
LATE SHEET

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE – 22 OCTOBER 2014

Item 6 (Page 13 - 108) – CB/14/02515/OUT – Vehicle Storage Area, 
Chaul End Road, Caddington, Luton, LU1 4AX.

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses

1. The Council is in receipt of a petition against the Chaul End Road site being brought 
forward through the Neighbourhood Plan process and as part of the Development Strategy. 
This was lodged in August 2014 in response to consultation on the Development Strategy and 
is in addition to the other Development Strategy representations summarised within the 
Committee report. The petition includes approximately 800 signatures. However four of these 
signatures were subsequently removed by request. These requests state that, at the time of 
signing, it was unclear what the petition related to. The covering letter to the petition is 
summarised as follows:

 The site was used as an old industrial landfill 
 The site is not located in an area with shops, schools and other services
 Various utilities, services and road improvements are required
 The site is in a sensitive infiltration area and investment would be needed to prevent 

ecological damage. 
 Concern is raised that the development should meet the costs of all the  relevant 

impacts
 The Neighbourhood Plan is only supported by a handful of individuals and has no 

soundness or credibility
A copy of the covering letter to the petition is appended to the late sheet. 

[OFFICER NOTE: The implications for the impact on local services and facilities, including 
schools, utilities and roads as well as land contamination issues and the risk to protected 
waters are addressed in detail within the Committee report. The Committee report also sets 
out the level and type of mitigation/investment required to address these impacts and this can 
be secured in full. In relation to landfill activity, Council records make reference to historic 
landfill in the area and there are anecdotal accounts of this. However CBC Pollution Officers 
have confirmed that this should not automatically be interpreted that the site itself contains 
site-wide high risk contaminants. Site investigations demonstrate that there is no evidence of 
significant site wide contamination and the contamination risks identified relate to the 
previous and current vehicle testing and storage uses. Suitable remediation and other 
protection measures can be secured. Matters relating to contamination risks are addressed at 
pages 42 and 80 of the Committee reports pack.]

2. The applicant has submitted an additional letter in support of the application which is 
summarised as follows:

 A number of minor changes to the recommended conditions are requested. These are 
summarised below

 The agreed financial contribution towards public rights of way is clarified. This is 
primarily intended to provide funding towards existing routes such as Public 
Footpaths 3 and 4 and/or the proposed Heritage Greenway which are available to 
connect the site with Caddington village. 



 The issues raised by the petition lodged in response to consultation on the 
Development Strategy are addressed. 

A copy of the applicant’s letter is appended to the late sheet.

3. An additional third party representation has been received which is summarised as follows:

 The predicted traffic distribution north and south of the site, as set out within the 
Transport Assessment, is incorrect and a greater proportion of traffic would travel 
south via Caddington. 

 This is on the basis that shops and services in Caddington and Junctions 9 and 10 of 
the M1 would be a significant draw and drivers are likely to favour the route south of 
the site to reach rail services at Luton Airport Parkway or Luton Central in order to 
avoid congestion north of the site. 

 It is suggested that the application should be deferred until the traffic flows have been 
re-assessed and enhanced mitigation plans for the junction south of the site in 
Caddington village have been considered.

A copy of the third party representation is appended to the late sheet.

[OFFICER NOTE: Highways DM Officers have clarified their position on this matter and the 
rationale for the predicted traffic distribution. In summary, this is as follows:

 Sat navs/route planners typically identify Hatters Way as the optimum route to the M1. 
While the distance is longer, the journey time is (up to 30%) shorter than going to the 
same destination via Caddington. This is with the existing right turn ban in place at 
the Hatters Way junction and does account for likely delays at a number of junctions 
encountered and the time of day.  

 With the proposed signalled junction in place, the journey time north of the site would 
be reduced further. This further enhances the desirability of the route via Hatters 
Way.

 There are considerably more destinations and origins of journeys relating to this site 
(e.g. Dunstable, Houghton Regis, Leighton Buzzard, north bound via M1 or A5 or A6) 
which would go via Hatters Way.

 It is essential to promote primary routes and classified roads and to encourage traffic 
to join these primary routes as soon as possible.  It would not be appropriate to 
encourage traffic through a village or number of villages.  While Highways DM have 
accepted that the predicted traffic distribution split, it was also noted that there may 
be some ‘rat running’ along this route. As a result Highways DM asked for a 
sensitivity test. This sensitivity test increased the split of traffic towards the village 
which has shown a delay at the junction at the southern end of Chaul End Road in 
Caddington. While there is an improvement proposed at this junction which would 
increase its capacity; it would be counterproductive to promote more extensive 
junction  improvements which would cater for a heavier flow south of the site as this 
would only make the route more attractive above that of the desired route. The 
introduction of a junction improvement at Hatters Way would reduce the delays at 
that junction and along with allowing the right turning traffic out of Chaul End Road 
would promote this route further over and above that via Caddington.]

4. The applicant has submitted an additional Non-Technical Supplementary Note to clarify 
the trip generation predictions as detailed within the Transport Assessment and the 
proposed improvements to the Chaul End Road / Dunstable Road / Luton Road 
junction. 

Additional Comments



1. New government guidance relating to housing and economic needs and Green Belt policy 
was published on 6 October 2014 and this forms part of the National Planning Practice 
Guidance. This guidance does not alter national policy under the NPPF or the weight attached 
by Officers to the policy considerations as set out in the Committee report. 

2. With regard to the planning obligations to be secured by Legal Agreement (Section 8 of the 
Committee report) these are considered to be necessary to make the development acceptable 
in planning terms; directly related to the development; and fairly and reasonably related in 
scale and kind to the development and therefore meet the test for planning obligations as 
under paragraph 204 of the NPPF and Part 11 of the 2010 CIL Regulations. 

Amended Conditions

The following recommended conditions are amended to incorporate minor wording changes 
as summarised/explained as part of the applicants’ letter dated 15 October 2014. 

3 No development of a particular phase of the proposals shall commence 
(including any works of demolition) until a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (‘CEMP’) has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority for that relevant phase. The 
CEMP shall include details of:

a) Environment Management Responsibilities;

b) Construction Activities and Timing;

c) Plant and Equipment, including loading and unloading;

d) Construction traffic routes and points of access/egress to be 
used by construction vehicles;

e) Details of site compounds, offices and areas to be used for the 
storage of materials;

f) Utilities and Services;

g) Emergency planning & Incidents;

h) Contact details for site managers and details of management 
lines of reporting to be updated as different phases come 
forward;

i) On site control procedures in respect of:

i.Traffic management measures 

ii. Air and Dust quality

iii. Noise and vibration 

iv. Water quality



v. Ecology

vi. Trees, Hedgerows and Scrub

vii. Waste and Resource Management

viii. Archaeological and Cultural Heritage

ix. Visual and Lighting

x. Utilities and Services

xi. Protection of water resources

xii. Protection of species and habitats

j) Detailed phasing plan to show any different phasing, different 
developers and/or constructors to be updated on an annual 
basis; 

k) Details for the monitoring and review of the construction 
process including traffic management (to include a review 
process of the Construction Environmental Management Plan 
during development).

Construction working hours shall be 8am to 6pm Monday to Friday and 
8am to 1pm on Saturdays, with no working on Sundays or Bank 
Holidays. There shall be no burning on site.

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out only in 
accordance with the approved CEMP.  

Reason: To ensure that the development is constructed using methods 
to mitigate nuisance or potential damage associated with the 
construction period and in accordance with Policy 44 of the emerging 
Development Strategy Central Bedfordshire for Pre-Submission.

4 No development shall commence until a detailed surface water 
drainage scheme for the site, based on the agreed Rev F3 flood risk 
assessment (FRA) prepared by Campbell Reith Ref: 11386 dated 
18/06/14, or an alternative mitigation scheme has been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The drainage 
strategy shall include a restriction in run-off and surface water 
storage on site as outlined in the FRA, unless an alternative scheme 
is submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. Infiltration systems shall only be used where it can be 
demonstrated that they will not pose a risk to groundwater quality. 
The scheme shall subsequently be implemented in accordance with 
the approved details before the development is completed. 
 
Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding, to improve and 
protect water quality, and improve habitat and amenity. To protect and 



prevent the pollution of controlled waters from potential pollutants 
associated with current and previous land uses in accordance with 
Policy 49 of Development Strategy for Central Bedfordshire Pre-
Submission Version June 2014.

5 No development shall commence until a remediation strategy that 
includes the following components to deal with the risks associated 
with contamination of the site has been submitted to and approved, in 
writing, by the Local Planning Authority. Where the development is 
brought forward in phases, each phase may only be begun once a 
remediation strategy for that phase has been submitted to and 
approved, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority:

1. The results of a site investigation based on the Preliminary Risk 
Assessment (Phase 1 Environmental Assessment prepared by CBRE), 
submitted with the outline planning application and a detailed risk 
assessment, including a revised Conceptual Site Model (CSM).
2. Based on the risk assessment in (1) an options appraisal and 
remediation strategy giving full details of the remediation measures 
required and how they are to be undertaken. The strategy shall include 
a plan providing details of how the remediation works shall be judged 
to be complete and arrangements for contingency actions. The plan 
shall also detail a long term monitoring and maintenance plan as 
necessary.
3. No occupation of any part of the permitted development shall take 
place until a verification report demonstrating completion of works set 
out in the remediation strategy in (2) is submitted to, and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The long term monitoring and 
maintenance plan in (2) shall be updated and be implemented as 
approved.  Where the development is brought forward in phases, no 
occupation of the relevant phase of the permitted development shall 
take place until the above verification report is approved.

Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding, to improve and 
protect water quality, and improve habitat and amenity. To protect and 
prevent the pollution of controlled waters from potential pollutants 
associated with current and previous land uses in accordance with 
Policy 49 of Development Strategy for Central Bedfordshire Pre-
Submission Version June 2014.

8 No development shall commence until a scheme of noise attenuation 
measures has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The scheme shall ensure that internal noise levels 
from external road traffic noise sources shall not exceed 35 dB LAeq, 
07:00 – 23:00 in any habitable room or 30 dB LAeq 23:00 – 07:00 and 45 
dB LAmax 23:00-07:00 inside any bedroom. Any works which form part 
of the scheme approved by the local authority shall be completed and 
the effectiveness of the scheme shall be demonstrated through 
validation noise monitoring, with the results reported to the Local 
Planning Authority in writing, before any permitted dwelling is 
occupied, unless an alternative period is approved in writing by the 
Authority.



Reason: To protect the amenity of any future occupiers in line with 
Policy BE8 of the South Bedfordshire Local Plan Review and Policies 
43 and 44 of Development Strategy for Central Bedfordshire Pre-
Submission Version June 2014.

9 Noise resulting from the use of the plant, machinery or equipment during 
occupation and operation of the development shall not exceed a level of 
5dBA below the existing background level (or 10dBA below if there is a tonal 
quality) when measured or calculated according to BS4142:1997, at a point 
one metre external to the nearest noise sensitive building.

Reason: To safeguard the amenity of adjoining residents and landowners in 
line with Policy BE8 of the South Bedfordshire Local Plan Review and 
Policies 43 and 44 of Development Strategy for Central Bedfordshire Pre-
Submission Version June 2014.

10 No occupation of any permitted building shall take place until the following 
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority:

As shown to be necessary by the Phase 1 CBRE 2014 Report, a further 
detailed investigation strategy incorporating a remedial plan for soil capping 
and any gas protection measures shown to be necessary. Any works which 
form part of the strategy approved by the local authority shall be completed 
in full before any permitted building is occupied.

The effectiveness of any scheme shall be demonstrated to the Local 
Planning Authority by means of a validation report (to incorporate 
photographs, material transport tickets and validation sampling), unless an 
alternative period is approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Any 
such validation should include responses to any unexpected contamination 
discovered during works and shall be completed in full before any permitted 
building is occupied.

Reason: To protect human health and the environment in line with Policy 
BE8 of the South Bedfordshire Local Plan Review and Policies 43 and 44 of 
Development Strategy for Central Bedfordshire Pre-Submission Version 
June 2014.

Deleted Conditions

Condition 12 requires the submission, approval and implementation of a detailed 
scheme of highways improvement works. This could be secured as part of the Legal 
Agreement and through the separate S278 highways process. Condition 12 is 
therefore deleted. 



Covering letter - Development Strategy petition 



Applicants’ additional letter













Additional third party representation
ISSUE WITH PLANNING APPLICATION FOR “CHAULINGTON” DEVELOPMENT

These are notes to provide detail to the verbal objection to be presented at the 
Development Management Meeting on 22 October 2014 by XXXX.

SUMMARY

The additional traffic created by the Chaulington development has been a key concern to 
local residents.  The most critical traffic issue is known to be the junction of Chaul End Road 
(on which the development lies) and Luton Road in the village of Caddington.  General 
Motors have used a traffic direction split which assumes that the vast majority of traffic 
generated by the development will turn right towards the A505 Hatters Way and not left 
towards Caddington village.  I believe this direction assumption is fundamentally wrong – it 
significantly under-estimates the impact of the development on traffic levels and congestion 
at that junction and means that the mitigation plans proposed within the application will 
prove totally ineffective.  I believe that approval of the application should be deferred until 
the traffic flows have been thoroughly re-assessed and enhanced mitigation plans for the 
junction put in place.

MY CREDENTIALS

I have lived at Chaul End Village, a hamlet immediately north of the proposed development, 
for fifteen years.  Like the development, Chaul End Village also lies on Chaul End Road.  I am 
very familiar not only with my own traffic habits but also those of my neighbours.  In many 
ways Chaul End Village is a microcosm of Chaulington – but with just 14 houses rather than 
325, making it 23 times smaller! 

THE ISSUE

The application assumes that the vast majority of traffic generated by the development will 
turn right towards the A505 Hatters Way, with only a small level of additional traffic turning 
left along Chaul End Road into Caddington village.  As an example, the application predicts 
that of the 134 vehicles that will leave the development in the 8am-9am peak morning hour, 
115 (86%) will turn towards Hatters Way and only 19 (14%) will turn towards Caddington.  
All the transport modelling and plans for mitigation have been based on that assumption 
which I believe is fundamentally incorrect.

I believe the majority of traffic movements to/from the development will travel via 
Caddington because:

1)  Local services are located there; newsagent, local supermarket, hairdressers, fast-
food outlets, pubs, doctors and schools

2) Traffic destined for the M1 south will travel via Caddington to join the motorway at 
J10 or J9.  This avoids some of the daily southbound congestion incurred by turning 



right and joining at J11.  (I know this from daily commuting to London myself, and 
from my neighbours’ routes).

3) The route via Caddington is the easiest by which to reach rail services at Luton 
Airport Parkway or Luton Central, and is usually the route taken to reach Luton town 
centre, since it avoids the daily congestion on the A505 Hatters Way.

To confirm this hypothesis and to support my comment on the application, I counted the 
vehicle movements from Chaul End Village between 8am-9am on the morning I posted my 
comment.  Six vehicles left the village, and ALL SIX turned left towards Caddington.  So, six 
vehicles from a hamlet of fourteen houses, and yet the application predicts that just 
nineteen vehicles will take that route from a development of 325 houses, twenty-three 
times bigger.  I know my survey lacks the scale required for statistical significance, but it is, 
nevertheless, a fair illustration of just how ludicrous the traffic direction assumption in the 
application is.

Of course, not 100% of vehicles will turn towards Caddington, but I believe that a fair 
estimate would be 70% south to Caddington, 30% north to Hatters Way.  If that was 
assumed, it means the additional traffic going through Caddington would be five times the 
level assumed in the application.

THE GM POSITION

General Motors have known that the road junction in Caddington is their biggest traffic issue 
to manage.  How convenient for them, then, to assume that most traffic heads in the 
opposite direction!  

Their Transport Assessment appears to use the traffic destinations of the traffic currently 
using Chaul End Road is a basis for predicting the traffic flows from Chaulington.  This is 
nonsense, because those vehicles come from origins which have also used other routes to 
reach alternative destinations, and so cannot be used as a predictor for journey movements 
from Chaulington.

The resulting traffic movements therefore look very odd.  
1 Only five of the 134 vehicle movements from Chaulington in the morning peak hour 

take the route to join the M1 at J11 (and remember that’s the route GM claim 
Chaulington drivers will use to access the M1); and yet a new development like 
Chaulington is likely to attract a large percentage of young professional people 
with workplaces to the south and in London.

2 32 vehicles of the 134 take the route towards Houghton Regis (turning onto Poynters 
Road at the Skimpot Road/Dunstable Road roundabout).  That is because drivers 
from other start-points currently use Chaul End Road as a cut-through to 
Houghton Regis and can thereby avoid the centres of Dunstable or Luton – but 
this is not likely to be a significant destination for Chaulington residents.

THE HIGHWAYS DEPARTMENT POSITION



Highways Department did challenge the very-skewed trip direction assumptions after the 
publication of the Scoping Report of the application, many months ago.  At the time, Dave 
Ager, from CBC Highways said:
“There is a concern about the distribution of traffic.  [It] assumes 80% of traffic heads north 
to the A505…..80% is a substantial proportion and more analysis is required before that can 
be accepted.  It is not clear from the base flows where the 80% comes from, nor does the 
base flow diagrams seem to support this level of split.  More detailed calculations or an 
alternative method are required.  To date this has still not been addressed.”

However, the final response to the full application from Highways simply says “The accuracy 
of the Transport Assessment is accepted”.

I outlined the issue, using very similar content to that I have used above, as a “comment” in 
response to the application.  That comment was not referred to by Highways in their 
response; nor was it commented upon by General Motors in their ‘response to objections 
and comments’ document, despite them responding to many other comments on other 
topics – strange, that!

I found Highways simple acceptance of the Transport Assessment astonishing and so made 
direct contact with Dave Ager of Highways over the past week.  He continues to support the 
directional split used by GM, stating:

1 “various Route Planner programmes on the internet, to destinations you have 
specified, all identify the route via Hatters Way.”  

2 “taking the route via Hatters Way demonstrates that while the distance is longer the 
journey time is shorter than going to the same destination via Caddington.”

But satellite navigation programmes usually select major routes.  The argument I am making 
is based not on what the computer says should happen, but on what actually happens.

3 “While I accepted that the split may be 20% towards the village I also accepted that 
there may be some rat running and as a result I asked for a sensitivity test.  This 
sensitivity test increased the split up to 30% towards the village……”

In fact the results of that sensitivity test do not appear to have been reported properly in the 
Transport Assessment, with both the base traffic level table and the extra sensitivity traffic 
level table both show EXACTLY the same results.  Even if it was properly reported, that 
would in no way model the impact of 70% traffic going through Caddington, which is what I 
predict.

4 “While there is an improvement proposed at this junction that will slightly increase 
its capacity, it would be counter-productive to promote a junction improvement 
which would cater for a heavier flow as this would only make the route more 
attractive above that of the desired route.”

I find that argument baffling – ok, so let the congestion get worse, and then that’ll 
discourage people from going that way.  I guess it’s tough luck on the local people who 
actually need to use the local services in Caddington! 

MY PROPOSAL



I believe that the assumptions of traffic flow from the new development are fundamentally 
flawed.  I believe the traffic flow directions should be properly re-considered, maybe 
including  a traffic survey on vehicle movements to/from Chaul End Village as a guide; and 
then the plan for mitigation at the Caddington junction should be revised.  

My over-riding concern is that, when the direction assumptions prove radically incorrect in 
the years to come, a very different mitigation plan will be required which will result in 
significant taxpayer expenditure; whereas if the plan was revised before planning approval 
was granted, this would be a GM-expense.

Given the Highways position, I imagine it is now very unlikely you will take any action from 
my comments or presentation.  However, I would like my argument to be formalised on 
record.  Then, in the years to come, we’ll see who was correct.



Applicants’ additional Non-Technical Supplementary Note 









Item 7 (Page 109 - 148) – CB/14/01726/OUT – Land at Campton Road 
and rear of Robert Bloomfield Academy Shefford, SG17 5BJ

General Matters
Due to formatting issues with paragraphs 5.2-5.5 and 6.4, which prevented all the 
text being visible, a replacement report has been circulated and attached to the 
Agenda as Supplementary Item. The correction to the formatting is the only change 
to the report. 

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
An additional consultation response was received from a member of the public who 
wished to attend the Committee but due to work commitments was unable to. The 
comments raised by the member of the public were objecting to the proposal on the 
basis of traffic on Ampthill Road. In particular concerns were in relation to traffic in 
the morning and afternoon when schools start and finish, speed restrictions are not 
adhered to, the development will add to traffic through the village and there have 
already been car accidents. Concerns were also raised in relation to whether the 
existing town facilities can take a further influx of new residents, following the two 
recent developments in Shefford. 

Additional Comments

Additional Information received from Applicants – 
In an attempt to address the second reason for refusal, relating to the sustainability of 
the site and the education provision, the applicant is offering part of the site 
(measuring 43m x 61m) to Shefford Lower School. This piece of land is to be gifted 
to the school to be used as playing fields. A revised Illustrative Masterplan has also 
been provided by the Applicants showing a possible site layout with 120 dwellings 
and the land to be gifted to the school (Plan No. AR_001E). The applicant is of the 
opinion that this additional land would allow for further expansion of the lower school. 
The school is also seeking a £40,000 contributions towards the fencing of this land. 

The Council’s education officer’s views have been sought on the proposal, which 
confirms the original objection to the proposal still stands. In basic terms, the 
recommended size of a 600 place lower school is 23,800m² to 26,500m²; the existing 
school site is 19,095m². The additional piece of land proposed by the applicant would 
only provide 2,623m², leaving the site short 2,082m² of the lower limit. 

The second reason for refusal is considered to remain justified, however should 
Councillors consider that the offer from the applicant would address the second 
recommended reason for refusal; this piece of land could be secured through a S106 
agreement. 

In attempt the address the third reason for refusal, relating to the provision of a S106 
agreement, the applicant has submitted a Unilateral Undertaking. This document has 
not been considered by the Council’s legal department and as such would need 
further consideration. If the Committee were minded to approve the proposal, it could 
resolve to grant the application, subject to agreeing an acceptable S106 agreement. 

Additional/Amended Conditions
None



Item 8 (Pages 149-168) – CB/14/03080/OUT – Former BTR site London 
Road, Dunstable.

Correction to report
1. Section 2, paragraph 2. Page 162.

Remove the first sentence and replace with:

Policy H4 of the South Bedfordshire Local Plan does not identify a specific target level of 
affordable housing, though there is an indicative target level stated in the supporting text 
of the policy of 20%. Policy 43 of the emerging Development Strategy for Central 
Bedfordshire identifies a specific affordable housing target of 30%.

Amendment to report
1. Section 5, paragraph 2. Page 164.

Remove this paragraph and table and replace with:

Following further discussion with the applicant, they have requested that the total 
contribution be reduced by £38,669.28. This reduction is supported by the viability 
assessment which has been verified and accepted by Officers. This has resulted in a 
reduction in the health contribution by £28,319.28 and the removal of the Police 
contribution as these contributions had not been justified and evidenced.

The amended table of agreed contributions has been set out below. The agent has 
confirmed the applicant would still be wiling to agree an uplift mechanism. The 
contributions will be spent within Caddington and Dunstable, dependent upon meeting the 
tests for obligations.

Category Contribution
Education £246,588.72
Health £31,680.72
Leisure, Recreation & Open Space and GI £107,370.00
Community Facilities £36,150.00
Waste Management £4,800.00
Total £426,741.02
 



Item 9 (Page 169 - 194) – CB/14/01589/FULL – The Pig And Whistle, 
40 Brook Street, Stotfold, Hitchin, SG5 4LA

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
None

Additional Comments
None

Additional/Amended Conditions/Reasons
None

Item 10 (Page 195 - 208) – CB/14/02071/FULL – 79 & 81 Broad Street, 
Clifton, Shefford, SG17 5RP

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
None

Additional Comments
None

Additional/Amended Conditions/Reasons
None

Item 11 (Page 209 - 228) – CB/14/03260/FULL – Land Adj to The 
Harrow, 80 Woodside Road, Woodside

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
None

Additional Comments

The front section of the unauthorised fencing has now been removed in compliance 
with the Enforcement Notice.  The remaining fencing around the site does not require 
planning permission as it comprises permitted development under Class A of Part 2 
of Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
Order 1995 (as amended).

Additional/Amended Conditions/Reasons
None


