b) In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the
approved development, it shall be reported in writing immediately to the
Local Planning Authority. An investigation and risk assessment shall then be
undertaken by a competent person, in accordance with 'Model Procedures
for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11'. A written report of the
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findings should be forwarded for approval to the Local Planning Authority. Page
Following completion of remedial measures a verification report shall be
prepared that demonstrates the effectiveness of the remediation carried out.
No part of the development should be occupied until all remedial and
validation works are approved in writing.
Reason: To ensure that no future investigation is required under Part 2A of
the Environmental Protection Act 1990 and in the interest of human health in
accordance with section 8 of the NPPF.
15

Details of all fixed plant, machinery and equipment to be used for any non residential use, by reason of the granting of this permission (including
acoustic specification) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority before installation. The development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details and maintained in that
form thereafter.
Reason: To protect the amenity of future occupiers. (Policy DM3 of the Core
Strategy for the North and Section 7 of the NPPF)

16

Development shall not commence in an area as defined by the areas
plan required by condition 3, until a noise mitigation scheme for
protecting the proposed dwellings from road traffic noise and other
noise sources as a result of this development including noise
associated with the community use floorspace, sport/play facilities and
the commercial units adjacent and attached to the proposed residential
development, has been submitted to and approved by the Local
Planning Authority. Any works which form part of the scheme
approved by the Local Planning Authority shall be completed before
any permitted dwelling of that area is occupied and thereafter
maintained in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: to protect the amenity of future occupiers (Policy DM3 of the
Core Strategy for the North and Section 7 of the NPPF).

17

The details required by condition 1 of this permission for the retail (A1-A5),
hotel (C1), leisure/community and education (D1) Floorspace hereby
approved as part of this development shall include the method of odour
abatement and all odour abatement equipment, including predicted noise
levels of the equipment in operation, to be used to effectively suppress and
disperse fumes and/or odours produced by any cooking and food
preparation. The approved equipment shall be installed and in full working
order to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority prior to the use
hereby permitted commencing.
Reason: In order to prevent the adverse impact of odours arising from
cooking activities on the amenity of nearby residents (Policy DM3 of the
Core Strategy and Section 7 of the NPPF)

18

The community use floorspace hereby approved shall not be used except
between 0700 hours and 2400 hours on any day without the prior agreement
in writing of the Local Planning Authority.
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Reason: To protect the amenity of neighbouring residents in the interests of Page
policy DM3 of the Core Strategy and Section 7 of the NPPF.
19

No external lighting in relation to non-residential premises, shall be
erected or installed in any, area as defined by the areas plan required
by condition 3, until details including the design of the lighting unit,
any supporting structure and the extent of the area to be illuminated
within that area of the site, has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Artificial lighting to the
development must conform to requirements to meet the Obtrusive
Light Limitations for Exterior Lighting Installations for Environmental
Zone - E2 contained within Table 1 of the Institute of Light Engineers
Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Lighting, GN01, dated
2005. Works shall then be carried out in accordance with the approved
details.
Reason: In order to safeguard the amenities of adjoining residential
occupiers in the interests of policy DM3 of the Core Strategy and
Section 7 of the NPPF.

20

The details required by Condition 1 of this permission for each area, as
defined by the areas plan required by condition 3, shall include where
relevant to that particular area, details of sound attenuation and noise
protection measures associated with the proposed sport pitches, formal and
informal play areas, community hall and commercial uses. The agreed
measures shall be implemented in full prior to first use and shall thereafter
be permanently maintained.
Reason: In the interest of protection of amenities of future and existing
occupiers in accordance with Policy DM3 of the Core Strategy and Section 7
of the NPPF.

21

Details required by condition 1 of this permission for each area, as defined by
the areas plan required by condition 3, shall include details of how renewable
and low energy sources would generate 10% of the energy needs of the
development and also showing water efficiency measures achieving 110 litres
per person per day. The works shall then be carried out in accordance with
the approved details.
Reason: In the interests of sustainability. (Policy DM2 of the Core Strategy
for the North & Section 10 of the NPPF)

22

The details required by Condition 1 for each area of the site shall include a
detailed waste audit scheme for the residential units in that area. The waste
audit scheme shall include details of refuse storage and recycling facilities.
The scheme shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that development is adequately provided with waste and
recycling facilities in accordance with Policy DM3 of the Core Strategy for the
North & Section 7 of the NPPF)

23

The details required by condition 1 of this permission for each area, as defined
by the areas plan required by condition 3 shall include the following;
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Estate roads designed and constructed to a standard appropriate forPage
adoption as public highway.
Pedestrian and cycle linkages to existing routes
Vehicle parking and garaging in accordance with the councils
standards applicable at the time of submission
Cycle parking and storage in accordance with the council's standards
applicable at the time of submission.

Reason: To ensure the development of the residential site is completed to
provide adequate and appropriate highway arrangements at all times. (Policy
DM3 of the Core Strategy for the North & Section 4, NPPF)
24

No development shall take place until a Section 106 agreement has been
entered into to secure the provision of an affordable housing scheme,
infrastructure contributions and off site highway works on the Heads of
Terms form of the draft attached hereto.
Reason: To secure appropriate contributions towards the social and
community infrastructure needs of the local community, in accordance
with the NPPF.

25

Development shall not be commence in an area of the site, as defined
by the areas plan required by condition 3, until an Estate Street
Phasing and Completion Plan for that area has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Estate Street
Phasing and Completion Plan for each area shall set out the phasing of
development within it and the standards to which the estate streets
serving that area of the development will be completed. No dwelling or
dwellings shall be occupied in that area, until the estate street(s)
affording access to those dwelling(s) has been completed in
accordance with the Estate Street Development Plan.
Reason: - To ensure that the estate streets serving the development
are completed and thereafter maintained to an acceptable standard in
the interest of residential / highway safety; to ensure a satisfactory
appearance to the highways infrastructure serving the development;
and to safeguard the visual amenities of the locality and users of the
highway, in accordance with the relevant policy DM3 of the Core
Strategy for the North and Section 4 of the NPPF.

26

Development shall not commence in an area of the site, as defined by the
areas plan required by condition 3, until details of the proposed
arrangements for future management and maintenance of the proposed
streets within that area have been submitted to and approved by the local
planning authority. The streets shall thereafter be maintained in accordance
with the approved management and maintenance details until such time as
an agreement has been entered into under section 38 of the Highways Act
1980 or a private management and maintenance company has been
established.
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Reason: To ensure that the estate streets serving the development are
Page
completed and maintained to the approved standard, and are available for
use by the occupants, and other users of the development, in the interest of
highway safety; to ensure a satisfactory appearance to the highways
infrastructure serving the approved development; and to safeguard the visual
amenities of the locality and users of the highway, in accordance with the
relevant Policies of the Development Plan.
27

Development shall not commence in an area, as defined by the areas
plan required by condition 3, until full engineering, drainage, street
lighting and constructional details of the streets proposed for adoption
in that area have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. The development shall, thereafter, be
constructed in accordance with the approved details, unless otherwise
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: In the interest of highway safety; to ensure a satisfactory
appearance to the highways infrastructure serving the approved
development; and to safeguard the visual amenities of the locality and
users of the highway in accordance with Policy DM3 of the Core
Strategy & Section 4 of the NPPF.

28

No dwelling to be accessed off Stotfold Road shall be occupied until a
scheme for reducing the speed limit on Stotfold Rd including appropriate
visibility splays at the junction of the estate road with Stotfold Road has been
submitted and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The minimum
dimensions to provide the required splay lines shall be 2.4m measured along
the centre line of the proposed estate road from its junction with the channel
of the public highway and 43m measured from the centre line of the
proposed estate road along the line of the channel of the public highway.
The vision splays required shall be provided and defined on the site by or on
behalf of the developers and be kept free of any obstruction above the
adjacent carriageway level.
Reason: To provide adequate visibility between the existing highway and the
proposed access(es) and to make the access(es) safe and convenient for
the traffic which is likely to use it (them) in accordance with Policy DM3 of
the Core Strategy and Development Management Policies for Central
Bedfordshire (North) 2009 and Section 4 of the National Planning Policy
Framework

29

Prior to the occupation of 50 dwellings a scheme for offsite mitigation
highway measures at the following junctions shall be submitted and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority:




Junction of A507 and Hitchin Rd/Arlesey Rd Stotfold
Junction of A507 and Arlesey Rd/Stotfold Rd
Junction of A507 and Arlesey Rd/ Hitchin Rd Henlow
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The approved scheme shall be fully implemented prior to the occupation of
the 201st dwelling.
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Reason: To ensure the provision of appropriate mitigation measures in the
interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy MA8 of the Core
Strategy and Development Management Policies for Central Bedfordshire
(North) 2009 and Section 4 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
30

Prior to the occupation of 100 dwellings a scheme for offsite mitigation
highway measures of Arlesey High Street to reduce the traffic on the High
Street, including but not limited to the provision of improved parking
management shall be submitted and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall be fully implemented prior to
the occupation of the 201st dwelling.
Reason: To ensure the provision of appropriate mitigation measures in the
interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy DM3 of the Core
Strategy and Development Management Policies for Central Bedfordshire
(North) 2009 and Section 4 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

31

Prior to occupation of the first unit, the proposed mitigation scheme (shown
on drawings number 16254-ARLE-5-158 B and 16254-ARLE 5-161 A) is to
be constructed at the A1 (M) junction 10 OR in conjunction with Highways
England an equivalent sum of monies is paid to the planning authority for a
wider mitigation scheme at this junction.
Reason: To ensure that the strategic road network can continue to operate
as part of the national system of routes for through traffic in accordance with
Section 10(2) of the Highways Act 1980 and to satisfy the reasonable
requirements of safety for traffic on the strategic road network and ensure
the provision of appropriate mitigation measures in the interests of highway
safety in accordance with Policy MA8 of the Core Strategy and Development
Management Policies for Central Bedfordshire (North) 2009 and Section 4 of
the National Planning Policy Framework.

32

The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in complete
accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans, numbers Site
location plan (16754-KSS-00-XX-DR-A-0001-001 Rev P04), Stotfold Road
Access Plan (16254-ARLE-5-527),
16254-ARLE-5-130C General
Arrangement Key Plan (Roundabout planning), 16254-ARLE-5-131 c General
Arrangement Sheet 1 (Roundabout planning), 16254-ARLE-5-132 C General
Arrangement Sheet 2 (Roundabout planning), 16254-ARLE-5-133 B General
Arrangement Sheet 3 (Roundabout planning), Planning Supporting Statement
dated February 2017, Environmental Statement dated February 2017,
Arboricultural Assessment dated February 2017, Utilities Report dated
February 2017 , Employment Land and Economic Benefits Review dated
January 2017, Statement of Community Involvement & Employment Land
review Update dated July 2017.
Reason: To identify the approved plan/s and to avoid doubt.
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INFORMATIVE NOTES TO APPLICANT
1.

In accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015, the reason for
any condition above relates to the Policies as referred to in the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Core Strategy for North Central
Bedfordshire.

2.

This permission relates only to that required under the Town & Country
Planning Acts and does not include any consent or approval under any other
enactment or under the Building Regulations. Any other consent or approval
which is necessary must be obtained from the appropriate authority.

3.



The Applicant is advised to obtain the written approval of the Local
Highway Authority for the details required for Highways Conditions, prior
to the submission of such details to the Local Planning Authority in
seeking to discharge the said condition. Such details, as may be
submitted to the Local Highway Authority, could be subject to technical
and safety assessments / audits, which may result in changes to the
layouts and alignments as shown on any indicative layout(s) approved by
virtue of the planning permission. The applicant is advised that the Local
Planning Authority may reject details submitted to them for the discharge
of the condition without evidence of technical approval from the Local
Highway Authority.



The applicant is advised that to discharge the relevant highway condition
of this permission, the local planning authority requires a copy of a
completed agreement between the applicant and the local highway
authority under Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980 or the constitution
and details of a Private Management and Maintenance Company
confirming funding, management and maintenance regimes.



The applicant is advised to obtain a technical approval for all estate
street details from the Local Highway Authority prior to the submission of
such approved details to the Local Planning Authority to discharge the
relevant highway condition of this consent.



The applicant is advised that in order to comply with the highway
conditins of this permission it will be necessary for the developer of the
site to enter into an agreement with Central Bedfordshire Council as
Highway Authority under Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980 to
ensure the satisfactory completion of the access and associated road
improvements. Further details can be obtained from the Development
Management Group, Central Bedfordshire Council, Priory House, Monks
Walk, Chicksands, Shefford SG17 5TQ.



The applicant is advised that if it is the intention to request Central
Bedfordshire Council as Local Highway Authority, to adopt the proposed
highways as maintainable at the public expense then details of the
specification, layout and alignment, width and levels of the said highways
together with all the necessary highway and drainage arrangements,
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including run off calculations shall be submitted to the Development
Page
Management Group, Central Bedfordshire Council, Priory House, Monks
Walk, Chicksands, Shefford SG17 5TQ . No development shall
commence until the details have been approved in writing and an
Agreement made under Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980 is in place.


The applicant is advised that no highway surface water drainage system
designed as part of a new development, will be allowed to enter any
existing highway surface water drainage system without the applicant
providing evidence that the existing system has sufficient capacity to
account for any highway run off generated by that development. Existing
highway surface water drainage systems may be improved at the
developer's expense to account for extra surface water generated. Any
improvements must be approved by the Development Control Group,
Development Management Division, Central Bedfordshire Council, Priory
House, Monks Walk, Chicksands, Shefford SG17 5TQ.



The applicant is advised that in order to comply with Condition 1 and 8 of
this permission it will be necessary for the developer of the site to enter
into an agreement with Central Bedfordshire Council as Highway
Authority under Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980 to ensure the
satisfactory completion of the access and associated road
improvements. Further details can be obtained from the Highways
Contract Team, Central Bedfordshire Highways, , Priory House, Monks
Walk, Chicksands, Shefford SG17 5TQ.
highwaysagreements@centralbedfordshire.gov.uk
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Statement required by the Town and Country Planning (Development Management
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 - Part 6, Article 35
The Council acted pro-actively through positive engagement with the applicant during the
determination process which led to improvements to the scheme. The Council has therefore
acted pro-actively to secure a sustainable form of development in line with the requirements
of the Framework (paragraphs 186 and 187) and in accordance with the Town and Country
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.
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Item No. 11
APPLICATION NUMBER
LOCATION
PROPOSAL

PARISH
WARD
WARD COUNCILLORS
CASE OFFICER
DATE REGISTERED
EXPIRY DATE
APPLICANT
AGENT
REASON FOR
COMMITTEE TO
DETERMINE

CB/17/05355/OUT
Land off The Sidings, Henlow
Outline planning application: Construction of 3
detached dwellings and all associated works with
new private drive off The Sidings (all matters
reserved except access and layout)
Henlow
Arlesey
Cllrs Dalgarno, Shelvey & Wenham
Julia Ward
06 November 2017
01 January 2018
C/O Agent
BBR Architects
Councillor Dalgarno has called the application to
committee for the following reasons:
Loss of amenity to neighbouring properties,
development will be overbearing to neighbouring
properties, and the design is out of keeping with
neighbouring properties.

RECOMMENDED
DECISION

OUTLINE APPLICATION with all matters reserved
except layout and access - Recommended for
approval, subject to the completion of a legal
agreement requiring the replacement off-street car
parking space at no. 19 to be provided prior to the
commencement of development

Rcommendation:
That Planning Permission be REFUSED for the following reason:
The proposal, by reason of its location to the rear of surrounding properties, siting of the
proposed dwellings with insufficient space between existing and proposed dwellings,
loss of mature trees and vegetation, and loss of a local amenity for existing dwellings,
would result in overdevelopment of the site, against the established character and grain
of the area, and loss of biodiversity and failing to provide net gains for the biodiversity of
the area, contrary to advice in Section 7 and Section 11 of the NPPF (2012) and policies
DM3, DM4, DM15 and CS18 of the adopted Core Strategy and Development
Management Policies (2009).

This page is intentionally left blank
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Item No. 7
APPLICATION NUMBER
LOCATION
PROPOSAL
PARISH
WARD
WARD COUNCILLORS
CASE OFFICER
DATE REGISTERED
EXPIRY DATE
APPLICANT
AGENT
REASON FOR
COMMITTEE TO
DETERMINE
RECOMMENDED
DECISION

CB/17/04833/FULL
Land between 8A and 28 and rear of 28 to 38, New
Road, Clifton
Erection of up to 25 dwellings with allocated
parking and associated works.
Clifton
Arlesey
Cllrs Dalgarno, Shelvey & Wenham
Martin Plummer
30 October 2017
29 January 2018
High Street Homes
David Coles architects ltd
Major application - departure to Development Plan

Full Application - Recommended for Approval

Recommendation:
That Planning Permission be granted subject to the completion of a S106 agreement
and the following:
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS
1

The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years
from the date of this permission.
Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004.

2

The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in
complete accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans,
numbers 15151 (B) 004 Rev A.
Reason: To identify the approved plan/s and to avoid doubt.

3

No above ground building work shall take place until details of the existing
and final ground, ridge and slab levels of the buildings hereby approved
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. Such details shall include sections through both the site and the
adjoining properties. Thereafter the site shall be developed in accordance
with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that an acceptable relationship results between the new
development and adjacent buildings and public areas in accordance with
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policy DM3 of the Core Strategy and Development Management Policies
(2009).
4

No above ground building work shall commence until details of hard and soft
landscaping (including details of retained and enhanced planting schemes at
the northern, southern and western boundaries, boundary treatments and
public amenity open space) together with a timetable for its implementation
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The development shall be carried out as approved and in
accordance with the approved timetable.
Reason: To ensure that the appearance of the development would be
acceptable in accordance with Policy DM3 of the Core Strategy and
Development Management Policies 2009.

5

No above ground building works shall take place shall take place until a
Landscape Maintenance and Management Plan for a period of ten years
from the date of its delivery in accordance with Condition 5 has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
scheme shall include details of the management body, who will be
responsible for delivering the approved landscape maintenance and
management plan. The landscaping shall be maintained and managed in
accordance with the approved plan following its delivery in accordance with
Condition 5.
Reason: To ensure that the appearance of the site would be acceptable in
accordance with Policy DM3 of the Core Strategy and Development
Management Policies 2009.

6

The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with
the Flood Risk Assessment (Revision B: February 2018 R-FRA-U8630PM01-B) and Maintenance Plan (Revision 0: March 2018 R-MP-U8630PM-010).
Reason: To ensure adequate provision of drainage in the interests of flood
risk.

7

No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until a
Construction Traffic Management Plan, associated with the development of
the site, has been submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority which will include information on:
(A) The parking of vehicles
(B) Loading and unloading of plant and materials used in the development
(C) Storage of plant and materials used in the development
(D) The erection and maintenance of security hoarding / scaffolding affecting
the highway if required.
(E) Wheel washing facilities
(F) Measures on site to control the deposition of dirt / mud on surrounding
roads during the development.
(G) Footpath/footway/cycleway or road closures needed during the
development period
(H) Traffic management needed during the development period.
(I) Times, routes and means of access and egress for construction traffic and
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delivery vehicles (including the import of materials and the removal of waste
from the site) during the development of the site.
The approved Construction Management Plan associated with the
development of the site shall be adhered to throughout the development
process.
Reason: In the interests of safety, protecting the amenity of local land uses,
neighbouring residents and highway safety. The condition is precommencement given the need to understand construction management of
the site before development commences.
8

Prior to commencement of any above ground building works details of the
type and location of bat and bird boxes to be located at the site shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. the
details shall the carried out as approved before any dwelling at the site is
occupied.
Reason: To ensure that the impact of the development on the ecological
value of the site is reduced.

9

Prior to commencement of any above ground building works details of the
materials to be used for the external walls and roofs of the development
hereby approved shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The development shall thereafter be carried out in
accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To control the appearance of the building in the interests of the
visual amenities of the locality.
(Section 7, NPPF)

10

Prior to the commencement of any above ground building works details of
the materials and specification for the shared hard surface access and other
hard surfaces to private dwellings shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out
in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To safeguard the appearance of the completed development and
the visual amenities of the locality and highway/pedestrian access through
and around the site.
(Section 7, NPPF)
INFORMATIVE NOTES TO APPLICANT
This permission relates only to that required under the Town & Country
Planning Acts and does not include any consent or approval under any other
enactment or under the Building Regulations. Any other consent or approval
which is necessary must be obtained from the appropriate authority.

II
IIIIIII
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Statement required by the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 - Part 6, Article 35
The Council acted pro-actively through positive engagement with the applicant
during the determination process which led to improvements to the scheme. The
Council has therefore acted pro-actively to secure a sustainable form of
development in line with the requirements of the Framework (paragraphs 186 and
187) and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.
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Item No. 9
APPLICATION NUMBER
LOCATION
PROPOSAL
PARISH
WARD
WARD COUNCILLORS
CASE OFFICER
DATE REGISTERED
EXPIRY DATE
APPLICANT
AGENT
REASON FOR
COMMITTEE TO
DETERMINE
RECOMMENDED
DECISION

CB/17/05311/FULL
Unit 5, The Ridgeway Business Park, The
Ridgeway, Moggerhanger, Bedford, MK44 3PH
Extension to existing workshop building and
construction of extension to existing parking area
Moggerhanger
Northill
Cllr Mr Firth
Martin Plummer
04 January 2018
31 March 1900
Pip Bayleys Limited
Phillips Planning Services Ltd
Major application - contrary to policy / objection
from Parish Council
Full Application - Recommended for Approval

Recommendation:
That Planning Permission be granted subject to the following planning conditions:
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS
1

The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years from
the date of this permission.
Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004.

2

The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in complete
accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans, numbers 17-03 A,
17-04 A, 17-05 D, 17-06 B, 17-07C, 17-08 and 042985_3.
Reason: To identify the approved plan/s and to avoid doubt.

3

Prior to the commencement of any above ground building work details of the
materials to be used for the external walls and roofs of the development
hereby approved have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
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Planning Authority. The development shall thereafter be carried out in
accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To control the appearance of the building in the interests of the visual
amenities of the locality.
(Section 7, NPPF)
4

Prior to the commencement of any above ground building works a landscaping
scheme to include all hard and soft landscaping and a scheme for landscape
maintenance for a period of five years following the implementation of the
landscaping scheme shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The landscape scheme shall be based upon plan
reference17-05 D and indicative plan reference 17-07 submitted in email
dated 14 April 2018 and will include landscape and tree planting along the
western boundary of the application site with the Ridgeway and have regard
to the specifications set out in the Landscape Officer consultation response to
this application, dated 05 March 2018. The approved scheme shall be
implemented by the end of the full planting season immediately following the
completion and/or first use of any separate part of the development (a full
planting season means the period from October to March). The trees, shrubs
and grass shall subsequently be maintained in accordance with the approved
landscape maintenance scheme and any which die or are destroyed during
this period shall be replaced during the next planting season.
Reason: To ensure an acceptable standard of landscaping and adequate
mitigation of the development in visual amenity terms.
(Sections 7 & 11, NPPF)

5

Prior to the laying of any hard surface associated with the extended car park
a ‘Maintenance and Management Plan’ in line with the Flood Risk Assessment
and Drainage Strategy (20/12/2017 Rev 2.0) for the entire surface water
drainage system, inclusive of any adoption arrangements and/or private
ownership or responsibilities shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out and
managed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that the long term operation and maintenance of the
approved sustainable drainage system to prevent the increased risk of
flooding both on and off site, in accordance with para 103 of the NPPF.

6

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage Strategy (20/12/2017 Rev 2.0).
Reason: To ensure that the implementation of a sustainable drainage system
(SuDS) and that the approved system will function to a satisfactory minimum
standard of operation and prevent the increased risk of flooding both on and
off site, in accordance with para 103 of the NPPF.
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7

Details of the signage to alert HGV’s of the restriction on Blunham Road, and
the signage location shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority, and the development shall not be brought into use until the
signage has been constructed and located in accordance with the approved
details. The signage shall remain thereafter for the perpetuity of the
development.
Reason: To alert HGV’s not to use Blunham Road and to turn left (to the
A603) when existing the site.

8

Details of a widened junction between the access road and The Ridgeway to
DMRB TD 41/95 standards with 15.0m kerb radii, shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority, and the development shall
not be brought into use until the junction has been widened/constructed with
kerb radii, in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users
of the highway and the premises and to provide a junction suitable for the use
of the site.

9

Prior to the commencement of any above ground building work in relation to
the extended car park hereby approved, details of any boundary walls,
fencing, gates or other means of enclosure around the circumference of the
extended car park shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. Any such boundary wall, fencing, gate or other means of
enclosure shall be designed and sited to the extent that any approved
landscaping around the car park will be allowed to mature and have the effect
of screening/softening the impact of the extended car park in views from the
west and south of the site. The Development shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure the provision of appropriate and adequate boundary
provision in the interests of the character, appearance and views of the
development site from public vantage points in the open countryside.

INFORMATIVE NOTES TO APPLICANT
This permission relates only to that required under the Town & Country Planning Acts and
does not include any consent or approval under any other enactment or under the Building
Regulations. Any other consent or approval which is necessary must be obtained from the
appropriate authority.
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Statement required by the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 - Part 6, Article 35
The Council acted pro-actively through positive engagement with the applicant during
the determination process which led to improvements to the scheme. The Council has
therefore acted pro-actively to secure a sustainable form of development in line with
the requirements of the Framework (paragraphs 186 and 187) and in accordance with
the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England)
Order 2015.
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Item No. 10
APPLICATION NUMBER
LOCATION
PROPOSAL
PARISH
WARD
WARD COUNCILLORS
CASE OFFICER
DATE REGISTERED
EXPIRY DATE
APPLICANT
AGENT
REASON FOR
COMMITTEE TO
DETERMINE

RECOMMENDED
DECISION

CB/17/05567/FULL
Manor Farm, High Street, Eyeworth, Sandy, SG19
2HJ
Conversion of existing farm yard barns to create 4
dwellings, with associated landscaping.
Eyeworth
Potton
Cllrs Mrs Gurney & Zerny
Thomas Mead
15 December 2017
09 February 2018
Mr M Lee & Mr Roger Lee
Robinson and Hall LLP
Call in by Cllr Adam Zerny on the following
grounds:
Contrary to Policy
Loss of Amenity
Overbearing
Impact on Landscape
Full Application - Recommended for Approval

Recommendation:
That Planning Permission be APPROVED, subject to further neighbour comments as a
result of the reconsultation.
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS
1

The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years
from the date of this permission.
Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004.

2

A scheme shall be submitted for approval in writing by the Local
Planning Authority indicating the positions, design, materials and type
of boundary treatment to be erected. The boundary treatment shall be
completed in accordance with the approved scheme before the
buildings are occupied and be thereafter retained. The boundary
treatment should include specific details of treatment between the site
(plots 2 and 3) and the neighbouring dwelling No. 2 Sutton Road.
Reason: To safeguard the appearance of the completed development
and the visual amenities of the locality, and to safeguard the amenity
and living conditions of occupiers of No. 2 Sutton Road.
(Policy DM3 of the Core Strategy and Development Management
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Policies (2009) and Section 7, NPPF)

3

No building shall be occupied until the junctions of the proposed vehicular
access points with the highway has been constructed in accordance with the
approved details.
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to
users of the highway and the premises.
(Section 4 of the NPPF)

4

Visibility splay shall be provided at the junction of the access with the public
highway before the development with details plans to be submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority. The minimum dimensions to
provide the required splay line shall be 2.4m measured along the centre line
of the proposed access from its junction with the channel of the public
highway and 120m measured from the centre line of the proposed access
along the line of the channel of the public highway. The required vision
splays shall for the perpetuity of the development remain free of any
obstruction to visibility.
Reason: To provide adequate visibility between the existing highway and the
proposed access, and to make the access safe and convenient for the traffic
which is likely to use it.
(Section 4, NPPF).

5

The development shall not be brought into use until an independent turning
area for service/emergency vehicles has been constructed within the
curtilage of the site in a manner to be approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.
Reason: To enable vehicles to draw off, park and turn outside of the highway
limits thereby avoiding the reversing of vehicles on to the highway.
(Section 4, NPPF).

6

No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until a
Construction Traffic Management Plan, associated with the development of
the site, has been submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority which will include information on:









The parking of vehicles
Loading and unloading of plant and materials used in the
development
Storage of plant and materials used in the development
The erection and maintenance of security hoarding / scaffolding
affecting the highway if required.
Wheel washing facilities
Measures on site to control the deposition of dirt / mud on
surrounding roads during the development.
Footpath/footway/cycleway or road closures needed during the
development period
Traffic management needed during the development period.
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Times, routes and means of access and egress for construction traffic
and delivery vehicles (including the import of materials and the
removal of waste from the site) during the development of the site.

The approved Construction Management Plan associated with the
development of the site shall be adhered to throughout the development
process.
Reason: In the interests of safety, protecting the amenity of local land uses,
neighbouring residents and highway safety.
(Section 4, NPPF).
7

No building shall be occupied until the scheme for car parking (with access
thereto) has been provided in accordance with the approved plans shown on
plan No. A 45722 3B. The spaces shall thereafter be kept available for
parking at all times.
Reason: To minimise the potential for on-street parking and thereby
safeguard the interest of the safety and convenience of road users.
(Section 4, NPPF).

8

Details of a refuse collection point located at the site frontage and outside of
the public highway and any visibility splays shall be submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority prior to the occupation of any
dwelling. The scheme shall be fully implemented prior to occupation of any
dwelling and shall be retained thereafter.
Reason: In the interest of amenity and in order to minimise danger,
obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway and the premises.
(Section 4, NPPF)

9

Prior to any occupation of the dwellings, a scheme for the secure and
covered parking of cycles on the site (including the internal dimensions of
the cycle parking area, stands/brackets to be used and access thereto),
calculated at one cycle parking space per bedroom and 2 short stay spaces
per unit, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The scheme shall be fully implemented before the development is
first occupied or brought into use and thereafter retained for this purpose.
Reason: To ensure the provision of adequate cycle parking to meet the
needs of occupiers of the proposed development in the interests of
encouraging the use of sustainable modes of transport.
(Section 4, NPPF).

10

No development shall take place until an ecological enhancement scheme
(EES) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. The EES shall include the following.
a) Purpose and conservation objectives for the proposed works.
b) Review of site potential and constraints including GCN eDNA results.
c) Detailed design(s) and/or working method(s) to achieve stated objectives.
d) Extent and location/area of proposed works on appropriate scale plans.
e) Type and source of materials to be used where appropriate, e.g. native
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species of local provenance.
f) Timetable for implementation demonstrating that works are aligned with
the proposed phasing of development.
g) Persons responsible for implementing the works.
h) Details of initial aftercare and long-term maintenance.
The EES shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details and
all features shall be retained in that manner thereafter.
Reason: To protect species and biodiversity on the site.
(Section 11, NPPF).
11

All existing onsite buildings and other structures associated with the
agricultural unit within the red line boundary which are not proposed for
conversion as part of this application shall be demolished and all resultant
detritus completely removed from the site prior to the commencement of any
building works.
Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area.
(Section 7, NPPF)

12

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order revoking and re-enacting
that Order with or without modification), no windows shall be inserted into the
first floor rear elevation of proposed plots 1-3, without the grant of further
specific planning permission from the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To protect the privacy of neighbouring residents.
(Section 7, NPPF)

13

Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 1, Class A of Schedule 2 to the Town
and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any
order revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification), no
extensions to the buildings hereby permitted shall be carried out without the
grant of further specific planning permission from the Local Planning
Authority.
Reason: To control the external appearance of the building/s in the interests
of the amenities of the area.
(Section 7, NPPF)

14

No demolition or development shall take place until a written scheme
of archaeological investigation; that includes provision for post
excavation analysis and publication, has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development
hereby approved shall only be implemented in full accordance with the
approved archaeological scheme.”
Reason: To record and advance understanding of the heritage assets
with archaeological interest which will be unavoidably affected as a
consequence of the development. This condition is precommencement as a failure to secure appropriate archaeological
investigation in advance of development would be contrary to
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paragraph 141 of the National Planning Policy Framework that requires
developers to record and advance of understanding of the significance
of any heritage assets affected by development before they are lost
(wholly or in part).
15

Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 1 Class E of Schedule 2 to the Town
and Country (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order
revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification), no
buildings or other structures shall be erected or constructed within the
curtilage of the property without the grant of further specific planning
permission from the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To control the development in the interests of the visual amenity of
the area.
(Section 7, NPPF)

16

The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in
complete accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans,
numbers 45722-1 Location Plan, 45722-4 Buildings Plan, A 45722 1D, A
45722 3B, A 45722 4, A 45722 5, A 45722 6, A 45722 7, A 45722 8B, A
45722 9, Vis Splay Layout Overlay.
Reason: To identify the approved plans and to avoid doubt.

INFORMATIVE NOTES TO APPLICANT
1.

This permission relates only to that required under the Town & Country
Planning Acts and does not include any consent or approval under any other
enactment or under the Building Regulations. Any other consent or approval
which is necessary must be obtained from the appropriate authority.

2.

In accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015, the reason
for any condition above relates to the Policies as referred to in the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Core Strategy for North Central
Bedfordshire.

3.



The applicant is advised that no works associated with the construction
of the vehicular access should be carried out within the confines of the
public highway without prior consent, in writing, of the Central
Bedfordshire Council. Upon receipt of this Notice of Planning Approval,
the applicant is advised to contact Central Bedfordshire Council's
Highway Help Desk, Tel: 0300 300 8049 quoting the Planning
Application number. This will enable the necessary consent and
procedures under Section 184 of the Highways Act to be implemented.
The applicant is also advised that if any of the works associated with the
construction of the vehicular access affects or requires the removal
and/or the relocation of any equipment, apparatus or structures (e.g.
street name plates, bus stop signs or shelters, statutory authority
equipment etc.) then the applicant will be required to bear the cost of
such removal or alteration.
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The applicant is advised that the requirements of the New Roads and
Street Works Act 1991 will apply to any works undertaken within the
limits of the existing public highway. Further details can be obtained
from the Highways Help Desk tel: 0300 300 8049.



The applicant is advised that all cycle parking to be provided within the
site shall be designed in accordance with the Central Bedfordshire
Council’s “Cycle Parking Annexes – July 2010”.

Statement required by the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 - Part 6, Article 35
The Council acted pro-actively through positive engagement with the applicant
during the determination process which led to improvements to the scheme. The
Council has therefore acted pro-actively to secure a sustainable form of
development in line with the requirements of the Framework (paragraphs 186 and
187) and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.
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Item No. 13
APPLICATION NUMBER
LOCATION
PROPOSAL
PARISH
WARD
WARD COUNCILLORS
CASE OFFICER
DATE REGISTERED
EXPIRY DATE
APPLICANT
AGENT
REASON FOR
COMMITTEE TO
DETERMINE

RECOMMENDED
DECISION

CB/18/00083/FULL
53 Northwood End Road, Haynes, Bedford, MK45
3QB
Proposed single storey front and rear extension
with a double storey side extension with integral
garage. Demolish existing garage and shed
Haynes
Houghton Conquest & Haynes
Cllr Mrs Barker
Michael Allen
30 January 2018
27 March 2018
Mr Bennett
Called in by Cllr Barker due to the development;
causing an overbearing impact and loss of privacy
to No. 53A, resulting in over development of site,
being of poor design that would cause a harmful
impact on the character of the area and therefore
being contrary to policy.
Full Application - Recommended for Approval

Recommendation:
That Planning Permission be GRANTED subject to the following:
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS
1

The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years
from the date of this permission.
Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004.

2

All external works hereby permitted shall be carried out in materials to match
as closely as possible in colour, type and texture, those of the existing
building.
Reason: To safeguard the appearance of the completed development by
ensuring that the development hereby permitted is finished externally with
materials to match the existing building in the interests of the visual
amenities of the locality.
(Policy DM3 of the Core Strategy and Development Management Policies
(2009) and Section 7, NPPF).
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3

The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in
complete accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans,
numbers PL 100 Rev B, PL 101 Rev A, PL 102, PL 200 Rev D, PL 201 Rev
D PL 202 Rev F and PL 203.
Reason: To identify the approved plan/s and to avoid doubt.

4

Development shall not begin until a scheme detailing the parking
arrangement, surfacing, boundary treatment and refuse storage has been
approved by the Local Planning Authority and the said scheme shall be
delivered within 12 months of the approval of those details.
Reason: The safe guard the interest of the general public and the highway
authority and to manage works on the public highway in accordance with the
Highway Act.

INFORMATIVE NOTES TO APPLICANT
1.

This permission relates only to that required under the Town & Country
Planning Acts and does not include any consent or approval under any other
enactment or under the Building Regulations. Any other consent or approval
which is necessary must be obtained from the appropriate authority.

2.

Will a new extension affect your Council Tax Charge?
The rate of Council Tax you pay depends on which valuation band your
home is placed in. This is determined by the market value of your home as
at 1 April 1991.
Your property's Council Tax band may change if the property is extended.
The Council Tax band will only change when a relevant transaction takes
place. For example, if you sell your property after extending it, the new
owner may have to pay a higher band of Council Tax.
If however you add an annexe to your property, the Valuation Office Agency
may decide that the annexe should be banded separately for Council Tax. If
this happens, you will have to start paying Council Tax for the annexe as
soon as it is completed. If the annexe is occupied by a relative of the
residents of the main dwelling, it may qualify for a Council Tax discount or
exemption. Contact the Council for advice on 0300 300 8306.
The website link is:
http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/council-tax/bands/find.aspx
Statement required by the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 - Part 6, Article 35

The Council acted pro-actively through positive engagement with the applicant
during the determination process which led to improvements to the scheme. The
Council has therefore acted pro-actively to secure a sustainable form of
development in line with the requirements of the Framework (paragraphs 186 and
187) and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.
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Item No. 12
APPLICATION NUMBER
LOCATION
PROPOSAL
PARISH
WARD
WARD COUNCILLORS
CASE OFFICER
DATE REGISTERED
EXPIRY DATE
APPLICANT
AGENT
REASON FOR
COMMITTEE TO
DETERMINE

RECOMMENDED
DECISION

CB/18/01210/FULL
The Quarry House, San Remo Road, Aspley Guise,
Milton Keynes, MK17 8JY
Replacement of existing tarmacadam tennis court
with new dwelling.
Aspley Guise
Aspley & Woburn
Cllr Wells
Stuart Kemp
26 March 2018
21 May 2018
Mr & Mrs Seamarks
Paul Seamarks Architecture
Call in - Cllr Wells
1) The re-submission follows a material change in
circumstances of the case arising from a recently
allowed appeal for a similar development PIN Ref:
APP/P0240/W/17/3185864 "backland development
confirmed as an acceptable form of infill
development". Refusal of previous application
CB/17/05028 is shown to be inconsistent in the
light of this decision. It is in the wider public
interest that this application be discussed at DMC.
Full Application - Recommended for Refusal

Recommendation:
That Planning Permission be APPROVED subject to the following conditions:
1 The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years from the
date of this permission.
Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as
amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.
2 No development shall take place, notwithstanding the details submitted with
the application, until details of the materials to be used for the external walls
and roofs of the development hereby approved have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall
thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
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Reason: To control the appearance of the building in the interests of the visual
amenities of the locality.
(Section 7, NPPF)
3 No development shall take place until a landscaping scheme to include all hard
and soft landscaping and a scheme for landscape maintenance for a period of
five years following the implementation of the landscaping scheme have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
approved scheme shall be implemented by the end of the full planting season
immediately following the completion and/or first use of any separate part of
the development (a full planting season means the period from October to
March). The trees, shrubs and grass shall subsequently be maintained in
accordance with the approved landscape maintenance scheme and any which
die or are destroyed during this period shall be replaced during the next
planting season.
Reason: To ensure an acceptable standard of landscaping.
(Sections 7 & 11, NPPF)
4 Prior to development a scheme shall be submitted for approval in writing by the
Local Planning Authority indicating the positions, design, materials and type of
boundary treatment to be erected. The boundary treatment shall be completed
in accordance with the approved scheme [before the use hereby permitted is
commenced / before the building(s) is/are occupied] and be thereafter retained.
Reason: To safeguard the appearance of the completed development and the
visual amenities of the locality.
(Section 7, NPPF)
5 No development shall take place until details of the existing and final ground
and slab levels of the buildings hereby approved have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such details shall include
sections through both the site and the adjoining properties, the location of
which shall first be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.
Thereafter the site shall be developed in full accordance with the approved
details.
Reason: To ensure that an acceptable relationship results between the new
development and adjacent buildings and public areas.
(Section 7, NPPF)
6 Prior to development, both the operations to remove the tennis court surface,
as situated over the designated Root Protection Areas of adjacent trees, and
the decompaction treatment of the soil medium underneath, shall comply in
strict accordance with the requirements set out in Section 8.5 of the "Tree
Survey Report" as prepared by Venners Arboriculture, dated October 2017.
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REASON:
To prevent root damage caused by the demolition of the tennis court surface,
within the Root Protection Areas of retained trees, and to improve the rooting
medium previously covered by this surface, in order to aid future root
development and tree health.
7 No building shall be occupied until the junction of the proposed vehicular access
within the highway has been constructed in accordance with the approved details
shown on drawing number 1601-P10.
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the
highway and the premises.
(Section 4, NPPF)
8 The development shall not be occupied or brought into use until the parking scheme
shown on Drawing No.1601-P10 has been completed. The scheme shall thereafter
be retained for this purpose.
Reason: To ensure provision for car parking clear of the highway.
(Section 4, NPPF)
9 Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 1, Class A of Schedule 2 to the Town and
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order
revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification), no extensions to the
building(s) hereby permitted shall be carried out without the grant of further specific
planning permission from the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To control the external appearance of the building/s in the interests of the
amenities of the area.
(Section 7, NPPF)
10 Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 1 Class E of Schedule 2 to the Town and
Country (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order revoking and
re-enacting that Order with or without modification), no buildings or other structures
shall be erected or constructed within the curtilage of the property without the grant of
further specific planning permission from the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To control the development in the interests of the visual amenity of the area.
(Section 7, NPPF)
11 Following the removal of the tennis court surfacing, but prior to construction, all tree
protection fencing shall be erected in strict accordance with Appendix 4 "Tree
Protection Plan", and Section 8.6 "Tree Protection Detail" of the supporting
document "Tree Survey Report" as prepared by Venners Arboriculture, dated October
2017. The fencing shall then remain securely in position throughout the entire course
of development.
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REASON
To ensure that a satisfactory standard of tree protection is maintained throughout the
entire course of development activity, in order to maintain the health, stability and
amenity value of retained trees.
12 The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in complete
accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans, numbers 1601-SU01,
1601-L02, 1601-P10, 1601-P11, 1601-P12, 1601-P13, 1601-P14, 1601-P15,
1601-P16, 1601-P17, 1601-P18,
Reason: To identify the approved plan/s and to avoid doubt.
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Item No. 8
APPLICATION NUMBER
LOCATION
PROPOSAL

PARISH
WARD
WARD COUNCILLORS
CASE OFFICER
DATE REGISTERED
EXPIRY DATE
APPLICANT
AGENT
REASON FOR
COMMITTEE TO
DETERMINE
RECOMMENDED
DECISION

CB/17/04447/FULL
4 Cotswold Farm Business Park, Millfield Lane,
Caddington, Luton, LU1 4AJ
The proposal seeks the redevelopment of this
previously developed land, comprising the
demolition of the existing buildings, removal of
hard surfaces, and for the construction of seven
dwellings, private access road, parking and
landscaping. The proposed development would
consist of seven new dwellings with internal
access road, parking and landscaping.
Caddington
Caddington
Cllrs Collins & Stay
Peter Vosper
18 September 2017
13 November 2017
Raybridge Corporation
Briffa Phillips Architects
Major application with an objection from the Parish
Council.
Full Application - Recommended for Approval

Recommendation:
That Planning Permission be GRANTED subject to the following:
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS
1

The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years from
the date of this permission.
Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004.

2

The development hereby approved shall be carried out in full accordance with
the external materials listed on the planning application form and illustrated on
plans 1564.208 and 1564.209.
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Reason: To control the appearance of the dwellings in the interests of the
visual amenities of the locality.
(Policy BE8, SBLPR and Section 7, NPPF)
3

Prior to the completion of development, a landscaping scheme to include all
hard and soft landscaping, and featuring native tree planting and a
management plan in the event of retention of the Hybrid Black Poplar trees,
and a scheme for landscape maintenance for a period of five years following
the implementation of the landscaping scheme shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme
shall be implemented by the end of the full planting season immediately
following the completion and/or first use of any separate part of the
development (a full planting season means the period from October to March).
The trees, shrubs and grass shall subsequently be maintained in accordance
with the approved landscape maintenance scheme and any which die or are
destroyed during this period shall be replaced during the next planting season.
Reason: To ensure an acceptable standard of landscaping.
(Policy BE8, SBLPR and Sections 7, 9 & 11, NPPF)

4

Prior to the first occupation of any residential unit of the development hereby
approved, visibility splays shall be provided at the junction of the access with
the public highway. The dimensions to maximise visibility shall be 2.4m
measured along the centre line of the proposed access from its junction with
the channel of the public highway and 43m in a northerly direction and 39m in
a southerly direction measured from the centre line of the proposed access
along the line of the channel of the public highway. The required vision splays
shall, on land in the applicant’s control, be kept free of any obstruction.
Reason: To maximise visibility between the existing highway and the
proposed access and to make the access as safe and convenient as possible
for the traffic which is likely to use it.
(Section 4, NPPF)

5

Prior to the first occupation of any residential unit of the development hereby
approved, the turning space for service vehicles illustrated on plan 1564.213
rev 2 shall be constructed and retained thereafter for that purpose.
Reason: To enable vehicles to draw off, park and turn outside the highway
limits thereby avoiding the reversing of vehicles on to the highway.
(Section 4, NPPF)

6

The development hereby approved shall not commence until a scheme
detailing provision for on site parking for construction workers for the
duration of the construction period has been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be
implemented throughout the construction period.
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Reason: To ensure adequate off street parking during construction in
the interests of road safety.
(Section 4, NPPF)
7

The development hereby approved shall not commence until a
Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The CTMP
shall include proposals for construction traffic routes, the scheduling
and timing of movements, any traffic control, signage within the highway
inclusive of temporary warning signs, the management of junctions on
the public highway and other public rights of way, details of escorts for
any abnormal loads, temporary removal and replacement of highway
infrastructure and street furniture, the reinstatement of any signs,
verges or other items displaced by construction traffic, banksman and
escort details. The CTMP shall be implemented in accordance with the
approved details for the duration of the construction period.
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to
users of the highway and the site.
(Section 4, NPPF)

8

The development hereby approved shall not commence until a method
statement detailing a timetable for undertaking surveys of protected
species has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The surveys shall be carried out and any identified
measures to protect species shall be implemented in accordance with
the approved details.
Reason: To protect species interest on site.
(Section 11, NPPF)

9

The development hereby approved shall not commence until the
following has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority:




A Phase 1 Desk Study report documenting the ground conditions
of the site with regard to potential contamination;
A Phase 2 Site Investigation (where shown as necessary the
Phase 1 Desk Study); and
A Phase 3 Remediation Scheme (where shown as necessary by
the Phase 2 Site Investigation).

All such work shall be undertaken in accordance with BS:10175:2011 or
other appropriate guidance issued by the regulatory authorities. The
work shall be sufficient to ensure that measures will be taken to mitigate
any risks to human health and the wider environment. Prior to any
permitted dwelling being occupied a validation report shall be submitted
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and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority to demonstrate
the effectiveness of any agreed Remediation Strategy. Any such
validation shall include responses to any unexpected contamination
discovered during works.
Reason: To protect human health and the environment.
(Section 11, NPPF)
10

The development hereby approved shall not commence until a detailed
surface water drainage scheme for the site including a management and
maintenance plan, and reference to how it links to the landscaping
scheme for the site, has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The scheme design shall be based on
sustainable drainage principles in accordance with the Council's
Sustainable Drainage SPD and an assessment of the hydrological and
hydro geological context of the development. The scheme shall be
implemented in accordance with the approved details and shall be
managed and maintained thereafter in accordance with the agreed
management and maintenance plan.
Reason: To ensure the approved system will function to a satisfactory
minimum standard of operation and maintenance.
(Section 11, NPPF)

11

The windows in the first floor side elevations of the dwellings hereby approved
shall be permanently fitted with obscured glass of a type to substantially
restrict vision through them at all times and shall be non-opening, unless the
parts of the windows which can be opened are more than 1.7m above the floor
of the rooms in which the windows are installed.
Reason: To safeguard the privacy of occupiers of adjoining properties.
(Policy BE8, SBLPR and Section 7, NPPF)

12

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order revoking and re-enacting
that Order with or without modification), no further windows shall be inserted
into the first floor side elevations of the dwellings hereby approved without the
grant of further specific planning permission from the Local Planning Authority,
or if such windows are inserted they shall be permanently fitted with obscured
glass of a type to substantially restrict vision through them at all times and
shall be non-opening, unless the parts of the windows which can be opened
are more than 1.7m above the floor of the rooms in which the windows are
installed.
Reason: To safeguard the privacy of occupiers of adjoining properties.
(Policy BE8, SBLPR and Section 7, NPPF)
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13

Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 1, Classes A, B and C of Schedule 2 to
the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015
(or any order revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification),
no extensions, or alterations to the roofs of the dwellings hereby permitted,
apart from those granted as part of this planning permission, shall be carried
out without the grant of further specific planning permission from the Local
Planning Authority.
Reason: To control the development, to protect the openness of the Green
Belt, to protect the character and appearance of the development, and to
protect neighbouring amenity.
(Policy BE8, SBLPR and Sections 7 and 9, NPPF)

14

Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 1 Class E of Schedule 2 to the Town
and Country (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order
revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification), no buildings
or other structures shall be erected or constructed within the curtilage of the
dwellings hereby permitted without the grant of further specific planning
permission from the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To control the development, to protect the openness of the Green
Belt, to protect the character and appearance of the development, and to
protect neighbouring amenity.
(Policy BE8, SBLPR and Sections 7 and 9, NPPF)

15

The development hereby approved shall not commence until a scheme
for the provision of the proposed footpath shown on plan 1564.200 rev
1, linking to existing footpath FP A16, has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall
be in accordance with the approved Rights of Way Standards and
Guidance and include:




Its design to include landscaping, width and surfacing;
Proposals for diversion of public rights of way (where necessary);
and
The temporary closure and alternative route provision (where
necessary) of an existing right of way.

The footpath shall be implemented in accordance with the approved
details prior to the occupation of the dwellings hereby approved.
Reasons: In the interests of sustainability and the amenity of
pedestrians and other non motorised users.
(Sections 4 & 8, NPPF)
16

The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in complete
accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans, numbers 1564.200
rev 1, 1564.201 rev 1, 1564.202 rev 1, 1564.203 rev 1, 1564.204 rev 1,
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1564.205 rev 1, 1564.206 rev 1, 1564.207 rev 1, 1564.208, 1564.209,
1564.210 rev 1, 1564.211, 1564.212, 1564.213 rev 2, 9010.103 and CBC/001.
Reason: To identify the approved plans and to avoid doubt.
INFORMATIVE NOTES TO APPLICANT
1.

In accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015, the reason for
any condition above relates to the Policies as referred to in the South
Bedfordshire Local Plan Review (SBLPR) and the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).

2.

This permission relates only to that required under the Town & Country
Planning Acts and does not include any consent or approval under any other
enactment or under the Building Regulations. Any other consent or approval
which is necessary must be obtained from the appropriate authority.

3.

Please note that the unnumbered drawings submitted in connection with this
application have been given unique numbers by the Local Planning Authority.
The numbers can be sourced by examining the plans on the View a Planning
Application pages of the Council’s website www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk.

4.

The applicant is advised that the requirements of the New Roads and Street
Works Act 1991 will apply to any works undertaken within the limits of the
existing public highway. Further details can be obtained from The Street
Works Co-ordinator, Bedfordshire Highways, by contacting the Highways
Helpdesk 0300 300 8049.

5.

The applicant is advised that Central Bedfordshire Council as highway
authority will not consider the proposed development for adoption as highway
maintainable at public expense.
Statement required by the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 - Part 6, Article 35

The applicant and the Council engaged in discussion and negotiation at preapplication and application stage which led to improvements to the scheme. The
applicant and the Council have therefore acted pro-actively to secure a sustainable
form of development in line with the requirements of the Framework (paragraphs 186
and 187) and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.
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Item No. 14
APPLICATION NUMBER
LOCATION
PROPOSAL

PARISH
WARD
WARD COUNCILLORS
CASE OFFICER
DATE REGISTERED
EXPIRY DATE
APPLICANT
AGENT
REASON FOR
COMMITTEE TO
DETERMINE
RECOMMENDED
DECISION

CB/18/00615/REG3
Franklin House, Brewers Hill Road, Dunstable, LU6
1UU
REG 3: Change of use: from Care Home (formerly
known as Greenacre) to temporary
accommodation for homeless people (shared
facilities)
Dunstable
Dunstable Northfields
Cllrs Freeman & Warren
Debbie Willcox
15 February 2018
12 April 2018
Central Bedfordshire Council
The Council is the applicant and objections have
been received.
Regulation 3 - Recommended for Approval

Recommendation:
That Planning Permission be APPROVED subject to the following:
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS
1

Within three months of the date of this permission secure fencing of either
palisade or close boarded style with a height of 1.8m - 2m shall be erected on
the boundaries of the site with Westfield Nursery School and Beecroft
Academy and shall be retained thereafter.
Reason: To safeguard occupiers of the site and users of the neighbouring
sites.
(Policy BE8, SBLPR and Section 7, NPPF)

2

The development hereby permitted relates to the details shown on the
submitted plan: location plan dated 02 February 2018.
Reason: To identify the approved plan and to avoid doubt.
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INFORMATIVE NOTES TO APPLICANT
1.

In accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015, the reason for
any condition above relates to the Policies as referred to in the South
Bedfordshire Local Plan Review (SBLPR) and the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).

2.

This permission relates only to that required under the Town & Country
Planning Acts and does not include any consent or approval under any other
enactment or under the Building Regulations. Any other consent or approval
which is necessary must be obtained from the appropriate authority.

3.

This permission is granted under the provisions of Section 73A of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990.

4.

The applicant's attention is drawn to their responsibility under The Equality
Act 2010 and with particular regard to access arrangements for the disabled.
The Equality Act 2010 requires that service providers must think ahead and
make reasonable adjustments to address barriers that impede disabled
people.
These requirements are as follows:




Where a provision, criterion or practice puts disabled people at a
substantial disadvantage to take reasonable steps to avoid that
disadvantage;
Where a physical feature puts disabled people at a substantial
disadvantage to avoid that disadvantage or adopt a reasonable alternative
method of providing the service or exercising the function;
Where not providing an auxiliary aid puts disabled people at a substantial
disadvantage to provide that auxiliary aid.

In doing this, it is a good idea to consider the range of disabilities that your
actual or potential service users might have. You should not wait until a
disabled person experiences difficulties using a service, as this may make it
too late to make the necessary adjustment.
For further information on disability access contact:
The Centre for Accessible Environments (www.cae.org.uk)
Central Bedfordshire Access Group (www.centralbedsaccessgroup.co.uk)
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Statement required by the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 - Part 6, Article 35
Discussion with the applicant to seek an acceptable solution was not necessary in this
instance. The Council has therefore acted pro-actively to secure a sustainable form of
development in line with the requirements of the Framework (paragraphs 186 and
187) and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.
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LATE SHEET
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE – 23 MAY 2018
Item 6 – CB/17/01158/OUT – Land at Chase Farm, east of High
Street, Arlesey.
Amendments to the Agenda
The site location plan attached to the agenda, includes Chase Farm Care Home.
Please note this is an error in the plotting of this site and for clarification, this site
does not include Chase Farm Care Home.
Additional Comments
The Site Proposal as referenced in the Officers Report, should include the fact that a
3 form entry lower school was negotiated during the life of the application, instead of
a 2 form lower entry.
Additional Representations
The agent has also supplied additional comments in support of the application since
the officers report was collated, and they have requested that this been included on
the late sheet. These comments has been summarised below:
The application site is allocated for mixed use development, along with land to the
west of High Street, under Policy MA8 of the Site Allocations DPD 2011. The
principle of it being developed is therefore well established in planning policy.
The proposal accords with all of the requirements of Policy MA8 and the approved
illustrative masterplan with the exception of the specific employment land designation
however, the proposal complies with the underlying intentions of Policy MA8 to
create substantial new job opportunities as set out in the Officer’s Committee Report
The proposed development would bring about numerous benefits, which have been
set out in the officers report, and these benefits are material considerations that carry
significant weight in favour of the proposal.
There are no material considerations that indicate the development should be
refused. The Officer’s Committee Report demonstrates there are in fact very few
technical objections to the proposal with the vast majority of CBC Officers supporting
the proposal. The development should therefore be considered acceptable and
planning permission granted.
Points of clarification are considered to be required in respect of the officers report,
namely that there is some overlap in paragraphs 2.3 & 2.4 which appears to refer to
the West side of the allocation, however to iterate, the site will provide substantial
new areas of green infrastructure and open space, as well as, walking and cycling
opportunities.
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Furthermore, whilst paragraph 2.8 of the officers reports refer to the number of jobs
envisaged by the development, it is important to clarify that the masterplan nor the
policy species the number of jobs anticipated to be created only the hectares of land
for employment. The proposal will still create a significant number of jobs over a
varied range of employment uses.
In response to the Town Councils objections in respect of the loss of the employment
land, impact on road infrastructure and impact on drainage infrastructure.
Firstly, in the masterplan illustrates only the potential of 10ha of employment land to
the east of the site. This application proposes 4.68ha of employment land
predominantly located in the local centre to the west of the site, closer to the centre
of Arlesey.
In addition, it has been suggested that there would be a reduction in long term jobs
from 1,124 to 729, however again Policy MA8 does not make specific reference to
the job numbers proposed to be created by the 10ha of employment land, and nor
does the approved illustrative Masterplan.
It is important to note that the intention of the Masterplan was not to absolutely fix the
disposition of land uses. This is confirmed in paragraph 4.6, which states ‘this high
level framework for development will be subject to more detailed design testing at the
point of preparing design codes and any future planning applications for the site.
Planning applications will need to be in general conformity with the concept plan
unless satisfactory justification can be provided for an alternative approach’
Whilst a further objection has been raised in respect of traffic generation, as set out
in the Officer’s Committee Report following extensive negotiations there are no
objections from the Council’s Highway Officers or Highways England, subject to the
recommended conditions requiring specific highway works.
Lastly in respect to objections raised in respect of drainage infrastructure, the current
proposals indicate sewage is to be pumped to the north and into the existing sewers
in Stotfold Road, an arrangement that has been approved by Anglian Water. As set
out in the Officer’s Committee Report there are no objections to the development
from the Environment Agency, the Internal Drainage Board and Anglian Water.
Furthermore, no objections were raised by the Councils own SuDS Engineer.

Item 7 – CB/17/04833/FULL – Land between 8A and 28 and rear of 28
to 38 New Road, Clifton.
Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
None.
Additional Comments
None.
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Additional/Amended Conditions
Informative
This permission relates only to that required under the Town & Country Planning Acts
and does not include any consent or approval under any other enactment or under
the Building Regulations. Any other consent or approval which is necessary must be
obtained from the appropriate authority.

Item 8 – CB/17/04447/FULL – 4 Cotswold Farm Business Park,
Millfield Lane, Caddington, Luton, LU1 4AJ.
Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
Further response of Caddington Parish Council (4 May 2018):
"(This application was originally discussed at Committee in November 2017.
To be discussed in light of further information)
It was noted that committee in November had made clear comments based on the
application paperwork, and with reference to, the then draft Neighbourhood Plan,
which includes this site, Cotswold Business Park, as a provider of commercial
business space, and refers to support through the consultation process for further Bclass business development.
The Neighbourhood Plan had since been passed by the Examiner and is due to go to
referendum. As of 1st May 2018 the Caddington and Slip End Neighbourhood Plan
(Section 7 “Commercial and Retail”) still has this site listed as commercial business
http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/Images/neighbourhood-planspace;
caddington-slip-end_tcm3-25211.pdf
Committee are concerned that with the Business Park still referenced in the
Neighbourhood Plan as a business site, if we were to support this application would
this mean the Neighbourhood Plan would be compromised or even become defunct?
It should be noted that, as is the case with any planning application, the parish
council always supplies comments based on the study and discussion of the
paperwork before them, but ultimately it is Central Bedfordshire Planning Department
/Councillors who make the final decision whether to approve or not. Committee
appreciated that Planning had information regarding the viability of the site as ongoing commercial business, and we appreciate that the applicant wants to change
the use of the land. But, as we understand things it is currently an active business
premises, and although not in full capacity, as far as we are aware it is not one that is
defunct.
Committee are concerned that we are being asked to change our comments, which
would effectively then be in contravention of our own Neighbourhood Plan. With
consideration to the documentary evidence the Planning Committee do not feel they
can change their previous comments at this stage without compromising the
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Neighbourhood Plan in that it might encourage the removal of business and
employment opportunities within the village.
If the application was not to be determined by an officer but to go to Central Beds.
Council DMC, the Caddington Parish Council Planning Committee are happy to
nominate Chairman Cllr A. Palmer to attend CBC DMC regarding this application."
Additional Comments
On 17 April 2018, a report on the Caddington and Slip End Neighbourhood Plan by
an Independent Examiner was submitted to Central Bedfordshire Council. Subject to
minor changes, the Plan passed this examination and can therefore proceed to a
referendum. The Plan therefore currently carries considerable weight.
It is acknowledged that the Cotswold Farm Business Park is included in the
Neighbourhood Plan as commercial business space, and considerable weight is
attributed to this. However, this needs to be balanced against the factors outlined in
the Principle of Development section in the Committee Report. Firstly one of the two
office buildings in the Business Park would be retained. The businesses in the
second building are either remaining on site or leaving by their own choice. Despite
being marketed, tenants have not been found for two units (6 and 8) which have
been unoccupied for over a year. Furthermore, there is no objection in South
Bedfordshire Local Plan policy terms to the loss of the office building, and there is no
objection from Central Bedfordshire Council’s Business Investment section.
Taking all these factors into account, in principle the loss of the office building is
considered acceptable.
Additional/Amended Conditions
None.

Item 9 – CB/17/05311/FULL – Unit 5, The Ridgeway Business Park,
The Ridgeway, Moggerhanger, Bedford, MK44 3PH.
Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
The applicant has indicated that a security fence 2 metres in height is likely to be
erected around the circumference of the extended car park and suggests that a
planning condition be attached with any grant of planning permission relating to this.
Additional Comments
The plans submitted indicate no such security fence but, at a height of 2 metres,
would be a permitted development. It is important to ensure that the fence is
appropriately designed and sited so that the proposed landscaping surrounding the
car park has its full positive effect in helping to screen and soften the impact of the
car park in the countryside location. A planning condition relating to this matter is
therefore considered to be necessary and reasonable in this case.
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Additional/Amended Conditions
1. Prior to the commencement of any above ground building work in relation to the
extended car park hereby approved, details of any boundary walls, fencing, gates
or other means of enclosure around the circumference of the extended car park
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Any such boundary wall, fencing, gate or other means of enclosure shall be
designed and sited to the extent that any approved landscaping around the car
park will be allowed to mature and have the effect of screening/softening the
impact of the extended car park in views from the west and south of the site. The
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure the provision of appropriate and adequate boundary
provision in the interests of the character, appearance and views of the
development site from public vantage points in the open countryside.
Informative
This permission relates only to that required under the Town & Country Planning Acts
and does not include any consent or approval under any other enactment or under
the Building Regulations. Any other consent or approval which is necessary must be
obtained from the appropriate authority.

Item 10 – CB/17/05567/FULL – Manor Farm, High Street, Eyeworth,
Sandy, SG19 2HJ.
Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
4 further representations were received. One letter of Objection, and 3 further letters
of support, which are summarised as follows:
Objection –
 Inaccuracy in the application form regarding contamination on the site. Asbestos
etc.
 Lack of infrastructure to support increase in the village size.
 Strain on electricity mains
 No enough parking which would result in parking on the high street
 5-year housing supply is met so is there a need for these houses?
 Expansion of settlement envelope instead of infilling
 Good farming land so loss of employment
 Archaeological remains believed to be on site
 Loss of privacy from landing window in plot 3
 Loss of privacy to kitchen and utility room
 Light Pollution from landing window
 Bats in the development
 Glass link results in overlooking
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Support –
 Lack of housing for families
 Design would enhance the character and appearance of the area.
Additional Comments
Corrections to the report which would reflect the access. The proposed conversion
would include a new access and would not be taken from the existing access. This
would not alter the Highways Officers comments or proposed conditions as they have
referred to the new access in their comments, and not the existing.
Additional/Amended Conditions
Amendment to condition 12 to specify which buildings are to be demolished.
All existing onsite buildings and other structures associated with the agricultural unit
within the red line boundary which are not proposed for conversion as part of this
application shall be demolished and all resultant detritus completely removed from
the site prior to the commencement of any building works.
Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area.
(Section 7, NPPF)

Item 11 – CB/17/05355/OUT – Land off The Sidings, Henlow.
Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
Additional consultation response received from 16 The Sidings, as follows:
This is a life changing decision for me personally so I would appreciate it if all our
comments are taken seriously.
I have 2 main concerns;
1) The proposed new build is being constructed so close to the back fences of
houses 14/16 The Sidings, there will inevitably be a shadow cast over the back
gardens particularly early in the morning when the sun rises directly behind these
2 plots.
2) Highway and Safety Issues. These have already been raised by most of the
residents. The report attempted to address these concerns with several
recommendations such as not allowing HGV vehicles into the Close and not
allowing contractors to park their cars here. But these are just words and with no
policing in place they will simply be ignored. To this end, I think it is imperative for
the safety of the children in the Close that the footpath is continued all the way
along the new access road on both sides and at the moment I can’t see that
there is enough space to do this while keeping the road the same width. As you
can see from the attached photo, number 18 The Sidings only really has one
parking space in front of their garage. Therefore, they park the other car on the
pavement. This would not be acceptable from a safety point of view should the
pavement be extended as required.
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The other point to make is that on the original plans the new access road is
planned to go between the other side of the new build and the perimeter of the
RAF base. This is obviously being done with a view to the builders obtaining
access to the rest of the land they own behind the estate. Let us not be naïve to
think they won’t apply for further planning permission once they start this
development. Therefore, instead of construction traffic being on site for maybe
12-18 months, it could be ongoing for several more years. And instead of an
extra half a dozen resident’s cars using the new access road it could eventually
be 20 or 30 !!
Henlow Parish Council has made the following comments and forwarded the
following photos:
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The owner of the adjoining garage only has the one parking space in front of his garage, if
building work begins then they will park the second vehicle on the pavement..!! The same will
apply to the vehicles to the left of the photograph, then there will be the construction crew
vehicles it will an intolerable position for a period of least 18 months.

Additional Comments
Clarification of information in Committee Report – Section
Considerations): 19 Signal Close should read 19 The Sidings

4

(Highways

The issues raised above are considered in detail in the Committee Report. The
issues raised above are considered in detail in the Committee Report. It is noted that
18 The Sidings has 2 no. allocated spaces (one garage and one space) and this
meets the guidance in the Central Bedfordshire Design Guide for a 3-bedroomed
house.

Item 12 – CB/18/01210/FULL – The Quarry House, San Remo Road,
Aspley Guise, Milton Keynes, MK17 8JY.
Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
The Old Chapel, Mount Pleasant, Aspley Guise – Support (Summary) – through
design nestled into the ground, low lying and respectful to surroundings.
Additional representation received from the Architect / Application which has been
sent directly to a number of councillors of the development management committee
which reads as follows:
“Please accept my apologies for the unannounced nature of this email.
If you prefer to not be contacted by applicants of applications to be heard by the
Development Management Committee then please discard this email.
I write as applicant, on behalf of my wife and I, and architect for the above application
which has been called-in for determination by the Development Management
Committee on 23rd May by our Ward Councillor, Cllr Budge Wells.
Cllr Wells is in support of our application which is for a single family dwelling inside
the designated Green Belt infill boundary in Aspley Guise.
In advance of the committee meeting, I would like to provide you with a very brief
overview of our application such that, alongside the Planning Officers' Report, you
are in receipt the information we believe is necessary to make a fully informed
determination of our application.
We believe the principal grounds for our application to be supported can be
summarised by the following key points:
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1. There have been no third party objections. There have been two third party
registrations of support plus Aspley Guise Parish Council have confirmed no
objection and stated that the proposal is a good design.
2. The site is inside the identified infill boundary where the principle of development
is considered acceptable.
3. The proposal conforms with the councils definition of an infill development (as
stated within the preamble to Policy DM6) - small scale, vacant plot of land,
complements the surrounding pattern of development.
4. The proposal is complementary to the character of its surrounding context as
demonstrated by the enclosed Pattern of development analysis.
5. The design is site specific and utilises sloping topography by nestling the
proposed dwelling into the landscape. There are extremely limited views into the
site and the proposal has no adverse impacts on its surroundings.
6. There is a larger and taller outbuilding already consented on the same footprint
of the proposed dwelling. The proposed dwelling would replace this already
approved outbuilding.
In concert, I enclose the following documentation, all as previously submitted with our
application, to provide a high level overview of our case.
- Copy of letter sent to Councillor Wells which explains the background to our case.
- Cover letter prepared by DLP Planning Consultancy which explains, in Policy
context, why we believe our application should be supported.
- Photomontage studies which provide an instant overview of our proposal and its
context.
- Pattern of development analysis which shows how our proposed new family
dwelling complements the surrounding pattern of development.
I appreciate that you are undoubtedly extremely busy however we would be
tremendously grateful if you are able to find the time to consider the above and
attached in advance of the Committee meeting.
If you have any questions or queries or would like to discuss further then please do
not hesitate to contact me.
I look forward to seeing you at the committee meeting next Wednesday.”.
Additional Comments
In response to the additional representation made by the application / architect the
following comments are made:
1. It is correct that there have been no neighbour objections to the proposal and
that the parish council has also raised no objection.
2. The infill boundaries as outlined in the North Core Strategy do not on their own
determine that the principle of “infill” is acceptable, rather they highlight locations
where infill development could be considered.
3. The proposal is not considered to comply with the council’s definition of infill
development as stated within the preamble to Policy DM6 as, for reasons
outlined extensively in the officer’s report, the proposal is not considered to
complement the existing surrounding pattern of development.
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4. This point is addressed above, whilst the study provided is useful it is clear to see
on site that the proposed location of the dwelling is not reflective of the existing
pattern of surrounding development. As such it is not considered to be
“complementary to the context” of the site.
5. Whilst this may be the case, as the proposal does not meet with any of the
exceptions of paragraph 89 of the NPPF nor does it establish very special
circumstances. As such the proposal is considered to result in inappropriate
development, which as outlined in the NPPF, is harmful to the openness of the
Green Belt by definition. (by the very fact it would be there).
6. Whilst a larger outbuilding could be erected under permitted development (as
has already been established through a lawful development certificate, and not
through a formal planning application) this is not considered to amount to a very
special circumstance that would outweigh the harm to the Green Belt due to the
inappropriateness of the proposal.
Additional/Amended Reasons
None.

Item 13 – CB/18/00083/FULL – 53 Northwood End Road, Haynes,
Bedford, MK45 3QB.
Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
None.
Additional Comments
None.
Additional/Amended Conditions
Development shall not begin until a scheme detailing the parking arrangement,
surfacing, boundary treatment and refuse storage has been approved by the Local
Planning Authority and the said scheme shall be delivered within 12 months of the
approval of those details.
Reason: The safe guard the interest of the general public and the highway authority
and to manage works on the public highway in accordance with the Highway Act.

Item 14 – CB/18/00615/REG3 – Franklin House, Brewers Hill Road,
Dunstable, LU6 1UU.
Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
Response from 70 Brewers Hill Road, Dunstable:
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1) Paragraph 2.1 states there have been no external alterations to the property but
the report goes on to recommend secure fencing be installed, request any
fencing is not palisade as it would give industrial / prison like appearance.
2) With regards to paragraph 2.2, could the officer please expand on how the
change of use is a positive aspect that could lead to a more inclusive and missed
community. Clearly the recommendation to install fences suggests proposed
residents could be a concern to the immediate community.
3) Report refers to the incident of 3rd April as a medical emergency. Although I have
no medical training the presence of 6police vehicles suggests something more
sinister. More details should be made public before approving this application.
4) Can I draw attentions to the number of parking spaces, 21 and the
accommodation comprises 42 bedrooms. Number of spaces seems insufficient,
has staff parking been considered? Parking on Brewers Hill Road is already an
issue with people parking on verges damaging grass and blocking pavements.
Additional Comments
None.
Additional/Amended Conditions
None.
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