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1. Background 

Leighton Buzzard and Linslade have received large amounts of housing growth over the past 30 

years. A relatively small market town has now grown to a population exceeding 45,000. By 

common consent, infrastructure has failed to keep pace with this population growth. The town, 

and especially the new housing developments on the eastern edge of the town, lack 

Doctors’ surgeries   Emergency services accommodation 

A Health Hub for the town  Shops local to new housing including chemists 

Cemetery space   Church spaces  

Indoor meeting/community spaces Non-estate roads 

Indoor sports spaces   Green Infrastructure eg cycleways 

Employment zones   Town centre retail enhancement 

Redevelopment of town centre A town Museum/Arts Centre 

Nursery provision   Older people day community facilities 

Elderly care housing   Outdoor sports eg Astroturf facility 

 

2. Responsibilities 

Housing developers usually accept the responsibility of providing first-level infrastructure – eg 

roads, pavements, drains, street lighting, to serve the immediate development. 

Council planning officers usually ask developers to bear some of the cost of second-level 

infrastructure – eg transport such as buses, or provision for education spaces.  

It is unclear how Government money for major infrastructure, e.g. a major development on land 

South Side of the High Street, or dualling the A5045 Southern Bypass, or upgrading the town’s 

water and sewage systems, is bid for, accessed or delivered. If such funds exist, or if plans for 

accessing funding for such major schemes they are not referred to in Town Council papers. 

 

3. Calculating infrastructure obligations 

The most common fund-sourcing mechanism in use is the Section 106 Agreement commonly 

negotiated with a housing developer by Principal Council planning officers, i.e. by first SBDC and 

now CBC Planning departments. A Government-originated alternative, Community Infrastructure 

Levy (“CIL”), that would yield an automatic dividend payment to Town and Parish Councils, is 

not being used by CBC for reasons that are unclear. 

Inspection of multi-home planning applications show two systems for calculating S106 

obligations being used by CBC planning officers. The first, for developments of just a few 

homes, infers the use of a percentage of the putative application value to arrive at an overall 

sum which is then apportioned between different spend areas using a proforma. CBC 

documents show these proformas but not the percentage calculation. Pre-2016 an algorithm 

was used; this has been replaced but with what is unclear. 

The second method is applied to the high-value developments that have taken place mainly on 

the eastern edge of the town in the past 15 years. The calculations used to arrive at the S106 

liability for these applications are not visible; indeed, it is very difficult to identify the sometimes 

very large sums apportioned for various infrastructure elements of each development since they 

are usually “buried” in the dense legal Agreement documents. Major applications in recent years 

show no sign of provision for doctors’ surgeries, shops, arterial roads, community spaces, town 



centre infrastructure, etc. There is a concern of apparent limited ambition on the part of planning 

officers in preparing for infrastructure negotiations with developers. It is in active and ambitious 

pursuit of Section 106 yield from major developers that the list of missing infrastructure shown in 

para.1 above should have been identified, funded, programmed and secured, over the past 50 

years during which the town has experienced major and continued housing growth. 

Elected members are not involved in this process of calculating infrastructure 

obligations, in terms of total financial yield, nor are the outcomes reported to them. (1) 

4. How are candidate infrastructure projects identified? 

CBC planning officers circularise other CBC departments asking for suggested bids for 

infrastructure that can be said to be proportionate to each application. It is not clear how the 

judgement of proportionate is made, or whether, once made, each CBC department has a 

shopping list. If lists exist they are not visible. It is unclear whether the lists are restricted to 

standard CBC areas of interest, and if so how “big-ticket” items such as town centre 

regeneration, road dual carriageway-ing, additional doctors’ surgeries, an Arts Centre or 

Museum, a new Police Station, a Health Hub– are considered and brought into the planning 

process – if at all. Appendix 2 shows the agreed infrastructure allocations for major planning 

applications in and around the town over the past 10 years, and it is remarkable how most off 

the major infrastructure requirements mentioned so far are missing from that table.  

Leighton Buzzard and Linslade’s lack of many of these projects can be traced back to the failure 

of SBDC/CBC planners to identify them as objectives – and to councillors’ failure to ask and 

challenge about them. 

Leighton-Linslade Town Council used to have a shopping list of infrastructure, called the “Big 

Plan”. It was essentially a wish list, without prioritisation or costing, but it did result from the 

active involvement of many of the public and a major consultation exercise. The then-SBDC 

would not engage with it. The Plan is now 12 years old and has not been kept up to date.   

As a result, Leighton-Linslade Town Council has no current shopping list, and for several years 

has contented itself, when considering major planning applications, with saying it has no 

objection and adding that it “hopes CBC will negotiate appropriate infrastructure” with each 

applicant developer, and in a few cases adding that they would wish to engage in a dialogue 

about S106 objectives. These comments have not been followed up by LLTC, as evidenced by 

LLTC minutes.   

In turn, councillors on the CBC Development Management Committee (“DMC”) do not receive 

information from officers about infrastructure associated with major housing development 

applications and do not challenge officers about infrastructure. There is no subsequent report-

back by officers to DMC on the outcome of S106 negotiations with developers..   

It has been assumed by some that CBC officers have over recent years negotiated adequate 

S106 provision for “big-ticket” projects such as the Leighton-Linslade Health Hub or the monies 

needed to fund the redevelopment of the Land South Side of Leighton Buzzard High Street, with 

funding safely held in numbered bank accounts, but there is no monitoring information routinely 

provided to CBC or LLTC councillors to enable them to verify this.  

Elected members are not involved in this process of identifying the specific infrastructure 

projects needed, or of monitoring whether officers are making provision for “collecting” 

funds from different applications for “big-ticket” items. (2) 

5. Implementation of S106 agreements 

This is done by CBC planning officers. Some monitoring information is available on the CBC 

website; for example, showing unspent monies against each application. But it is difficult to 



discover what precisely has been done with the money and when. PPAs (Planning Performance 

Agreements) are used to monitor the implementation of major S106 applications – this can be 

seen as an internal CBC process for managing applications. 

It is however clear from Appendix 1 that considerable S106 monies have not yet been committed 

or spent, without any councillor scrutiny. Where substantial funds are still held, there is often no 

information about their intended destination. 

Elected members do not have their hands on this process either. (3) 

6. Scrutiny and Accountability 

There is no evidence of CBC Member input to, or scrutiny of, either the setting of objectives for 

the S106 negotiating process (in terms of overall target yield or specific infrastructure objectives) 

or the implementation process.  

It is unclear whether and in what circumstances the practice guideline that S106 projects should 

effectively be restricted to a particular development is applied, and if so, how big-ticket projects 

can ever be financed through S106 (and if not, through what other process?). 

The Town Clerk has not supplied the Town Council’s Planning & Transport Committee with 

information about the outcomes of S106 negotiations, and town councillors have not asked for 

that information. So scrutiny and accountability have been missing at that level also. 

The foregoing adds up to an opaque, closed, hard to access process which cannot 

readily be seen and understood by elected members let alone members of the public. Any 

improvement to Leighton-Linslade’s’s infrastructure deficit lies in the hands of distant 

CBC officers who have no stake in the Leighton Buzzard and Linslade community that is 

expected to bear and support the application, operating to guidelines unseen by elected 

members, and with whom Leighton-Linslade town councillors have no contact. Public 

accountability is absent. The outcome is a town lacking the infrastructure capacity to 

correspond to the greatly increased population, and in which the infrastructure deficit 

has steadily been increasing over many years.  

7. Suggestions for LLTC action 

 

7.1 A new CBC S106 process? 

a) CBC may have recognised this democratic accountability deficit. There was talk at CBC 

some months ago about a new approach to S106 planning, with Town and Parish 

Councils being encouraged to influence the infrastructure discussion more. However, 

developing this new approach seems to have lost urgency.  

LLTC should press for such a new approach by eg by seeking and speaking to an 

agenda item at the next CBC Town & Parish Council Conference. 

 

7.2 If not 

a) If CBC does not go forward with changes to the S106 process, LLTC must start to hold 

CBC robustly to account for the identification and delivery of the town’s infrastructure 

needs. That will need a major beefing-up of the current LLTC Planning & Transport 

Cttee’s approach on S106-bearing applications which has so visibly not produced 

tangible results.  

A first step would be to ask CBC officers to run a workshop with LLTC councillors 

to explain how S106 is calculated and apportioned, and how big-ticket projects can 

be financed if not through S106.  

A second step will be to establish exactly which infrastructure items have had 

S106 monies allocated to them (see Appendix 2) and what the intended making-it-

happen timescales are. 



b) A Big Plan 2020 or Neighbourhood Plan 2020 will still be needed to act as a checklist 

from which the Town Council can press CBC for S106 monies to be allocated and, if 

necessary, press other bodies such as Bedfordshire Clinical Commissioning Group.  

A proposal to embark on an NP for the whole of Leighton-Linslade should be 

brought to Policy & Finance Cttee on 24 February 2020. 

c) The Town Clerk should review whether this more proactive Town Council approach to 

infrastructure planning requires additional staffing with planning expertise, rather than 

expecting him to shoulder it on top of his other responsibilities. 

d) LLTC should approach CBC to discuss the application of considerable sums of 

negotiated but uncommitted and unspent S106 monies. 

 

7.3 If not not 

If the Council decides not to pursue either of the foregoing courses of action, it must say 

what alternatives it will pursue to secure the infrastructure the town needs, or whether it 

intends to allow the inaction of the past ten years to continue. 

Cllr Steve Owen 

Leighton-Linslade Town Councillor/ 

3 January 2020  

 

 

APPENDIX 1 

A LEIGHTON-LINSLADE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN (“NP”) 

1. The Consultant’s report received by LLTC P& F Committee on 16 September 2019 
advised against an NP because of likely high cost (£100k mentioned), the long 
preparation time (3 years), the likely move by CBC towards a more Town/Parish Council-
centric S106 approach that may not now happen (see 7.1a above), and other difficulties 
reportedly associated with a Town Centre-based NP. The Town Council accepted this 
report. 
 

2. The Consultant’s report was based on a Town Centre NP related to the Development 
Brief for the Land South Side of the High Street (“LSSHS”) and thus the town centre only. 
This Infrastructure paper accepts some of the arguments against a town-centre-only NP 
but argues the need for a parish-based NP (“PNP”) in order to act as a document 
bearing planning weight for the whole of Leighton Buzzard and Linslade. 
 

3. The Consultant’s report posited four alternatives to a Town Centre-based NP. Two of 
them (a Benchmarking Survey and a Fund bid) relate to ongoing Town Centre 
management and are irrelevant to a PNP. Of the other two, any new S106 Strategy is 
referred to in the paper above and its operation in Leighton-Linslade would require Town 
Councillors to have identified their own plan for what the town needed, (e.g. an NP); the 
second referred to CBC officers’ work on revising the 2012/2016 LSSHS Development 
Brief. This latter work is important and urgent but the outcome will not be an alternative to 
a PNP, rather it will serve as a planning blueprint to enable an important constituent 
element of a PNP. The first will fit inside the second, and the first does not negate the 
need for the second but strengthens it. 
 

4. 40 Town and Parish Councils within Central Bedfordshire, and thousands nationally, 
have or are pursuing Neighbourhood Plans as part of the national Government planning 
policy. CBC actively support such Plans. An NP for Leighton-Linslade will become an 
important and authoritative (in planning terms) blueprint for the infrastructure the town 
needs. 
 



5. Obtaining a PNP should cost well below the £100k figure that has been mentioned 
provided consultants fees are carefully controlled, and should according to CBC officers 
and other town councils be  achievable in less time than the three years suggested in the 
Chapman report. Much of the funding needed could come from setting aside less 
important projects such as the plan to spend £70k on refurbishing the Victorian water 
fountain in Linslade Recreation Ground. It will give the Town Council the opportunity to 
harness the knowledge and energy of the residents and organisations of the town to add 
their voice to its formulation, just as the Big Plan did in 2005-7. 
 

6. As a first step, the Town Council should instruct an NP consultant to bring a plan 
to produce a completed and adopted NP by December 2021, with associated 
costings, to the Policy & Finance meeting on February 24. The Town Clerk should 
identify the staffing consequences of a two year NP project. These costs should be 
prepared for a growth item in the LLTC 2020/1 Budget. The aim should be to reach 
a GO decision on the NP at a Special Council meeting in March 2020, rather than 
wait till the April 27 meeting.  

 

APPENDIX 2 

MAJOR PLANNING APPLICATIONS IN AND AROUND LEIGHTON BUZZARD AND 

LINSLADE OVER THE PAST 15 YEARS – NEGOTIATED S106 YIELD 

Any errors in this spreadsheet are the responsibility of the author.  
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South Beds 
District Council 

              

SB/02/00612/Full 2002 Forticrete site, 
Heath 
R/Broomhills R 

1,070 77    35       

SB/06/00767/Full 2006       11       

SB/06/00867/Out   “ Grovebury Farm 
Site 17A 

3,875 2,063 211 143       546  

SB/06/00869/Out   “ Billington Road site 
15B-D 

4,852 198    118     72  

SB/08/00006/Full 2008 Lara House, Old 
Rd 

36 22         22  

               

Central Bedford- 
shire Council 

              

CB/10/03204/Out 2010  24 9  10 1  4 2 6 nil   

CB/11/00170/Ren 2011  33 23   4  7 7 7 min 3  

CB/11/00501/Out   “ Brickyard Quarry 1,266 1,265 343 577 153 57       

CB/11/00926/Full   “  25 5    85  2  min   

CB/11/01937/Out   “ Chamberlains 
Barn Quarry 

9,348 8,960  2,22
3 

 370      1 

CB/11/02261/Out   “ Pratts Quarry 
Pulford Corner 

687 235 55  75   22     

CB/11/02827/Out   “ Clipstone Park 17,276 17,276  3,02
0 

2,76
0 

970     857 2 

CB/11/03933/Full   “  102 85    28 22 13  min 14 3 

CB/12/01255/Full 2012  40 23  2   15     3 

CB/12/02071/Out   “ Grovebury Road 

Retail Park 
399 399    154     50 4 

CB/12/02889/Ren   “ Grovebury Farm  
Site 17B 

1286 720 75 115  60      5 

CB/12/04259/Full   “  34 22  1 5  11 5  min   

CB/13/00725/Full 2013  60 44   11 13     10 3 

CB/13/02569/Out   “ RAF site Swales 
Drive 

1,220 859  791       73  

CB/14/04082/Full 2014 Grovebury Farm 
site 17A 
Theedway 

60 13   13       6 

CB/14/04104/Full   “ Vimy Road 
Linslade 

60 13    13       

CB/16/00814/Out 2016 Camden Motors 
site Lake Street 

50 25    25       

CB/17/04588/Mw 
(Number may be incorrect) 

2017 Eastern Way 
Quarry 

Not shown 
on CBC 
website 

           



CB/17/04242/Pad   “ Spinney Pool 
Estate 

Not shown 
on CBC 
website 

           

CB/17/04379/Rm   “ Theedway Not shown 
on CBC 
website 

           

CB/17/05971/Out   “ Chamberlains 
Barn 

Not shown 
on CBC 
website 

           

CB/18/01232/Out 2018 Stearn land, 
Vandyke Road 

Not shown 
on CBC 
website 

 357 1,948     306  147  

CB/18/01696/Rm   “ Brickyard Quarry, 
Grovebury Road 

Not shown 
on CBC 
website 

           

CB/18/01758/Rm   “ Clipstone Park 
development 

Not shown 
on CBC 
website 

           

CB/18/01654/Rm   “ Clipstone Park 
development 

Not shown 
on CBC 
website 

           

CB/18/02600/Full 2018 Leedon service 
station Hockliff R 

70 70           

               

 

Notes: 

1. This list attempts to list all planning applications for Leighton Buzzard and just outside the 

parish boundary where a) the total S106 “yield” (i.e.negotiated sum) exceeds £20k and b) 

monies still remain to be spent according to current CBC S106 management records. 

2. Smaller applications appear to use a standard proforma for recording the allocation of 

S106 money. The method of allocation is unclear for major applications and it is very 

difficult to identify the allocated sums for different S106 purposes from the on-line deeds 

and other legal documents. 

3. The basis for calculating S106 yield in the various categories of spend is not visible (or 

stated). 

4. The S106 records do not make clear the intended destination of allocated sums; e.g. 

playgrounds, cycleways, community halls, provision for indoor sports, doctors surgeries 

or other medical facilities such as a Health Hub, accommodation for emergency services, 

green projects, arterial roads, community shops, communal town centre facilities such as 

an arts centre, cemeteries, etc. 

5. CBC records show a process to gear the timing of new infrastructure projects to the 

growth of each housing project, but there is no road-map for each application that allows 

active management of the process of bringing infrastructure projects to fruition. 

6. Many applications show substantial quantities of unspent S106 many years after the 
application was granted. 

7. The figures in the table above are lifted straight from the CBC S106 monitoring 
spreadsheet. The author is aware that they do not necessarily add up arithmetically; the 
author does not have the time, and almost certainly CBC would not have the inclination, 
to enter into the considerable message exchange that would be needed to reconcile all 
the entries. They should be treated therefore as illustrative. 

  


