
Planning Application tracking – September 2021 – April 2022 

Applications to which LLTC has recommended objection        Last updated: 06/5/2022  

 

Summary: September 2021 – April 2022 

Number of applications to which LLTC has recommended objection 25 

Number of applications granted 7 

Number of applications refused 2 

Number of applications to be determined 11 

Number of applications withdrawn 5 

Number of planning appeals dismissed  

 

Details 

No Application no Address Reason for LLTC objection Decision 
taken by 
CBC 

CBC comments 

1 21/03711 46 High Street - No car parking and insufficient cycle parking 

- Lack of amenity space for residents 

- Concern regarding the reference to 

potentially not meeting space standards 

- Concern regarding lack of vehicular access 

for contractors, deliveries, waste collection 

vehicles and emergency vehicles 

- Concern regarding noise and odour from 

pre-existing neighbouring business 

premises and that businesses not be 

adversely affected by complaints from 

incoming residents.  

 

Withdrawn  

2 21/03798 11 Miles Avenue loss of car parking meaning parking 
standards would not be met.  Should Central 

Granted The proposed dormer windows will provide juliet 
balconies at first floor level and as such will 



Bedfordshire Council be minded to approve 
the application, the town council would seek a 
condition preventing use of the flat roof 
section of the extension for any purpose other 
than maintenance 

result in a degree of intensification of 
overlooking to the private rear garden of No. 13, 
Miles Avenue.  However, this level of 
overlooking is no worse than the expected levels 
of overlooking from two storey semi-detached 
dwellings and   therefore   there   is   not   
considered   to   be   any   undue   loss   of   
privacy. Furthermore, as this aspect of the 
development can be complete without requiring 
the benefit of planning permission, under 
Permitted Development Rights, this is 
considered acceptable in this instance. Leighton 
Buzzard Town Council have requested a 
condition preventing use of the flat  roof  section  
of  the  extension  for  any  purpose  other  than  
maintenance. However, the proposal does not 
state the roof of the extension will be used for 
any purpose  other  than  as  a  roof  and  this  
condition  was  not  added  to  the  previous 
approval, reference: CB/21/02074/FULL. 
Moreover, numerous flat roof side and rear   
extensions   have   been   approved   within   
Leighton   Buzzard   without   the attachment   of   
such   a   condition.   Therefore,   the   condition   
is   considered unnecessary and unreasonable 
in this instance.  

3 21/03819 24 Grasmere 
Way 

inadequate car parking and objection to the 
proposal to enclose amenity land, which 
would adversely affect the character and 
appearance of the street scene. 

Granted The  application  previously  sought  to  change  
the  use  of  a  larger section of this parcel of 
public amenity space, however, this has been 
reduced toa much smaller section. The house 
immediately opposite the site (238 Grasmere 
Way) has previously also extended in to the 
public amenity strip. Due to the minor scale  of  
the  encroachment  in  to  the  public  amenity  
space,  the  majority  of  the parcel  would  still  



remain  and  would  not  cause  harm  to  the  
character  and appearance of the area. In order 
to mitigate the loss of the strip of amenity land it 
is necessary to add  a  condition  which  would  
require  the  applicant  to  submit  a landscaping 
scheme to ensure there is no adverse impact on 
the character and appearance of the area. lan 
number DD 20/196.1B highlights there will be 
two parking spaces at the front of the property 
and would therefore comply with the guidance 
set out in the Central Bedfordshire Design 
Guide. The Highways Officer has raised no 
objection/concern to this additional space. 

4 17/06062 Land at northern 
Chamberlains 
Barn 

the proposed link road was unnecessary, in 
contradiction to previous agreements 
regarding vehicular movements and a wholly 
unsuitable location for a roundabout on 
Shenley Hill Road. The Town Council would 
further comment that the proposal would have 
a detrimental impact on the character of 
Shenley Hill Road and that this proposed 
change would invalidate the original highways 
impact assessments.  
 

To be 
determined 

 

5 21/04077 8 Church 
Square 

(i) Concerns regarding traffic movement, 
particularly on exiting from Judges Lane due 
to poor visibility and high volume of 
pedestrians accessing the church and the 
schools; 
(ii) Concerns regarding the adequacy of 
the proposed size for flats; 
(iii) Lack of light in the basement flat and 
concern that with the bedroom moved to the 
front of the property, this would be adversely 

Granted It is noted that the school and Town Council 
have raised concerns over additional traffic  from  
the  development  conflicting  with  school  
children  entering  the  Middle School via 
Judge's Lane. Judge's Lane is public highway 
and is used to access the existing  office  
development's  car  park.  As  part  of  this  
proposal  no  additional  carparking spaces are 
being provided and the proposal is not 
considered to generate additional traffic 
movements than existing. The  Highways  



impacted by town centre noise and in 
contradiction to proposals for other flats; 
(iv) The proposed car park extension would 
result in a loss of green space and potential 
risk to protected trees; 
(v) That the noise impact assessments 
had been undertaken in the very quiet months 
of January/February and were therefore not 
representative; 
(vi) That the proposed double glazing to 
mitigate noise concerns would not be in 
keeping with the character of the listed 
building and would have a detrimental impact 
on the appearance of the façade and the listed 
status of the entire terrace.  
(vii) That the lack of interest in letting for 
commercial use could be a result of the Covid-
19 pandemic and that active marketing was a 
condition of policy EMP2 in the recently 
adopted Local Plan. 

Should Central Bedfordshire Council be 
minded to approve the applications, the Town 
Council would request the following 
measures: 

(viii) That measures be put in place for 
pedestrian safety at the vehicular access to 
Judges Lane and 
(ix) Should the planning authority be 
minded to approve the application then the 
Town Council would request consideration be 
given to a deed of easement to protect local 
businesses. 

Officer  has  reviewed  the  information  provided  
and  has  raised  no objection  to  the  proposal. 
A number of conditions applied including:  
No development shall take place until a scheme 
for protecting the proposed dwellings from noise 
arising from transport, commercial and leisure & 
entertainment sources has been submitted to 
and approved inwriting by the local planning 
authority. The scheme shall follow the 
recommendations identified in the Spectrum 
Planning Noise Assessment Report Ref 
AP1647/21045/0 dated 7th June 2021. None of 
the dwellings shall be occupied until such a 
scheme has been implemented in accordance 
with the approved details, and shown to be 
effective, and it shall be retained in accordance 
with those details thereafter. No above ground 
building work shall commence until a ventilation 
strategy, for any dwelling needing windows to be 
closed to achieve the internal noise criteria for 
entertainment events as set out in the Spectrum 
Planning Noise Assessment Report Ref 
AP1647/21045/0 dated 7th June 2021, has been 
submitted for the approval of the LPA, to suitably 
protect future occupiers of the new dwellings 
from exposure to noise ingress, in conjunction 
with adequate ventilation and mitigation of 
overheating. Visibility splays shall be provided at 
the junction of the vehicular access with the 
public highway before the new development is 
brought into use. The splays shall extend to the 
limits of the site’s highway frontage from a point 
on the centre line of the access measured 2.4m 
back from the road channel. 
 



6 21/04075 4-6 Church 
Square 

Same as above Granted As above 

7 21/04062 29 Atterbury 
Avenue 

the balcony was a substantial structure likely 
to result in overlooking and loss of privacy for 
neighbouring properties. 

Refused  

8 21/04275 The Star, Heath 
Road 

- Loss of amenity for neighbouring 
properties 
- Overbearing nature of the proposed 
development which represented 
overdevelopment of the site and would be out 
of character with the locality, particularly at the 
rear 
- Inadequacy of car parking and poor 
visibility for vehicles on entry/exit to site 
- Concerns regarding highways impact 
including safety for pedestrians and cyclists, 
particularly on a busy arterial route and a 
narrowed stretch of road 
- Potential noise nuisance for 
neighbouring properties in respect of 
deliveries, air conditioning and refrigeration 
- Potential impact on the root structure of 
established trees 

Should Central Bedfordshire Council be 
minded to approve the application, the Town 
Council would suggest consideration of a 
condition restricting deliveries to within store 
opening hours only.  

withdrawn  

9 21/03291 Chamberlains 
Barn link road 

- The Town Council can see no purpose or 
justification for the proposed vehicular access 
from Shenley Hill Road to the new 
development on Chamberlains Barn 
- The road has longstanding safety issues in 
respect of entry/exit to the household recycling 

Granted The SHLR was approved in principle by the 
Chamberlain’s Barn outline consent: it was    
shown    on    the    Parameter    Plans    approved    
under    application    ref. CB/11/1937/OUT;  and  
its  connection  to  the  ‘Heath  Road  to  Vandyke  
Road  Link Road’    shown    on    detailed    



centre and the junction with Vandyke Road 
and no mitigation measures were proposed to 
address safety matters 
- Insufficient information was provided with the 
application to allow the council to consider the 
bigger picture in terms of traffic flow for the 
new development 
- Lack of clarify regarding the one way/two 
way nature of the proposed spine road and 
how traffic flow would be safely and 
adequately managed 

drawings    approved    under    application    
ref.CB/11/1940/FUL. The Council’s Highway 
Engineer raises no objections to the proposal 
subject to conditions and its impact on highway 
safety is therefore acceptable. 

10 21/04760 83 Plantation 
Road 

lack of car parking (in a very congested area) 
and potential privacy issues due to overlooking 
of neighbouring properties 

Granted The  Town  Council  comments  are  noted  
regarding  the  lack  of  car  parking  and 
potential  privacy  issues  due  to  overlooking  of  
neighbouring  properties,  however rwhilst  the  
proposal  seeks  to  increase  the  property  from  
3  bedrooms  to  4bedrooms, the requirement for 
off street parking would remain the same 
requiring a  minimum  of  3  spaces.  However,  
the  Central  Bedfordshire  Design  guide 
stipulates that one out of the three parking 
spaces can be provided on street and thus  
unallocated,  each  application  site  assessed  
on  its  own  merits.  Plantation Road  and  
Badgers  Brook  are  noted  to  not  be  
controlled  by  any  parking restrictions. As such, 
given the location of the application site, in this 
case, it is considered that the proposal would 
not give rise to a detrimental intensification of on 
street parking. The existing garage associated to 
the site is detached from the dwellinghouse  and  
can  be  controlled  through  condition  to  
ensure  adequate parking provision in longevity. 
Therefore, on the basis of the scale and nature 



of the development, adequate access and 
parking has been retained and controlled 
through condition and thus the objection 
overcome.  
With   regard   to   concern   regarding   privacy   
issues   due   to   overlooking   of neighbouring  
properties  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  
scheme.  The  adjoining property No.85 
Plantation Road is set forward from the 
application site and No.73Plantation   Road   is   
set   back   some   5m   from   the   application   
site.   It   is acknowledged  that  the  application  
site  could  benefit  from  a  rear  facing  dormer 
under  permitted  development  within  the  
roofslope  of  the  original  dwelling  which could  
not  be  controlled  by  the  LPA  which  would  
present  the  same  relationship with the 
neighbouring properties.  No neighbours have 
objected to the scheme. It is considered  that  
the  en  suite  window  within  the  rear  elevation  
could  be conditioned to be obscurely glazed as 
it does not serve a habitable room, whilst the  
remaining  two  windows  serving  the  forth  
bedroom  to  the  rear  would  not  be deemed to 
cause any further harm, loss of privacy or 
overlooking than that of the first floor windows in 
the rear elevation as existing. 
 

11 21/04814 11 Miles Avenue an intention to use the roof terrace, resulting in 
loss of privacy and overlooking; in addition, 
parking standards would not be met 

Withdrawn  

12 21/05224 1B Broomhills 
Road 

- Overdevelopment of the site 
- Inadequate car parking 

 

Withdrawn  



13 21/05699 29 Atterbury 
Avenue 

- the balcony is a substantial structure likely 
to result in overlooking and loss of privacy 
for neighbouring properties. The proposed 
etched glass screen does nothing to 
address this issue. 

Refused  

14 22/00096 Land adj to 
Heathlea, Sandy 
Lane 

- Overdevelopment of the site 
- Loss of privacy to adjacent dwellings 
- Risk to protected Sycamore tree 
- Potential for car parking issues with 

increased number of bedrooms 
- That the proposal would be out of keeping 

with the character of the street scene 
 

Withdrawn  

15 22/00099 54 Springfield 
Road 

- Significant loss of light in habitable rooms 
for the neighbouring property 

- Failure to meet car parking standards  
 

Granted With  the  amendments,  it  is  now  considered  
the  proposal  would  pass  the  45degree  rule  of  
light  in  relation  to  No.  52A  and  56's  ground  
floor  windows.  It  is noted  the  Town  Council  
objected  on  the  grounds  of  significant  loss  of  
light  inhabitable rooms for the neighbouring 
property. After an assessment of the plans and  a  
site  visit,  alongside  amendments  to  the  
scheme,  the  proposed  single storey rear 
extension would pass the 45 degree rule of light 
in relation to ground floor windows of No.52A and 
56. It is considered the depth of the proposal 
would not  cause  an  overbearing  impact  to  
either  neighbouring  dwelling  due  to  the shallow 
roof ridge and separation distance from the 
shared boundary with No. 56.It is also noted an 
objection was raised during the neighbourhood 
consultation. It is considered  the  above  
appraisal  justifies  why  the  proposal  with  the  
amended scheme would be acceptable in 
regards to neighbouring amenity. On the basis of 



the scale and nature of the development, 
adequate parking has been  retained. 

16 22/00066 7A Old Road - Difficulty of vehicular access and lack of car 
parking 

- Need to ensure adequate arrangements for 
collection of commercial waste 

- Need for noise assessment and odour 
assessment and appropriate mitigation 

 

TBC  

17 22/00281 17 Wing Road - That as per the previous application, the 
proposed development would not meet car 
parking standards and would result in 
increased traffic movements in an already 
congested area and in close proximity to a 
pedestrian crossing.  
 

TBC  

18 22/00248 15 Wing Road the proposed development would not meet 
car parking standards and would result in 
increased traffic movements in an already 
congested area and in close proximity to a 
pedestrian crossing 

TBC  

19 22/00219 Land north of 
Vandyke Road 

- That the Town Council had previously 
resolved that a green corridor should be 
maintained along the length of the Narrow 
Gauge Railway to protect the town’s main 
tourist attraction and also to protect residents 
from the impact of the line (loss of privacy, 
noise, soot and smoke). 
- That the proposal would have a detrimental 
impact on the existing amenity of the Narrow 
Gauge Railway line and potentially threaten its 
existence. 
- That the proposed development would be 
on land between the 100 – 105 metre contour 
lines and would therefore be visible, intrusive 

TBC  



and would extend the settlement edge beyond 
the line originally intended. 
- That the proposal was contrary to the 
previously agreed requirement for a 
landscaped gateway into the Chamberlains 
Barn development from Vandyke Road. 
- That the proposal would extend the built 
development closer to Vandyke Road than on 
neighbouring parcels of land and would set an 
adverse precedent. 
- That the proposal was in addition to the 
2011 consented application for the 
Chamberlains Barn site and was not included 
in the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan housing 
allocation. 
- That parking proposals for the development 
did not meet recommended Central 
Bedfordshire parking standards.  
 

20 21/05691/RM Chamberlains 
Barn 

(i) The plans indicated a high level of housing 
density without visible provision for amenity or 
informal space, despite the reference to 
“pocket parks” which were in any case not 
ideal due to possible noise/disturbance 
(ii) The plans lacked clarity on whether 
proposed tree planting would be on Highways 
maintained land or within the curtilage of 
privately owned properties (in which case, 
maintenance of those trees would be at the 
discretion of the property owner), or the 
species of trees proposed 
(iii) Clarification to be sought as to whether 
Highways was satisfied with the proposed 
parking plan and level of on-street car parking 

  



(iv) Clarification regarding safe access to 
walking and cycling routes within the 
development site and linking to the wider town 
(v) Clarification to be sought on the proposed 
link road to Shenley Hill Road and whether this 
would be one-way or two-way (per previous 
comments/queries submitted by committee) 
(vi) Lack of early, meaningful engagement with 
the Town Council on matters such as play area 
design which might eventually become its 
responsibility 

21 22/00622 Land at Old 
Linslade Manor 

i) The applicant has failed to demonstrate 
very special circumstances sufficient to 
override established Green Belt policy.  

ii) The proposal would adversely impact the 
rural landscape of the Ouzel Valley. 

iii) The Town Council maintains its highway 
concerns on the grounds that the narrow 
restrictive vehicular access would in its 
opinion compromise the ability for emergency 
and service vehicles to access the site safely 
to the potential detriment of other highway 
users and thereafter, for vehicles to access 
the site by virtue of the narrow carriageway 
width.   

iv) Proposed arrangements for waste 
collection refer to access rights which are not 
established. 

v) Concern regarding the use and potential 
future enclosure of the proposed sun canopies 
which represent a significant addition to the 
footprint of the proposal.  
 

TBC  



22 22/00457 46 High Street - No car parking and insufficient cycle parking 

– reference to “discouraging” vehicular 

access to the site was unclear 

- Lack of amenity space for residents 

- Concern regarding the reference to not 

meeting internal space standards 

- Concern regarding proposed arrangements 

for waste collection  

- Concern regarding noise and odour from 

pre-existing neighbouring business premises 

and that businesses not be adversely 

affected by complaints from incoming 

residents.  

- The partial demolition of a grade 2 listed 

building 

- Overall concern that this was an 

inappropriate development proposal for the 

site. 

TBC  

23 22/00607 Land under 
pylon corridor, 
site 17a 

i) The proposal would result in the 
loss of valuable open space as 
designated within the Central 
Bedfordshire Local Plan. In 
accordance with Policy EE13 of the 
Central Bedfordshire Local Plan, 
the proposal fails to offer up 
replacement open space of a 
similar quantity and quality in a 
suitably accessible location within a 
similar catchment to the original 
facility thereby denying residents a 
sustainable and comparable facility 
in a suitable location.  
 

TBC  



ii) The loss of established hedgerows 
and grassland would have a 
detrimental impact upon the 
biodiversity value of the open 
space for which any potential 
mitigation measures are unlikely to 
compensate for.   

 
a) The proposal would have a 

significant impact upon the 
residential amenity of residents 
both during the construction 
phases and thereafter. The 
planning submission fails to 
provide an adequate noise 
assessment to demonstrate 
otherwise. Should the principal 
authority be minded to grant 
permission, that conditions are 
attached in order to safeguard 
residential amenity during the 
construction phases (limiting 
hours of operation) and the 
future hours of operation of any 
future commercial/business 
uses.  

b) The highways authority would 
need to be satisfied that the 
existing road network is 
capable of entertaining the 
significant increase in vehicular 
movements along an already 
congested road network not 
capable of meeting its own 
needs let alone a further 



development of the scale being 
proposed.  

c) Prior to adoption, the highways 
authority would need to be 
satisfied that the block finished 
road surfaces are capable of 
entertaining the level of 
development proposed.  

d) Attention is drawn to the Third 
and Fifth Schedule of the 
Section 106 Agreement for Site 
17A and the legal obligation 
placed on the developer in 
respects of the transfer of open 
space and play areas to the 
Council or its nominee. 
Frustratingly, the Town Council 
has been chasing the transfer 
of the play areas for a least 2 
years now but to no avail.  

e) Should the principal authority 
be minded to grant permission, 
the Town Council would seek 
assurance that necessary 
obligations by way of a S106 
Agreement be secured to 
include contributions toward 
health, policing, education, 
leisure, affordable housing, 
open space and sustainable 
transport.  

 

24 22/01086 Land south of 
Hockliffe Road 

i) The proposal would result in the loss of a 
valuable community asset thereby forcing 

TBC  



those who rely on it to travel greater distances 
contrary to sustainability principles. 
ii)  Whilst not designated in policy terms, the 
plan making authority should make 
reasonable endeavours to resist the loss of an 
employment generating use.  
iii)  The proposal would result in the loss of 
established mature boundary trees to the 
detriment of the local environment.  
 

25 22/01133 29 Atterbury 
Avenue 

Despite the proposed amendments, it remains 
that the balcony is a substantial structure likely 
to result in overlooking and the loss of privacy 
for neighbouring properties. The proposed 
etched glass (over which the planning authority 
would have little future control) does nothing to 
address the overlooking issue and on this 
basis, the application should be refused 

TBC  

 


