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Response to Consultation Invitation 

 

PROPOSED MAIN MODIFICATION MM78 Site HA1 HAS33 (Land North of Soulbury 

Road, Leighton-Linslade) 

 

I would submit that the proposed main modifications in relation to this site are wholly inadequate 

and would fail to prevent significant environmental and ecological damage extending to the 

surrounding area and especially Linslade Wood should development be allowed, and would still 

result in unacceptable damage to the wider, valued landscape area.  The evidential base would 

indicate that development of the site as proposed in the Local Plan would be in contravention of 

NPPF principles as well as the Council’s own proposed policy EE3. 

 

In consequence, I would strongly urge alteration of MM78 to effect the exclusion of the site 

entirely from the small and medium allocations for development as being the only satisfactory 

course in planning terms. 

 

The following points would support the above position. 

 

 

Analysis 

 

MM78 simply states that, as policy requirements, when considering development of parcel HAS33 

attention will need to be given to a minerals resource assessment, landscape buffers to the northern 

and western boundaries, and nature conservation issues (Linslade Wood).  However, the site 

remains as one identified in principle as suitable for development with an indicative maximum of 

55 houses. 

 

I make no comment on the mineral resource assessment point. 

 

Proposal for Landscape Buffers 

 

Much of this sloping area of land lies within an Area of Great Landscape Value designated in the 

precursor South Bedfordshire Local Plan whose policies, I understand, have been carried through 

into the present Local Plan. 

 

In 2013, when a planning application for a lesser number of houses than the capacity now 

suggested was rejected by Central Bedfordshire Council, the Landscape Planner’s expert 

comments on that proposal included “visual intrusion across the Ouzel Valley to the opposite ridge 



line including Rushmere could be highly intrusive, have a detrimental impact on landscape 

character and result in visual encroachment into the wider countryside”.   Similarly, the 

Countryside Access Officer noted that “there will be a detrimental impact on the landscape setting 

of Linslade Wood”.  It is also relevant that, over recent years, several planning applications 

immediately over the adjacent border with Buckinghamshire have been rejected, including on 

appeal, with landscape considerations very much to the fore.  It is also relevant that, in a 2017 

rejection of an appeal by a developer on the Buckinghamshire site, the Inspector commented that 

such suburban development would urbanise the rural-like character of the entrance to Leighton-

Linslade along the Soulbury Road.  It is clear that development of the HAS33 site would have 

exactly that effect especially as significant work and changes to provide pavement, access, bus 

stop facilities etc would be needed on this rural road. 

 

Against this background, it is not a matter of trying to mitigate landscape damage in a situation 

such as this, such damage should not be permitted in the first place.  The essence of a landscape 

(and as a geography post-graduate this is a matter of which I have some knowledge) is its overall 

integrity which can be destroyed by piecemeal developmental changes such as would be the case 

here. 

 

Consequently, I would further suggest that the proposed modification would not accord with the 

NPPF principle that “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural 

and local environment by...protecting and enhancing valued landscapes...” (para 170).  Even with 

the proposed modification, the development of this site with housing would run counter to that 

principle on the actual evidence available. 

 

 

Proposal for Attention to Nature Conservation Issues 

 

The immediately contiguous Linslade Wood includes Ancient Woodland and a County Wildlife 

Site.  I calculate that almost 40 percent of the HAS 33 boundary runs alongside the wood, 

principally to the north but also with a portion on the eastern side.  The Wood is rich in flora and 

fauna, including several bat species protected by domestic and international legislation, for which 

the site in question (rough pasture and hedgerows) would provide a good foraging habitat.  

Development of the land would undoubtedly harm the Wood and its ecosystems including through 

noise and light pollution and the impact of additional domestic animals. 

 

Against this background, I would suggest that the policy requirement proposed in MM78 of 

attention being given to nature conservation issues when considering development proposals, is 

wholly inadequate in the present context.  Indeed, it is difficult, if not impossible to understand 

how this site can be slated for substantial housing development when there are such basic 

outstanding questions and issues which bear so strongly on its suitability in principle.  Rather, the 

evidence would strongly suggest that, in line with the Council’s proposed Policy EE3 that housing 

development on this site should not be permitted given the potential damage to the ecology of 

Linslade Wood and in view of the symbiotic relationship of the site in question with the Wood.  



Again, NPPF guidance is relevant (section 15) including the reference to “establishing coherent 

ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures”, when housing 

development on this site would appear to achieve exactly the opposite. 

 

Other Planning Policy Considerations 

 

It is regrettable that MM78 does not consider relevant precedent in planning policy considerations 

relating to this site.  Thus, in 2013 it was stated by the Council’s own officers that development of 

the site “would represent further encroachment into the open countryside” as well as harming the 

appearance of the Area of Great Landscape Value.  Similarly, it was explicitly considered that 

building would be outside the natural limits of the Leighton-Linslade urban boundary.  HAS 33 is 

bounded on by far its longest piece of perimeter by Linslade Wood, on another side by the open 

land of a covered reservoir area, on its third side by the firm boundary of Soulbury Road, and on 

its fourth by a very small number of houses with large gardens, making it, in context, clearly part 

of the open countryside, as was acknowledged in the early stages of the Green Belt studies for the 

Local Plan where a sense of separation from the nearby settlement was noted. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Against the above background, I would suggest that the available evidence demonstrates that the 

proposed modifications in respect of HAS 33 are totally inadequate and that the housing 

development proposed in principle for this site is wholly inappropriate and unsound. 

 

 

 

 

 

Cllr Clive Palmer BA (Hons), PhD (Dunelm) 

Leighton-Linslade Town Councillor – Southcott Ward. 

 

 


