
PLANNING OFFICER DELEGATED REPORT

APPLICATION NUMBER CB/22/02723/FULL
LOCATION Land at and to the rear of 7 Shefford Road,

Meppershall, Shefford, SG17 5LJ
PROPOSAL Demolition of no.7 Shefford Road and associated

outbuildings. Erection of 38 dwellings (including
30% affordable housing) with access, parking, open
space, landscaping, drainage and associated
infrastructure and 5.no serviced self-build plots.

PARISH Meppershall
WARD Shefford
WARD COUNCILLORS Cllr Brown, Cllr Liddiard
CASE OFFICER Benjamin Tracy
DATE REGISTERED 18 October 2022
EXPIRY DATE 17 January 2023
APPLICANT  Dyason Developments Ltd
AGENT Smith Jenkins Ltd
SUBMITTED PLAN
NUMBERS
RECOMMENDED
DECISION Full Application - Refused

Site Location:

The site has an area of approximately 2.3 hectares and is on the western side of
Shefford Road, Meppershall. It is currently occupied by a dwelling (No. 7 Shefford
Road), which fronts the road and various buildings and structures associated with the
use of the site for agricultural use.

To the south of the site is an area of land that has been transferred to the Parish
Council via a S106 agreement for use as a Cemetery with an open space with Pitches,
play equipment and a Community Hall beyond, as well as a residential development.

To the north of the site is an area of land under construction for a residential
development.

The site is outside the Meppershall Settlement Envelope and within the Open
Countryside. Meppershall is classified as a Small Village.

The Application:

The application is a hybrid application seeking full planning permission for the erection



of 38 dwellings (including 30% affordable housing) with access, parking, open space,
landscaping, drainage and associated infrastructure, as well as outline planning
permission for an additional 5 no serviced self-build plots.

The application also seeks full planning permission for the demolition of the dwelling
known as No. 7 Shefford Road.

RELEVANT POLICIES:

Central Bedfordshire Local Plan (CBLP) (July 2021)

SP1:  Growth Strategy
SP2: National Planning Policy Framework - Presumption in Favour of Sustainable
Development
SP7:  Windfall Development
H1:  Housing Mix
H2:  Housing Standards
H4:  Affordable Housing
H6: Self-Build and Custom Housing
T1:  Mitigation of Transport Impacts on the Network
T2: Highways Safety and Design
T3:  Parking
T4:  Public Transport Interchanges
T5:  Ultra Low Emissions Vehicles
EE1: Green Infrastructure
EE2:  Enhancing Biodiversity
EE3:  Nature Conservation
EE4:  Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows
EE5:  Landscape Character and Value
EE12: Public Rights of Way
EE13: Outdoor Sport, Leisure and Open Space
CC1:  Climate Change and Sustainability
CC3:  Flood Risk Management
CC5: Sustainable Drainage
CC6:  Water Supply and Sewerage Infrastructure
CC7:  Water Quality
CC8:  Pollution and Land Instability
HQ1:  High Quality Development
HQ2:  Developer Contributions
HQ3: Provision for Social and Community Infrastructure
HQ5:  Broadband and Telecommunications Infrastructure
HE1:  Archaeology and Scheduled Monuments
DC5:  Agricultural Land

Minerals and Waste Local Plan: Strategic Sites and Policies (Jan 2014)

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (December 2024)

Supplementary Planning Guidance/Other Documents

National Planning Policy Guidance
National Design Guide
National Model Design Code
Technical Housing Standards - nationally described space standard (March 2015)



Natural England - Green Infrastructure Framework (January 2023)
Natural England - National Character Area profile
Natural England - Guidance - Protected species and development: advice for local
planning authorities
Natural England - Guidance - Wild birds: advice for making planning decisions
Natural England - Guidance - Badgers: advice for making planning decisions
Natural England - Guidance - Reptiles: advice for making planning decisions
Natural England - Guidance - Bats: advice for making planning decisions
Natural England - Guidance - Great Crested Newts: advice for making planning
decisions
Natural England - Guidance - Biodiversity duty: public authority duty to have regard to
conserving biodiversity

Central Bedfordshire Design Guide (August 2023)
Central Bedfordshire Parking Standards for New Developments SPD (August 2023)
Central Bedfordshire Planning Obligations SPD (June 2024)
Central Bedfordshire Council Housing Technical Guidance SPD (August 2023)
Central Bedfordshire Council Electric Vehicle Charging - Technical Guidance for New
Development Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (December 2022)
Central Bedfordshire Forest of Marston Vale Design Guide SPD (December 2022)
Central Bedfordshire Council Highway Construction Standards & Specifications
Guidance
Central Bedfordshire Council Biodiversity Net Gain Guidance in support of Local Plan
Policy EE2 (March 2022)
Central Bedfordshire Landscape Character Assessment (2024)
Central Bedfordshire Sustainable Drainage Guidance SPD (2014)
Central Bedfordshire Council Leisure Strategy SPD

Neighbourhood Plan Policies

The Neighbourhood Plan is still in draft form but has been through its pre-submission
consultation. As such, some very limited weight could be given to policies where clear
community support can be demonstrated. If the relevant information is available, a
judgement will have to be made on the quality of consultation, the level of support and
the general conformity of the proposed policies with the CBC Development Plan and
the NPPF.

Relevant Planning History:

None relevant.

Consultees:

Meppershall Parish
Council

Meppershall Parish Council object to the proposed
development raising the following objections:

the application is premature pending the Local Plan
review which is underway;
the proposed development site is not allocated for
development in the adopted Development Plan;
The proposed development conflicts with Polices SP7
of the adopted Development Plan which seeks to
protect small villages from unsuitable overdevelopment;
this proposed development in Meppershall is not
required to meet CBC's five year housing land supply;
it is unfair that this planning applications will not be



judged as per the updated NPPF issued in December
2023 in the context of five year housing land supply;
the development forms backland development and
does not reflect the existing built form or local character
of Meppershall. As such the development does not
conform to Policy HQ8 of the adopted Development
Plan, the Landscape Character Assessment or the
NPPF;
the proposal would add to the commutative loss of
agricultural land in this location and would exacerbate
the trend to undermine the intention of the NPPF to
protect agricultural land and result in yet more
unsustainable development within Central Bedfordshire
and, the loss of landscape and environment;
In principle this proposed site is not a sustainable
location for the number of homes proposed.  Approval
of this development would lead to a heavily car
orientated development with significant car-based trips
to town centres, employment, supermarkets,
pharmacies, doctor surgeries, churches and
educational establishments. Bus services are limited in
the village and the cycle route to the nearest train station
in Arlesey is via the A507 which provides no safe cycle
route. The full impact of the other comparatively large
developments totalling a further 220+ dwellings already
granted planning permission in Meppershall, and other
development are yet to be fully realised on local
services including highways. This does not include the
impact of other developments granted planning
permission in neighbouring villages such as
Gravenhurst, Campton and Shillington that use
Meppershall as a ‘rat run’ / short cut to the A507, A600
or link to A1. Meppershall Parish Council, therefore,
believe that the site will increase traffic in Meppershall,
and neighbouring villages and this application should
therefore be refused as it does not meet the objectives
of Transport Policy TP1A;
this proposal, if permitted, would lead to an access and
onsite roadway arrangement that fails to safely
accommodate all vehicle types (especially large
vehicles) that can be expected to visit the new homes
on a regular basis. Site layout plans indicate that
internal roads do not allow for the passing of two large
HGV’s at the same time and they would therefore not be
constructed to Central Bedfordshire Council adoptable
standards. As the proposed access and onsite roadway
arrangement fail to accommodate all vehicle types this
application in its current form should be refused.
This proposal, if permitted, fails to include necessary
offsite pedestrian connections in accordance with
sustainability and highway safety objectives. Although a
footway is now proposed to connect the site with the
existing footway provision towards Crackle Hill off
Shefford Road, what about residents wanting to walk
the other way toward Shefford. This would still require
crossing the road to walk towards Shefford. As this



proposed site fails to meet highways safety objectives
for pedestrians, this planning application should be
refused.
The proposed development, by virtue of its scale,
design and position, would be visually intrusive and
harmful to the landscape character of the village. It
would be a development which will result in the
permanent loss of open grassland in open countryside
and would urbanise the current rural landscape. For
clarity whilst the applicant may seek to suggest that it
would be an extension of the development currently
under construction on the former site of 59 Stocken
House site they fail to highlight the following:

The 59 Stocken House development is screened
from view by a substantial onsite landscape buffer
comprising of trees, hedgerow and green open
space which has been augmented by Polehanger
Farms planting a woodland in the field adjacent to
the development.
All homes abutting the green open space on the 59
Stocken House site on the side nearest to this
proposed site have been limited to single storey
bungalows so that roof heights do not obstruct the
hill top landscape view of the village from afar (Ref:
APP/P0240/W/17/3190584 - 59 Shefford Road,
Meppershall, Shefford SG17 5LL).
The proposed site layout does not follow the same
building line as that of the 59 Stocken House
development and extends much further into the open
countryside and past the landscape buffer of the 59
Stocken House development – neither does it
integrate well with this adjacent development. This
would make the 2 and 3 storey dwellings proposed
for construction on this site far more visible on the
ridge of the village. For clarity there are 13 dwellings
that lie beyond the building line of the 59 Stocken
Hose development that would create a building
mass when viewing the village from Campton as
they are not shielded by a landscape buffer. They
would jut out into the landscape views of the village.
The proposed landscape plan suggests the planting
of hedgerow on the site perimeter, but this will do
little to shield the view of the homes on the ridgeline
from afar.
It is not appropriate to justify the development by way
of referencing new homes built off Walnut Tree Way.
They are not adjacent to the site. In fact, this
proposed development site is adjacent to Centenary
Field owned by the Parish Council and is actually
next to the designated Parish Cemetery site given
full planning permission as part of
CB/16/01769/FULL.
We note that the CBC Landscape Officer
addresses the issues above and others in her
response and objection to this planning application.
As this proposed site does not conform to Policy



EE5, this application should be refused.
The proposals for the site provide very little green
infrastructure, and what is provided is dominated by
drainage features, and amenity grassland. There is little
ecological value and enhancement of existing features.
This proposed development would have an adverse
impact on nature conservation interests and
biodiversity, and would result in a net loss to
biodiversity, which is contrary to Policies EE1 and EE2
of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan. Off-set should
only be considered once all on-site options have been
explored, and as this is not the case with this
application. The off-set site should also be as close to
the development as possible. It is not acceptable to the
residents of Meppershall to propose or accept the offset
of the loss of biodiversity on this site with a site in
Wrestlingworth.
Meppershall Parish Council considers this site to
constitute overdevelopment of our village.
Waste Water Infrastructure - We note from the response
received to this application from Anglian Water that
under section 2 – Wastewater Treatment they state that
“The foul drainage from this development is in the
catchment of Shillington Water Recycling Centre which
currently does not have capacity to treat the flows from
the development site.” Meppershall Parish Council has
in the past brought to the attention of Central
Bedfordshire Council and Anglian Water the situation
some of our residents on the Shefford Road and Hoo
Road find themselves in, where subsequent to new
developments and at times of heavy rain, their gardens
fill with foul sewage. We also are aware of recent
reports that a recently refurbished home on the site of 1
Shefford Road floods due to the high watercourse, that
homes built between 25 and 35 Shefford Road have
had to have drainage works carried out to prevent
flooding, and that homes between 14 and 20 Shefford
Road have had to deal with foul sewage seeping into
their gardens (reported in October 2023). It is simply not
acceptable that this situation continues or is made
worse, and it is clear to us that the current wastewater
infrastructure is not adequate to meet the requirements
of 39 new proposed dwellings in the village.
Furthermore, Anglian Water state in their March 2024
response that the ‘surface water strategy submitted with
the planning application relevant to Anglian Water is
unacceptable’. CBC’s SuDs Officer states in his
previous response to this application that ‘the site of
intended discharge is an area well known for flooding
due to surface water overwhelming this watercourse. If
this outfall is the only option, there will be an increased
flood risk to existing properties’.
Healthcare Infrastructure - We note that the response
from NHS BLMK Integrated Care Board dated 27th
October 2022 to this planning application suggests that
should this application be successful new patients



would affect the availability of services at the Shefford
Health Centre Practice whose premises are already
deemed to be constrained. We would draw your
attention to the fact that whilst some Meppershall
residents attend the Shefford Health Centre, many
Meppershall residents are actually registered patients
at the Lower Stondon Surgery whose premises are also
already deemed to be constrained. In fact, both these
doctor surgeries are struggling to provide the level of
service required by residents without additional
residents who will inhabit homes currently under
construction in Meppershall, Stondon, Shillington,
Henlow and the Ickleford LS1 site. A contribution of
circa £30k is simply not sufficient to fill the lack of health
care infrastructure which needs to be addressed prior to
any further homes being approved for construction in the
village.
School Infrastructure - The CBC Schools for the Future
strategy where all schools within the Shefford catchment
area will move from a 3-tier system to a 2-tier education
system is currently on hold. However, Meppershall
Church of England Academy has already made this age
range change to a primary school but does not have
room on site to build the additional classrooms required
to cater for Year 5 and 6 children. Meppershall Year 5
and 6 children are currently bused to Henlow Church of
England Academy which is actually a secondary school
but has made space on site for these year groups.
Meppershall Academy is also at near full capacity (1 or
2 places available in the whole school) and this is
without the sale of all properties on the Stocken House
development being complete. We expect that future new
residents in this development will be unable to send
their children to Meppershall Academy and therefore will
have to drive children to other local schools. This
situation is unsustainable and shows a current lack of
infrastructure where local schools have little or no
capacity for additional pupils and that will only be made
worse if additional development is permitted in the
village.
The overall layout, density of building design and visual
appearance of the sites is urban and lacks rural
character. It does nothing to respect current and new
development in Meppershall, and we would highlight
and draw to your attention the following that we find
unacceptable:

Streets are straight and house types bunched
together in blocks with all the larger more costly
homes and self-build plots at the rear of the site in
open countryside. Smaller homes and the block of
flats are situated as you enter the new development.
This inappropriate layout becomes more obvious
when reviewing this application against the 59
Stocken House development layout. Whilst smaller
homes in Meppershall are desirable as there is a
predominance of 3, 4 and 5 bedroomed homes in



the village this layout is not suitable and would
create enclaves of housing types that should be
avoided. Overall, this site design is very poor and
appears to have the sole aim of maximising the
number of plots on site for commercial benefit –
cramped little boxes is not what a village is about
nor is it a characteristic of our village.
There is little space in-between dwellings and within
their respective road frontages there is a lack of
‘greenery’ within the street environment e.g.: hedges
or fencing at the front of properties with small
gardens that is a characteristic of Meppershall
homes both old and new.
The proposed Block Plan shows road surfaces
referred to as a ‘variation in road surface materiality’
. A block paving design is opposed by both the
Meppershall Neighbourhood Plan Group and the
Parish Council as we believe it to be out of
character with our rural village and contrary to
emerging policies in our Neighbourhood Plan. Other
recent developments in the village have respected
the village character of our roadways and used a
tarmac surface and minimised block paving.
Visitor parking is not evenly distributed within the
site and seemed to be placed at road ends
Furthermore Plots 34 to 43 have no visitor parking
bays on their side of the road which will invariably
lead to visitors parking on the road causing
congestion and a lack of visibility for drivers leaving
their drives.
We note that the 3-storey block of flats (Plots 4 to
10) fiercely opposed by the Parish Council and
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group has been
replaced with pitched roof and 2no. dormers facing
into development, and recessed balcony within roof
form - basically still a 3-storey block of flats title with
a different name. This is still included in the site
layout in order to shoehorn as many dwellings
(probably affordable and social rent dwellings) onto
the site as possible. There is no specific outdoor
green space of this block of flats. This urban design
of flats is totally inappropriate and unacceptable in a
rural village environment and is not characteristic of
any other dwellings in Meppershall where smaller
homes have been delivered via maisonettes with
small gardens (see: CB/21/02471/FULL).
Furthermore, we note from the March 2024
response from Strategic Housing who object to the
application that ‘there is a significant overprovision
of flats as part of the development, and an under
provision in 2-bedroom houses’.
The block of flats will still overlook the gardens of
11a, 13 and 13a Shefford Road) which is not a
characteristic of our village housing designs,
especially at the Shefford Road end of the village
were Shefford Road has a mixture of housing



designs with a large number of bungalows. Policy
DND1: Design of New development of the
Meppershall Draft Neighbourhood Plan states that
buildings of more than two storeys would not be
appropriate in the village given the existing
characteristics of the village.
Furthermore,Meppershall Parish Council believe
that appropriate development on this site would
restricting dwelling heights to 2 storeys with single
storey dwellings only at its northwestern edge.
We could not find within plans submitted with this
application details on ‘street lighting’ but we would
request that the issue of light pollution from this site
be reviewed by CBC officers. As the site extends
into the open countryside, the effect of street lighting
and even lighting from homes external security lights
would create light pollution.
We could not find within plans submitted details of
‘Street furniture’. In order to maintain the character of
the village and to link in the development style with
other developments in the village we would expect
that onsite street furniture be kept to a minimum and
provided to match other recent installations at Old
Road Meadow, Centenary Field and 59 Stocken
House.
We note that the play area has been removed from
the application and replace with a wildflower
meadow. Very uninspiring.
Landscape planting within the site should comprise
of native species. Emerging policies from the
Meppershall draft Neighbourhood Plan require that
where possible local Bedfordshire varieties (or at
the very least native English varieties) of fruit trees
and other trees and plants be used on new
developments to retain the local planting heritage.
We respectfully request that landscaping plans be
revised to include only local Bedfordshire and native
English plants and trees as has been requested of
other developments in the village.
The inclusion of metal railing / double gates to drives
is not a characteristic of Meppershall homes and
shows how little the applicant knows about our
village.

CBC Arborist The Council's Arborist has raised no objection to the
application and has stated:

The AIA provided would be suitable for use on site. The
trees to be removed appear to be minor.  The protective
fencing proposed would be suitable for the site. there is a
small incursion into the RPA of one tree on site which
appears to be minimal and is unlikely to affect the trees
overall health.

CBC Archaeologist The Council's Archaeologist has raised no objection
subject to conditions, stating:



The proposed development site lies to the north-east of the
historic core of the settlement of Meppershall (HER 17105)
and immediately adjacent to area of cropmarks that may
represent a small area of medieval occupation (HER
5224). Therefore, the site is considered to have the
potential to produce heritage assets with archaeological
interest. The proposed development will have a negative
and irreversible impact upon any surviving archaeological
remains present on site, and therefore upon the
significance of any heritage assets with archaeological
interest. This does not present an over-riding constraint on
the development provided that an archaeological
investigation is undertaken before the development
proceeds, and the results of that investigation are made
publicly available. This can be secured by an
archaeological condition.

CBC Broadband Officer No objection subject to compliance with Policy HQ5 of the
Central Bedfordshire Local Plan for broadband provision.

CBC Ecologist The Council's Ecologist has objected to the proposed
development and has issued the following representation:

Updated plans have been provided, however previous
comments have not been addressed and thus still stand
(seen below).

Furthermore, planting details seem to have changed at the
northern end of the scheme which will likely impact the
Biodiversity Net Gain Calculation, this must be updated and
supplied.

The EIA which supports the application is dated a May
2022 due to the survey work on the proposed BNG off-set
site, however all surveys on the site itself were carried out in
the 2021 season and as such are out of date. An updated
walkover must be conducted and supplied to ensure that
conditions on site have not changed. If conditions have
changed, further survey work may be required. The
previously noted GCN surveys are still outstanding and
must be conducted unless the applicant is utilising the
District Licensing Scheme.

Objection

An Ecological Impact Assessment has been provided with
the application. The EIA includes further survey work which
was conducted for bats and reptiles However, Table 5
notes 'Potential impacts possible see further survey results
and recommendations below' in regards to Great Crested
Newts. Reference is also made to eDNA surveys being
conducted within the Methodology section. These further
surveys and the results do not seem to be present within the
report, and as such the impacts on GCN are unknown. This
survey work needs to support the application, in line with



policy EE3.

Recommendation are made to avoid any potential impacts
on other species, which are acceptable as the site presents
limited opportunities. A biodiversity net gain calculation has
not been provided, however the EIA states "overall the
proposals will result in a loss of 3.35 habitat units (-8.87%)
within the site and a gain of 2.4 hedgerow units (+102.46%)
on site".

This requires some clarification, as the EIA notes the
baseline as 4.09 units, so a loss of 3.35 units would not
equal a 8% loss. The full metric spreadsheet must be
provided for the values the be checked.

Regardless, the scheme is resulting in a net loss to
biodiversity, contrary to Policy EE2.

Furthermore, pre-application advice stated "The adjacent
site layout delivers a landscape buffer in the north which in
turn serves to enhance biodiversity connectivity to Nuns
Wood achieving net gains. The layout of this scheme would
be unacceptable as it does not reflect the habitat benefit to
be provided with the neighbouring site." This comment still
stands, as the built form proposed within this scheme is still
past the neighbouring landscape buffer.

This buffer should be maintained across this proposal, and
may assist the scheme in achieving a net gain in
biodiversity.

It is proposed to offset the loss at a site in Wrestlingworth.
This is not supported. Off-set should only be considered
once all on-site options have been explored, and as outline
above, this is not the case with this scheme. The off-set site
should also be as close to the development as possible.

CBC Green Infrastructure
Officer

The Council's Green Infrastructure Officer has objected to
the proposed development and has issued the following
representation:

OBJECTION

Updated plans have been provided, however previous
comments have not been addressed and therefore are still
applicable:

Policy EE1 of the adopted Local Plan states that ‘All major
development proposals must demonstrate a net gain in
green infrastructure; linking, enhancing and extending
existing green infrastructure assets, and creating new
ones….. Where possible high quality, multifunctional green
infrastructure will be integrated within developments,
incorporating sustainable drainage systems and enhancing
biodiversity…landscape character, the Rights of Way
network and design quality.’’



The proposals for the site provide very little green
infrastructure, and what is provided is dominated by
drainage features, a formal play area and amenity
grassland. There is little ecological value and enhancement
of existing features.

Along the south western boundary, the proposed new
hedge and trees will be in private gardens which are
narrow. To ensure the hedge and trees are maintained
correctly and not removed by individual property owners,
they should be within the public realm and included in any
site landscape management plan. In order to allow
maintenance to be carried out, the corridor must be wide
enough to allow the necessary work to take place.

In order to meet the requirements of policy EE1, there
should be more thought given to the protection and
enhancement of existing GI features, more multi-functional
greenspace provided and hedges and trees located within
the public realm supported by an agreed landscape
management plan.

CBC Highway Authority The Council's Highways Officer has raised no objection
based on the revised plans, and confirmation from the
applicant that they are agreeable to providing an offsite
footway, which has addressed the Highway Officer's
principle concerns.

The Highway Authority therefore raised no objection to the
planning application, subject to conditions that would
address some residual matters and some standard
highway conditions.

CBC Strategic Housing The Council's Housing Officer has objected to the
application setting out the following reasons:

There is no tenure mix provided for the affordable
dwellings proposed. This is required at the full
application stage, and it is required to meet the split
outlined in the SHMA: 72% affordable rented, 28%
intermediate tenure.
The affordable housing mix provided is inappropriate
when compared with the housing need for Central
Bedfordshire (as outlined in the Strategic Housing
Market Assessment). There is a significant
overprovision of flats as part of the development, and an
under provision in 2-bedroom houses. This leads to a
clear discrepancy between the affordable and market
dwellings as no flats are provided as part of the market
provision.
While we acknowledge that all dwellings are provided
as either M4(2) or M4(3) dwellings,only two of the
properties are proposed as M4(3) wheelchair
adaptable dwellings (4.7%). This is under the
requirement of the Housing Standards (Policy H2),



which requires a minimum of 5%. We do acknowledge
that one of the self-build dwellings is allocated as being
delivered to M4(3) standards, but while the planning
statement outlines that the self-build plots could be
delivered to the sizes and accessibility standards
indicated, this is not confirmed as part of this
application. Therefore, Strategic Housing would require
an additional market dwelling to be delivered as M4(3)
wheelchair adaptable to support the application.

CBC Landscape Officer The Council's Landscape Officer objects to the proposed
development raising the following comments and concerns:

Boundary Treatment

Timber knee rail / post and rail fence 0.5m around
attenuation basin – the use of barriers and fencing
around an attenuation area is to be avoided and should
not be the approach to making suds features safe. The
basin to be designed with gentle sloping sides and /or
gentle shelving. Applicant to remove boundary treatment
and revisit layout of attenuation area.

SuDs

Applicant has provided an attenuation area to the south of
the site with timber knee rail around its perimeter. The use
of barriers and fencing around an attenuation area to be
avoided and should not be the approach to making SuDS
features safe. The detention pond is to be designed with
gentle sloping sides and /or gentle shelving, planted with
vegetation to act as a barrier to unintended entry into the
water. Details to be provided inclusive of sections.

Area will be dry throughout the year.

As per ecologist recommendations attenuation area to be
designed to accommodate permanent water.

Action: Applicant to revisit boundary treatment and layout.

Landscape Character, Views and Visual Amenity

The applicant has provided a Landscape Visual Impact
Assessment in support of the application I have the
following comments / concerns 

Application is a Full Application and not a Hybrid
Application as outlined in LVA (cover page).
Development would be permanent, removal of existing
grassland and urbanisation of the rural landscape.
Following the previous landscape advice outlined in the
Pre Application response CB/20/04644/PAPC
applicant has pulled back the development from the
northern boundary. However, these measures are
insufficient, and I agree with the previous landscape
comments that



Proposed landscape mitigation measures are
insufficient to reduce landscape and visual harm
upon the sensitive open ridgeline.
Proposed building line does not reflect nor integrate
with approved built form of adjacent Davidsons
development.
Proposed development does not reflect approved
offset and open space buffer of adjacent and
approved development.

I agree with the applicant that the site is located within
the National Character Area Profile (NCA) 88
Bedfordshire and Cambridgeshire Claylands. However,
the applicant’s conclusion 3.4 fails to acknowledge key
characteristics of Variable, scattered woodland cover
comprising smaller plantations, secondary woodland
within the area. Meppershall Wood an ancient and semi
natural woodland, 1.8ha and approx.. 230m to the
northeast of the site, should be included within their
assessment and be reflected within the high quality
green infrastructure as per Statement of Opportunity.
Development conflicts with Guidelines for New
Development as recommended in LCA.
To facilitate the new access into the site the
development incudes a engineered raised table and
new kerb lines upon Shefford Road. This conflicts with
8D.1.26 Conserve the character of the rural roads and
limit urbanising influences – widening/kerbing and
ensure that traffic management measures are
sympathetic to the rural character.
Although the applicant has provided a hedgerow and
hedgerow trees the development would be visible upon
the ridge and conflict with 8D.1.29 Conserve the clear
views and visual relationship with the adjacent Clay
Vale, Greensand and Clay Valleys and Greensand
Ridge.
As previously outlined the site is near Meppershall
Wood and the Davidsons residential development
which has been approved with strategic native
woodland and open space. These landscape features
have not been incorporated nor reflected within the
development and conflicts with 8D.1.30 Consider
opportunities for woodland creation particularly linking
with existing sites such as the ancient woodland of
Cainhoepark Wood, respecting the historic pattern of
the landscape.
Even with hedgerow and hedgerow trees development
would be visible upon the top of the ridge and conflict
with 8D.1.31 Avoid development which will detract from
the open character of the valley sides.

Visual Impact Assessment – applicant has identified 12
viewpoints. Where views are visible of the site the applicant
has proposed landscape mitigation measures inclusive of
hedgerow and hedgerow trees. They have also concluded
within each viewpoint that as vegetation matures this may
filter and partially screen views of the proposed



development. This is not acceptable, inadequate and does
not assimilate the development within the landscape nor
give confidence that landscape mitigation measures will
reduce adverse effects.

Design and Access Statement – the DAS 2.11
opportunities diagram outlines the line of two storey and
one storey development which has been informed by the
LVIA. However, this has not been addressed within the
LVA and it is unclear how the line of development has been
sited to prevent/ reduce adverse effects.

Night-time illumination – Applicant has outlined that the site
is within Environmental Zone E2, Institute of Lighting
Engineers. However, no further assessment has been
undertaken to assess the effects of street lighting upon the
ridgeline as outlined within pre application landscape
advice.

I am not convinced that the proposed development with
landscape mitigation measures would not have a
significant impact upon the landscape character and views
as outlined by the applicant within the LVA.

Key characteristics notably the scattered woodland,
reciprocal views over the Vale have not been considered
by the applicant. Proposed landscape measures are
ineffective and will not protect the existing rural
characteristics particularly upon the ridge line.

The development would not respect, retain the character
and distinctiveness of the local landscape and would have
adverse effects upon the landscape, visual and visual
amenity. The proposal would be contrary to Policy EE5:
Landscape Character and Value.

CBC Leisure Officer An offsite contribution for children's play should be made,
and is sought for £50k towards new and improved facilities
at play areas within the vicinity of the development.

Lead Local Flood
Authority

The Lead Local Flood Authority raise no objection to the
proposed development subject to conditions.

CBC Meeting the
Accommodation Needs
of Older People
(MANOP) Team

The MANOP Team have set out that the development
should comply with the requirements of Policy H2 of the
Central Bedfordshire Local Plan and would encourage the
applicant to consider the Council's evidenced need for 23%
of planned housing growth to be suitable for older people
when designing the scheme.

CBC Pollution Officer The Pollution Officer has raised an objection based on
insufficient information to consider noise impacts. The
Pollution Officer's representation has been summarised as:

Noise impacts



The proposed development borders the recreation ground
and associated sports pitches and village hall and nursery
to the south west. The applicant has not submitted a noise
impact assessment of the noise impacts of these
recreational uses on future residents of the proposed
dwellings and garden areas are located directly on the
boundary with the recreation ground with habitable room
windows facing the leisure facilities. There is insufficient
information provided to determine if future residents will
suffer a significant adverse impact from leisure noise. The
applicant is reminded of the Agent of Change in the NPPF
which states as follows;

"187. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that
new development can be integrated effectively with existing
businesses and community facilities (such as places of
worship, pubs, music venues and sports clubs). Existing
businesses and facilities should not have unreasonable
restrictions placed on them as a result of development
permitted after they were established. Where the operation
of an existing business or community facility could have a
significant adverse effect on new development (including
changes of use) in its vicinity, the applicant (or ‘agent of
change’) should be required to provide suitable mitigation
before the development has been completed."

I would advise that the application is not determined until
the applicant submits a robust noise impact assessment
that considers the impacts of leisure noise on future
residents and proposes mitigation measures as necessary.
This is required before the application is determined
because this is a full planning application and good
acoustic design measures may include changes to site
layout and orientation of dwellings. I am unable to condition
a noise scheme because there is insufficient information to
support that the proposed development would result in
satisfactory noise standards for future residents and would
not result in noise complaints about existing leisure
facilities.

Land Contamination

Section 183 of the NPPF states;

"183. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that:
(a) a site is suitable for its proposed use taking account

of ground conditions and any risks arising from land
instability and contamination. This includes risks
arising from natural hazards or former activities such
as mining, and any proposals for mitigation including
land remediation (as well as potential impacts on the
natural environment arising from that remediation);

(b) after remediation, as a minimum, land should not be
capable of being determined as contaminated land
under Part IIA of the Environmental Protection Act
1990; and



(c) adequate site investigation information, prepared by
a competent person, is available to inform these
assessments."

The past agricultural use may have resulted in land
contamination from use of pesticides, fertilisers, disposal
and burning of waste, storage of fuels etc. The applicants
have not submitted any site investigation information. I
would advise that a condition is attached to any approval
granted.

Air Quality

No objection subject to EV charing infrastructure being
provided.

Construction Environmental Management

No objection subject to Planning Obligations or Conditions
to ensure compliance with the Council's Construction Code
of Practice for Developers and Contractors, in order to
minimise the impact of construction on residents who live
near to the development site.

CBC Rights of Way
Officer

The Council's Rights of Way Officer has raised no objection
to the proposed development, subject to obligations or
conditions to secure the maintenance and management of
the proposed gate.

CBC Self and Custom
Build Officer

The Council's Self and Custom Build Officer has raised no
objection to the proposed development, subject to planning
obligations relating to the Self and Custom Build Plots.

CBC Sustainable Growth
Officer

The Council's Sustainable Growth Officer, has issued the
following representation:

Sustainability Statement has not been updated to reflect
changes to the Part L of the Building Regulations. Revision
of the Statement contains carbon emission reduction
calculated based on the old Part L 2013. Policy CC1
requires 10% carbon emission reduction over the Part L of
the Building Regulation in force at the time of the
application, which is now the 2021 Part L. Should the
planning application be granted it is requested that
conditions are attached to require submission of:

a Sustainability Statement with as-designed evidence
of policy CC1 compliance prior to work starting on site;
a Post-Construction Verification Report with as-built
evidence prior to occupation of the last dwelling.

Waste Services The Council's Waste Services, have raised no objection
subject to a contribution towards the supply/ delivery of bins
for the new dwellings.

CBC Early Years Officer No objection subject to financial contributions towards the
enlargement, enhancement and/or alteraiont of existing



Childcare/ Early Years facilities and/or the creation of new
Childcare/ Early Years facilities to meet the childcare and
Early education needs of chidren arising from the
development, including SEND needs.

CBC Education Officer No objection subject to financial contributions towards the
enlargement, enhancement and/or alteration of existing
schools and/or the creation of new school(s) to meet the
education needs for children aged 5 - 16+ years arising
from the development, including SEND needs.

CBC Community
Infrastructure Officer

No objection subject to obligations the enlargement,
enhancement, improvement and/or alteration of existing
Community Facilities to meet the needs arising from the
development.

Bedfordshire, Luton and
Milton Keynes Intergrated
Care Board

No objection subject to obligations the enlargement,
enhancement, improvement and/or alteration of existing or
creation of new healthcare facilities to meet the Primary
Healthcare needs arising from the development.

Bedfordshire Fire and
Rescue Service

No objection subject to the provision of fire hydrants to
serve the development.

Bedfordshire Police Bedfordshire Police have raised no objection to the
princple of the proposal. However they have raised the
following observation and recommendation:

House Type C - the depth of recess to the entrance of
house type C and absence of window means the area
is not surveyed. It is recommended to reduce the recess
or require a motion sensor light to detect movement.

Bedfordshire Police have also made recommendations for:
building access control by means of windows and door
design standards;
garage access control by means of garage design
standards;
cycle storage design;
lighting design; and
the suggested provision of a gate on the proposed
footpath.

Anglian Water Anglian Water have objected to the proposed development
in the context of Surface Water Disposal and foul drainage
for the following reason:

"The preffered method of surface water disposal would be
to a sustainable drainage system (SuDS) with connection
to sewer seen as the last option. Building Regulations (part
H) on Drainage and Waste Disposal for England includes a
surface water drainage hierarchy, with infiltration on site as
the preferred disposal option, followed by discharge to
watercourse and then connection to a sewer.

The surface water strategy submitted with the planning
application relevant to Anglian Water is unacceptable.



While the proposed point of connection is to a drainage
asset this is not under public Anglian Water ownership, it is
not clear whether the network eventually connects to the
public surface water network further downstream. Anglian
Water would expect to be provided with evidence proving
that either, the surface water from the proposed develoment
will not be discharged to the publuc surface water network,
or, if the surface water discharge will eventually reach the
public surface water networkm at what point in the public
network will the surface water discharge to, and at what rate
in addition to what already is conveyed by the private
network. No evidence has been provided to show that the
surface water hierarchy has been followed as stipulated in
Building Regulation Part H. This encompasses the trial pit
logs from the infiltration tests and the investigations in to
discharging to a watercourse. If these methods are
deemed to be unfeasible for the site, we require
confirmation of the intended public manhole connection
point and discharge rate proposed before a connection to
the public surface water sewer is permitted. We would
therefore recommend that the applicant needs to consult
with Anglian Water and the Environment Agency. We
request that the agreed strategy is reflected in the planning
approval".

Anglian Water have confirmed that the foul drainage from
this development is in the catchment of Shillington Water
Recycling Centre which currently does not have capacity to
treat the flows from the development site. However Anglian
Water are obligated to accept foul flows from the
development with the benefit of planning consent and would
therefore take the necessary steps to ensure that there is
sufficient treatment capacity should the Council grant
planning permission.

Anglian Water has also confirmed that sewerage system at
present has available capacity. However Anglian Water
objects to the proposed development due to the intended
connection to the public foul drainage network on the basis
that the site is within the Shillington Water Recycling Centre
(WRC) which currently lacks the capacity to accommodate
the additional flows that would be generated by the
proposed development.

Anglian Water has determined that the site is unsustainable
due to the associated environmental risk and the increased
discharge rates, which could lead to a deterioration in
water quality and an unacceptable risk of breaching
environmental legislation at Shillington WRC.

Anglian Water recommends that planning permission be
refused on the grounds of insufficient infrastructure capacity
and to prevent environmental harm.

Anglian Water has stated it "collaborates with local
planning authorities across the region to identify



sustainable locations for future development, taking into
account infrastructure capacity as part of the development
plan processes. We also work closely with our regulators to
identify opportunities for future growth investment. At
present, no funding has been allocated at this Water
Recycling Centre (WRC) for AMP 7 (2020-2025) or AMP 8
(2025-2030). However, we may seek to promote
investment through our future business plans".

Bedford Group of
Drainage Board

No Comment.

Ministry of Defence
(MOD)

The Ministry of Defence has confirmed that the application
site is outside of MOD Safeguarding Areas and therefore
the MOD has no safeguarding concerns.

Other Representations:

Neighbours 202 representations have been received and are indicated
to form objections to the proposed development. The
objections have been summarised as:

The site has not been selected or included in the
adopted CBC Local Plan (2015-2035) and is contrary
to many policies within Meppershalls draft
Neighbourhood Plan;
The Council does not need this site to provide sufficient
homes for the area as the Council has a 5 year land
supply in accordance with its own figures
The site is BMV Grade 2 Land good agricultural land
offered protection within the NPPF which should not be
built on.
outside of settlement envelope and contrary to Policy
SP7 of the Local Plan which classifies Meppershall as a
small village;
development is back-land development in conflict with
Policy HQ8 of the Local Plan;
This development of 39 new dwellings would
significantly harm the undeveloped and open  character
of the site which contributes to the open setting of the
area. The proposal fails to  conform to CBCs current
policies
the proposed development would, by virtue of its
incursion into the countryside, erode the rural identity
and local distinctiveness of the setting of the village at
this hill top location;
This would cause material harm the character and
appearance of the village.
The site is not sustainable. It is heavily reliant on cars, is
green field land and is not near amenities or centres of
employment.
Highway capacity concerns;
highway safety concerns;
insufficient local facilities;
Schools, nurseries, Doctors and Dentists have



insufficient capacity;
attention is drawn to Appeal (Inquiry) decision
APP/Q3115/W/22/3309622 Land off the B480,
Chalgrove, Oxfordshire dated 5th of May 2023. When
dismissing this appeal, the Inspector stated at para-67.
Harm arising from conflict with the development plan, in
particular the overarching strategy on the location of
development is fundamentally entwined with public
confidence in the planning system.
The foul drainage from this development is in the
catchment of Shillington Water Recycling Centre which
currently does not have capacity to treat the flows the
development site.
CBC’s Local Plan states that Infill development will be
acceptable only in circumstances where the developer
can clearly demonstrate that such a development would
be wholly in accordance with the surrounding character,
pattern and grain of development, having regard to plot
size, frontage length and dwelling size. Furthermore, the
Local Plan requires that the applicant should
demonstrate that the development would not have an
unacceptable impact on the open character of the site
and its immediate surroundings and the village within
which the site is located.
the 3 storey block of flats on the edge of this back fill
development doesnot match the character and type of
the immediate neighbouring properties, nor the rest of
Meppershall as a small village.
This 3 storey build and the density of the rest of the plot
still constitutes overdevelopment for a small village such
as Meppershall and this back-land development is
contrary to Policy HQ8 of the Local Plan.
he applicant has still not submitted a plan for the
construction phase of a development of this size;
The proposal provides open access at the top of this
site to the local footpath network past Trundle’s seat.
This will encourage Meppershall residents to use this
access road as a pedestrian shortcut to the Crackle Hill
footpath. The impact of this extra (non residential) foot
traffic through the site has been ignored in the
application papers;
A “raised table” is offered by the applicant as a generic
method of controlling speed of through traffic on
Shefford Road past this development entrance. This
would be the fourth raised table added to the raised
table already in Shefford Road opposite Walnut Tree
Way and the two yet to be installed raised tables in
Shefford Road opposite Emery Gardens and opposite
Stocking Drive. 4 raised tables in the short length of
Shefford Road will not be effective;
impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties due to
noise dust and disruption caused by construction;
Overlooking, Security of Property and Loss of Privacy to
the rear gardens of neighbouring dwellings fronting
Shefford Road;
The flats are directly behind existing properties which



will mean at least 6 properties directly looking over the
entirety of the neighbouring gardens. The council
responsibilities under the Human Rights Act, in
particular Protocol 1, Article 1. This states that a person
has the right to peaceful enjoyment of all their
possessions, which includes the home and other land.
Additionally, Article 8 of the Human Rights Act states
that a person has the substantive  right to respect for
their private and family life. In the case of Britton vs SOS
the courts  reappraised the purpose of the law and
concluded that the protection of the countryside  falls
within the interests of Article 8. Private and family life
therefore encompasses not only  the home but also the
surroundings. This development clearly contravenes
these rights and therefore should be refused.
security and safety of no.5 Shefford Road in the context
of boundary treatments proposed;
Visual Appearance and Detrimental Impact on Street
Scene;
flood risk concerns;
impact on trees at no. 5 Shefford Road;
Highway Safety Proximity of No.5 Driveway Entrance;
breach of policy HQ1 of the Central Bedfordshire Local
Plan which requires consideration of size, scale,
materials and appearance which relate to existing local
surroundings and reinforce local distinctiveness.
It is also in breach of the National Planning Policy
Framework, which requires that developments are
sympathetic to local character in terms of their build
form and landscape setting, that they maintain a sense
of place through the use of spaces, streets and building
types;
the development does not have permission to link to the
public right of way to the north of the site;
overdevelopment of the site and Meppershall;
The development will affect the undeveloped and open
vistas of the site and affect the beautiful scenery. Affect
the walks and hilltop view;
The site is of immense local importance - it is a
signature rural / agricultural location sited on the John
Bunyan Trail (long distance walking route) and it is core
to the rural identity of this location in the village and to
the wider vale to the west, viewed to and from Campton,
Chicksands and Clophill - housing on this site would be
a very significant visual imposition on the rural
landscape character and views that are the essence of
the region. The harm caused to individuals not only in
Meppershall but in neighbouring villages would be very
significant;
loss of habitat and biodiversity;
impact on wildelife;
concern regarding the proximity of proposed SuDS
features to No. 5 Shefford Road, in the context of flood
risk, movement, instability of land and impacts on
neighbouring buildings;
concern regarding proximity of proposed SuDS



features to No. 5 Shefford Road in the context of flood
risk;
 the proposal has a detrimental impact on the character
and appearance of Meppershall settlement and rural
countryside setting. The plot extends urban
development beyond the linear settlement boundary
associated with the southern region of Meppershall and
into the countryside landscape setting along the western
ridge line.
The proposed development lies within the landscape
transition between the Barton-LeClay Clay Vale LCA
5B and Shillington village situated above on the south
westerly built out form of Upper Gravenhurst -
Meppershall Clay Hills LCA 8D. from where there are
distant uninterrupted views across valley and the open
countryside.Increasing and unsustainable development
is eroding the character of Bedfordshires historic, hilltop
villages such as Meppershall and having a negative
impact on the experience of walking both the John
Bunyan Trail, which runs close to the proposed site
entrance, and the Greensand Ridge. Therefore, the
development is contrary to Policy EE5.
The Local and Neighbourhood Plans also stress the
importance of new developments demonstrating
sympathy with existing housing styles, and yet this one
has 2 blocks of 3-story flats which are completely out of
character for Meppershall.
The high point of the ridgeline is within this site at 71m,
that point being nearer to the road than the northern site
boundary which suggests that the majority of the
housing will fall to the north of the site, spilling down the
north west facing slope, and be visible from Campton
and beyond. This ridgeline is an important feature of the
local landscape and development should use the natural
landscape features to hide its visual impact and not
replicate the mistakes made at another development
site at Walnut Tree Way in Meppershall
(CB/16/01769/FULL), where the visual impact was
ignored. Please make your own observations by looking
up towards the ridgeline from the Campton Road where
it crosses the River Hit.

Considerations

1. Principle
Sections 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and section
70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 require the Council to determine
any application in accordance with the statutory development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.

Policy SP1 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan (July 2021) details the districts
growth strategy for new homes and jobs over the period 2015-2035, the site
subject to this application does not form an allocated site for development. As such
the proposed application would constitute windfall development for the purposes of
the development plan.



Table 6.3: New Housing Growth outlines the inclusion of an windfall allowance for
meeting housing need over the plan period. Windfall development sites are sites
not specifically identified in the Local Plan.

Policy SP2 of the Local Plan echoes that applications will be determined in
accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable development as outlined
with Paragraph 11 of the NPPF for decision taking purposes.

Chapter 9 of the Local Plan details a Settlement Hierarchy that seeks to provide a
framework for considering the sustainable levels of new development at named
settlements, based on the sustainability credentials of those settlements which
includes access to a variety of services and facilities. There are four tiers included
in the Settlement Hierarchy - Major Service Centres, Minor Service Centres, Large
Villages, and Small Villages. Meppershall is identified as a Small Village for the
purposes of the Development Plan.

To define boundaries between settlements and the surrounding open countryside,
the Council has defined Settlement Envelopes. Settlement Envelopes provide
clear, unambiguous and consistent application of policies in the management of
development within the outside settlements, and seek to encourage the efficient
use of land within towns and villages, including the reuse of previously developed
land.

The Settlement Envelopes are used to determine where windfall development is
appropriate.

Policy SP7 of the Local Plan supports new housing development within the
Settlement Envelope of Meppershall which is limited to infill development,
small-scale employment use and community facilities. However the proposal is not
considered to form infill development and is located beyond the Settlement
Envelope of Meppershall. Policy SP7 of the Local Plan outlines that beyond
Settlement Envelopes the Council will recognise the intrinsic character and beauty
of the countryside in accordance with Paragraph 187b of the NPPF and only
particular types of development will be permitted. However the proposed
development does not form a such a particular type of development specified
within Policy SP7 or the plan read as a whole.

At the date of this report the Council can demonstrate a five year housing supply of
deliverable housing sites and the appropriate buffer, as well as demonstrate that
the Councils delivery of housing is not substantially below the housing requirement
over the previous three years. Furthermore the Council's Local Plan was adopted in
July 2021, less that five years from the date of this report. What is sometimes
described as "tilted balance" in paragraph 11 of the NPPF is not therefore
engaged.

For the reasons outlined above, it is considered that the principle of the proposed
development would be contrary to Policy SP7 of the Central Bedfordshire Local
Plan, which is attributed full weight.

2. Impact on the character and appearance of the area
Meppershall is a one mile long linear village arranged along High Street and
Shefford Road, running broadly north to south. In the northern part of the village
clusters of development have taken place, including recent developments present
and under construction to the immediate north and south of the site, whereby the
linear character to this part of the village has eroded.



The application site, is 2.3 ha in size and consists of the detached dwellinghouse
known as 7 Shefford Road  and land to the rear which is used for agriculture and
includes a number of associated structures. The site is to the rear of the
dwellinghouses fronting Shefford Road.

The structures on the site comprise of fencing and barns.

The site has a frontage to Shefford Road that features a narrow vehicular access
that serves the dwellinghouse and the agricultural land. The site frontage has a
domestic appearance in common with neighbouring properties.

The site is largely located beyond defined settlement envelopes except the
frontage dwelling and access whereby the site is considered to be located within
the open countryside. The site is located within the Landscape Character Area 8D
Upper Gravenhurst - Meppershall Clay Hills. Meppershall is a hilltop village with a
strong sense of elevation with distant views across the adjacent vales and the
intervening low ground.

To the north of the site lies countryside and to the south east are the rear garden
boundaries of 11, 11A, 13, and 13A  Shefford Road. To the northeast is the new
Davidson Homes development (Ref: APP/P0240/W/17/3190584 - 59 Shefford
Road, Meppershall, Shefford SG17 5LL), seperated from the site by an
established hedgerow. To the west of the site is No. 5 Shefford Road, land secured
for a Cemetary and a Recreations Ground with sports pitches, play area and
community hall, beyond which is a residential development. 

To the north is areas of open land outside the settlement envelope of Meppershall,
with a Public Right of Way known as Footpath 5 adjacent to the northern boundary..

The Landscape Character Area 8D Upper Gravenhurst - Meppershall Clay Hills,
within which the site is situated, has a strong rural character comprising groups of
undulating low hills; the largely unsettled slopes of the hills and villages with a strong
sense of place, which are the subject of significant development pressure by house
builders and developers.

A particular concern with the landscape character area relates to the identity and
character of individual settlements being vulnerable through expansion of
settlement edges. The sense of elevation increases the sensitivity of settlement
edges to development.

In terms of consideration impact on the landscape, NPPF para 187 states that
planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local
environment by recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside.

Central Bedfordshire Local Plan Policy HQ1: High Quality Development requires
development to be of the highest quality by amongst other things, respecting local
context, the varied character and the local distinctiveness.

Policy HQ8 seeks to resist back-land sites where they are against the existing
pattern and grain of development and the character and appearance of the area
would be harmed.

Policy EE5: Landscape Character and Value states:



"In order to safeguard intrinsic character, scenic beauty and perceptual
qualities of the landscape such as tranquillity, all development proposals will
need to have regard to the key characteristics and sensitivities of the site and
its setting, as set out in the Central Bedfordshire Landscape Character
Assessment.

All major development proposals will be required to demonstrate how they
incorporate landscape enhancement, in accordance with the guidelines in the
LCA, the Central Bedfordshire Design Guide and other relevant documents for
specific areas. Landscape and visual appraisals will be expected to support
planning applications and, include the assessment of local landscape
character and views.

All development will be required to respect, retain and enhance the character
and distinctiveness of the local landscape, by:

1. Reflecting the local character and distinctiveness in terms of the scale and
pattern of the surrounding landscape and existing settlement form; and

2. integrating on-site mitigation sympathetic to local character in scale with the
landscape setting as well as the scale of the development".

Policy EE4 also seeks for proposals to retain trees, woodland and hedgerows and
if removal of trees or hedgerows is justified seeks for replacement planting.

Policy EE4 also seeks for new planting in developments, that is high quality and
appropriate in design and scale to its location.

It is considered that full weight is attributed to Policies HQ1, HQ8, EE4 and EE5 of
the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan (July 2021).

Turning to the proposal which includes the demolition of 7 Shefford Road and
development of 43 dwellings in an urban estate layout extending across the former
agricultural land to the western and northern rural edges.  The proposed site
access is from the Shefford Road via a new bell mouth junction with 2.0m wide
footpaths to each side a engineered raised table.  This design and layout of
access road is proposed continuing into the site serving development with a mix of
2 storey and 3 storey buildings.

With respect to the design of the buildings, it is considered that the character of
properties are contemporary in style, deriving inspiration from developments not
found within this locality and little inspiration has been taken from local character
and the historical building typologies within Meppershall.

The National Design Guide states that well-designed places do not need to copy
their surroundings in every way. It is appropriate to introduce elements that reflect
how we live today, to include innovation or change such as increased densities,
and to incorporate new sustainable features or systems.

It is considered that the proposed dwellings are visually attractive and sufficiently
separated visually and physically from Shefford Road and the properties on
adjacent developments to create its own identity.

The proposals will however open up direct views into urban style development from
the Shefford Road.  



The proposal includes the provision of a new 2m footway on the north-western side
of Shefford Road to connect the site to both the bus stop to the northeast and the
village hall, pre-school and other amenities to the southwest s shown on drawing
number 20-1275 SK02. The proposed footpath is considered necessary to provide
suitable access for pedestrians to and from the site, as set out by the Highway
Authority.

However it is considered that the new access road with raised table, new kerb lines
and footpaths along Shefford Road conflicts with the guidelines for new
development within this landscape as set out in the Landscape Character
Assessment which states development should "conserve the character of the rural
roads and limit urbanising influences - widening/kerbing and ensure that traffic
management measures are sympathetic to the rural character".

The layout of the development itself extends urban development beyond the
building line for the adjacent developments to the east and west of the site in this
part of Meppershall and into the countryside landscape setting along the western
ridge line.

The applicant has been advised that the residential development under
construction to the east was approved with strategic native woodland and open
space, as well as restricted building heights on the south western edge.  Such
mitigation is not provided for in the proposed development. The development
proposed even with the proposed hedgerows and trees would be visible on the top
of the ridge in conflict with the LCA guidelines for new development which states to:

avoid development which will detract from the open character of the valley
sides, and
conserve the clear views and visual relationship with the adjacent clay vale,
Greensand and Clay Valleys and Greensand Ridge.

The proposed development of the application site will extend urban development
beyond the settlement envelope and ridge line into rural landscape to the
immediate and wider western and northern countryside.

The proposed mitigation to the development is wholly dependent on planting; the
effectiveness of planting to screen built form and lighting, especially in winter time,
cannot be guaranteed.

It is of note the LVIA submitted indicates the magnitude of change on the
landscape character in this area is considered to be Moderate Adverse with a
moderate effect and Not Significant on completion of the development.

However no assessment on the effects of street lighting have been undertaken and
it is not clear how the line of development has been sited to prevent/reduce
adverse effects, and there is no assessment of this in the LVIA. The Council is not
convinced that the proposed development with landscape mitigation measures
would not have a significant impact upon the landscape character and views.

Key characteristics of the landscape including the scattered woodland, reciprocal
views over the vale have not been considered.

The development would not reflect the existing settlement characteristics.

It is considered that the proposed landscape measures to the north of the site are
ineffective and would not protect the existing rural characteristics particularly on the
valley side.



It is considered that the application site and receiving environment does not have
the capacity to accommodate the proposals and that the development would result
in significant harm to the landscape character and visual environment and as such,
it is considered that the proposed development could not be successfully
integrated and supported from a landscape and visual perspective.

As such it is considered that the development would not respect, retain the
character and distinctiveness of the local landscape and would have adverse
impacts on the landscape, visual and visual amenity. The proposals are contrary to
Policy EE5 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan and the guidance within the
Landscape Character Assessment.

It is considered that the proposed development is not well designed and would not
be sympathetic to local character, but would harm the character and appearance of
the area, including the rural setting and the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside. The development would not respect, retain and enhance the character
and distinctiveness of the local landscape, and would conflict with Policies SP7,
HQ1, and EE5 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan, the Central Bedfordshire
Landscape Character Assessment, and paragraphs 135, 139 and 187b of the
NPPF.

3. Trees, Hedgerows, Biodiversity, Ecosystem Services and Natural Capital
The Ecosystem Services and Natural Capital the site provides are recognised.

Policy EE4 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan seeks to protect and retain trees
and hedgerows in close proximity to building works, retaining features in the public
realm with suitable landscape settings and ensure development would not
adversely affect aged and veteran trees.

Policy EE2 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan, seeks to conserve habitats,
species and sites, delivering enhancement and creation of ecological networks.
The policy seeks a net gain in biodiversity through the conservation, restoration,
enhancement and creation of ecological networks of habitats, species and sites of
international, national and local importance (both statutory and non-statutory).
Policy EE2 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan seeks to avoid negative impacts
on biodiversity and if not possible mitigation for unavoidable impacts and, as a last
resort, compensate for residual impacts, to deliver net gains in biodiversity.
Developments within or in close proximity to an ecological corridor should enhance
the functionality and connectivity of the corridor.

Policy EE3 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan seeks to protect, maintain and
enhance important habitats and species by ensuring, up to date, comprehensive
ecological surveys are undertaken in accordance with industry guidelines and
standards to support and inform development proposals that would affect sites for
nature conservation, protected species, or species and habitats of principal
importance demonstrating development will deliver a net gain.

An Arboricultural Impact Assessment accompanies the application. It is considered
that subject to conditions, the proposed development would not result in
unacceptable impacts on trees and hedgerows. As such the proposal is
considered to be acceptable within this context.

An Ecological Impact Assessment (EIA), accompanies the application.



It is noted that the EIA included  protected species surveys, and at the date of the
report it was concluded that any impacts on those protected species could be
avoided or mitigated. However the EIA is dated May 2022 with the surveys of the
site itself having been carried out in the 2021 season. As such the surveys are out
of date and there is insufficient information to confirm that the development would
not impact protected species and habitats on the site.

In the absence of information and given the considerations outlined above, it is not
considered that exceptional circumstances exist in this case to justify conditioning
additional survey work. It is also not considered that additional surveys would be
disproportionate. In the absence of additional surveys it is considered that
ecological impacts of development cannot be predicted with sufficient certainty, nor
predict that mitigation and compensation will ensure that the approved
development/ works would not detrimentally affect the conservation status of the
local population of any European Protected Species.

A biodiversity net gain metric has been provided, however the EIA provided
indicates a net loss in biodiversity on site.

It is proposed to offset this loss at a site in Wrestlingworth. It is considered subject
to planning obligations to secure off site net gains a Biodiversity Net Gain could be
achieved.

For the reasons outlined above, it is considered that the application contains
insufficient information to demonstrate that the proposal would not have an
unacceptable impact on protected species, habitats or ecosystems. As such the
proposal is contrary to Policies EE2 and EE3 of the Central Bedfordshire Local
Plan and Section 15 of the National Planning Policy Framework within this context.
The Council has insufficient information to comply with its legal duties.

4. Amenity and Living Conditions of existing and future occupiers
It is considered that the layout and buildings, have been designed to ensure that
buildings would maintain an appropriate separation between the development and
all neighbouring dwellings, to ensure there is no unacceptable impact in relation to
Loss of light, outlook or overbearing impacts. An acceptable separation from the
windows and immediate private amenity spaces serving all neighbouring dwellings
has been provided, in accordance with the Central Bedfordshire Design Guide.

When considering the scale and layout of the development in relation to
neighbouring dwellings and gardens, it is considered that the proposed
development would not cause an unacceptable degree of loss of light or
overbearing impact upon any neighbouring dwellings.

If the development were to be approved it would be considered necessary, relevant
and reasonable to impose a condition that would ensure the final finished floor
levels and ground levels would not result in an unacceptable impact on
neighbouring properties.

If the development were to be approved it would be considered necessary, relevant
and reasonable to impose a condition that would ensure appropriate boundary
treatments were installed.

For the reasons outlined above, subject to conditions, it is considered that the
proposed development would not cause an unacceptable impact upon existing



neighbouring dwellings in relation to outlook, privacy or overbearing impact.
Thereby, it is considered that the proposed development would not cause harm to
the amenity or the living conditions of any existing neighbouring dwelling, in
accordance with Policy HQ1 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan.

In respect of providing suitable living conditions for future occupiers, it is
considered that the proposed dwellings would provide suitable external private
amenity space and that the windows to habitable rooms would provide a suitable
degree of outlook and light.

However it is considered that the proposed dwellings would not benefit from a
suitable standard of privacy, in accordance with the Design Guide without
screening being provided to balconies at plots 1, 2,  17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 37, 38,
39, 40, 41 and 42, due to balconies being located within 10 metres of plot
boundaries and potentially providing direct views into the rear windows of
neighbouring plots.

The applicant has suggested that balcony screening details could be secured by
way of planning conditions. However given the visibility of rear elevations of plots
from public spaces, particularly from the open space to the west of the site, it is
considered that such detail should be provided at full application stage to ensure a
high quality development would be achieved whilst delivering sufficient privacy to
future occupiers.

It is noted that the proposed development would result in additional vehicular
movements on Shefford Road and the vehicular access, as well as the highway
network beyond. However, it is not considered that such additional vehicular
movements would result in an unacceptable impact on the amenity or living
conditions of neighbouring properties, in the context of noise, light or other forms of
pollution.

The proposed dwellings would however be located within close proximity to the
sports pitches and a community hall, and as such the Council's Pollution Officer has
identified the need for a noise impact assessment to be undertaken.

It is however considered given the distance of dwellings from the community facility
and sports pitches that suitable mitigation for future occupiers could be achieved
through the imposition of conditions  and that the proposed dwellings would benefit
from an acceptable standard of amenity, in accordance with Policies CC8 and
HQ1 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan and the NPPF within that context.

For the reasons outlined above, in the absence of details of balcony screening, it is
considered that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that future occupiers would
benefit from a suitable degree of privacy, whilst delivering a high quality
development, in conflict with Policy HQ1 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan, the
NPPF and the Central Bedfordshire Design Guide.

5. Highway Considerations
Concern has been raised in relation to the absence of services and facilities within
Meppershall to support an additional dwellings with reference to insufficient  bus
services, as well as highway safety and capacity concerns, from third parties,
however the Highway Authority, the Education Authority and the NHS have raised
no objection to the development within this context.

In the context of the sustainability of the development in relation to access to
sustainable modes of transport with particular emphasis to accessibility of services



and facilities, the NPPF states, "Significant development should be focused on
locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel
and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. This can help reduce congestion
and emissions, and improve air quality and public health. However, opportunities to
maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban and rural areas,
and this should be taken into account in both plan making and decision-making".

The proposed development is considered to form significant development. It is
considered that subject to conditions relating to the provision of pedestrian
connections the development would have acceptable access to bus services
provided for residents in Meppershall and the services and facilities within
Meppershall.

It considered that this development would support services and facilities within
Meppershall and neighbouring settlements, whereby the proposed development
would positively contribute towards maintaining the vitality of this community.

The Highway Authority have requested a number of amendments to the internal
layout to be secured via conditions.

The Highway Authority have raised no objection to the proposed development in
the context of layout, car parking, cycle parking, highway safety or capacity, and it is
considered that the proposed development is acceptable in this context.

In accordance with the NPPF and Policy T5 of the Local Plan, if the development
were to be approved it would be considered necessary, relevant and reasonable to
impose a condition that would ensure the development is designed to enable
charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles in safe, accessible and
convenient locations. 

Subject to the conditions it is considered that the proposed development would be
acceptable within the context of Policies T1, T2, T3 and T5 of the Central
Bedfordshire Local Plan and the NPPF.

6. Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage
Concern has been raised in relation to Flood Risk, however it is considered that
the proposed development would not result in an increase in on or off site flood risk
and a suitable Surface Water Drainage Strategy has been proposed.

Concern has been raised in relation to contamination due to the proximity of
surface water drainage features to the neighbouring planned cemetery site,
however it is considered that the drainage features could be lined to prevent
contamination.

The Lead Local Flood Authority have raised no objection in this context, as such
the development is considered to be acceptable in this context. It is considered that
subject to conditions that would ensure the final detailed design of the surface
water drainage scheme is acceptable and suitable management and maintenance
arrangements are in place, the proposed development would be acceptable within
the context of Policy CC3 and CC8 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan and the
NPPF.

7. Foul Drainage
Anglian Water has objected to the proposed development due to proposal seeking
to connect to the foul drainage network and there insufficient capacity at the



sewerage treatment works (Shillington Water Recycling Centre) to accommodate
the additional flows that would be generated by the proposed development.

Anglian Water have advised that they consider the site to be unsustainable due to
the associated environmental risk and the increased discharge rates, which could
lead to a deterioration in water quality and an unacceptable risk of breaching
environmental legislation at Shillington Water Recycling Centre. Anglian Water
have also stated that no funding has been allocated at this Water Recycling Centre
for AMP 7 (2020-2025) or AMP 8 (2025-2030).

As such Anglian Water has recommended that planning permission be refused on
the grounds of insufficient infrastructure capacity and to prevent environmental
harm.

It therefore considered that the Council cannot be satisfied that infrastructure
improvements necessary to provide additional capacity would be completed prior
to occupation of development in accordance with Policy CC6 of the Central
Bedfordshire Local Plan.

The applicant has not demonstrate an alternative strategy for foul water drainage is
feasible or acceptable, as such it is not considered that a condition could be
imposed for an alternative foul drainage strategy as such a condition may not be
capable of being complied with.

It is considered that is therefore unacceptable in the context of foul drainage and
pollution in the context of Policy CC6 and CC8 of the Central Bedfordshire Local
Plan and the NPPF.

8. Land Contamination
The Council's Pollution team has requested a condition to ensure land
contamination is investigated and if necessary remediated to protect the
environment and human health from any unknown contamination risks. It is
considered that subject to condition, the proposed development would be
acceptable within this context and would accord with Policy CC8 of the Central
Bedfordshire Local Plan.

9. Planning Obligations
Concern has been raised by third parties in relation to the capacity of local services
and facilities.

The Council's Spending Officers and the Bedfordshire, Luton & Milton Keynes
Integrated Care Board (BLMK ICB) have outlined financial contribution requests
which are 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.

It is considered that the following financial contributions would accord with
Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as
amended) to meet the needs arising from the development:

contribution towards SEND facilities or the creation of a new facility to meet the
needs of children arising from the development.
contribution for SEND ARP would be put towards a project to create SEND
ARP new school places within CBC, to meet the needs arising from the
development;
contribution towards either the enhancement of existing Early Years facilities or
the creation of a new facility to provide additional childcare spaces for children



from 0–4 years of age, to serve the needs arising from the development;
contribution for the enlargement, enhancement and/or alteration of existing
schools and/or the construction of a new school(s), to meet the educational
needs for children Primary School age arising from the development;
contribution for the enlargement, enhancement and/or alteration of existing
schools and/or the construction of a new school(s), to meet the educational
needs for children Secondary School age arising from the development;
contribution for the enlargement, enhancement and/or alteration of existing
schools and/or the construction of a new 6th Form provision to meet the
educational needs for children secondary school age arising from the
development;
contribution towards improving, enhancing, and/or enlarging community
facilities within Flitwick, including any improvement(s) to building accessibility
and/or external lighting, and/or the creation new community facilities within
Flitwick to meet the needs arising from the development;
contribution towards a project to provide additional Primary Healthcare facility
capacity/ capability, to meet the needs arising from the development;
A contribution towards the provision of childrens play facilities within the vicinity
of the site, to meet the needs arising from the development;
contribution towards new and improved equipment and facilities at
Biggleswade Leisure Centre, to meet the indoor sport needs arising from the
development;
A contribution towards provision of improvements to Centenary Field, including
a new extended height fence around the sports field, new tennis court and new
netball court to meet the outdoor sports needs arising from the development;
A contribution towards improvement to the meppershall allotments, including a
new irrigation system, to meet additional demands arising from the
development;
A contribution towards the establishment of a new cemetery including costs of
preliminary investigations, to meet the needs arising from the development;
A Contribution to pay for the supply/delivery of refuse bins.

Furthermore, a S106 agreement would be required to:
secure the provision of, and the maintenance and management of the public
open spaces including landscaping, boundary treatments, surfacing, ecological
enhancement features, street furniture, gates, and bins;
to secure on and if relevant off site biodiversity provisions;
secure appropriate obligations relating to the provision of affordable housing;
and
to ensure the s106 agreement requires the applicant to deliver 10% of plots in
accordance with the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2016 (as
amended), and to ensure a marketing strategy is agreed for those plots and
those plots are marketed for a minimum of 12 months.
Secure s106 monitoring fees.

Subject to a S106 agreement securing the identified financial contributions and
obligations detailed above to meet the needs arising from the development and to
ensure policy compliance, the development would provide necessary infrastructure
to meet the needs arising from the development and would conform with the
development plan.

10. Self and Custom Build, Accessible Homes and Affordable Housing
Policy H6 of the Local Plan which requires, development proposals for sites of 10
or more dwellings (excluding schemes for 100% flats or conversions) to deliver a
minimum of 10% of the sites dwelling capacity as serviced plots for self-build and
custom housing. The development would comply with Policy H6 of the Central



Bedfordshire Local Plan.

Furthermore, Policy H2 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan requires:
all new build dwellings to deliver at least 35% Category 2 Requirement M4(2)
adaptable homes; and
all new build dwellings to deliver at least 5% Category 3 Requirement M4(3)
wheelchair adaptable homes.

The proposed Housing Mix would comply with Policy H1 of the Central
Bedfordshire Local Plan,

The proposed development would deliver 30% affordable homes, as set out by
Policy H4. The submitted scheme would also comply with the affordable housing
tenure mix as set out by Policy H4. The Council could seek to secure compliance to
the above requirements through planning obligations and conditions.

Policy H1 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan requires all major development for
new dwellings to include a mix of housing types and sizes in order to meet the
needs of all sections of the community, encourage sustainable, inclusive and mixed
communities in accordance with the housing mix set out within the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), or other up to date evidence, where
appropriate.

The proposed Housing Mix would comply with Policy H1 of the Central
Bedfordshire Local Plan.

The provision of a mix of homes, including bungalows, affordable and accessible
homes as well as custom build homes are matters that weigh in support of the
proposal.

The application has not been supported by a local housing needs assessment.

The site is not a rural exception scheme, whereby the development seeks to meet
the district need and the modest scale of the affordable housing provision.

For the reasons outlined moderate weight is attached to the benefit of providing
market, affordable and self/custom building homes.

11. Other Considerations

Human Rights and Equality Act issues:
Based  on  information  submitted  there  are  no  known  issues  raised  in  the
context  of Human  Rights /  The  Equalities  Act  2010  and  as  such  there
would  be  no  relevant implications.

Public Rights of Way

The application seeks to connect the development to the Right of Way network to
the north of the site. It unclear whether the landowner has agreed to this connection
however if the connection were to be secured planning obligations and conditions
would ensure those connections would be completed and associated gates
managed and maintained to ensure the development would accord with Central
Bedfordshire Local Plan Policies HQ1, EE1, EE8 and EE12 by providing
opportunities for people to access and experience the Greensand Ridge and the
rights of way network, and promote healthy lifestyles.



Agricultural Land and Soil Management Plan

Concern has been raised in relation to the loss of agricultural land.

Policy DC5 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan states that development that
would result in a significant loss of Grade 2 and 3a agricultural land will only be
permitted where it can be demonstrated that the location of the proposed
development is necessary in order to provide a scheme that is of a valuable public
benefit that overrides the need to protect the land. It should be noted that the site
has been allocated for residential development in the Local Plan, given its location
on the edge of a Major Service Centre.

The site consists of 2.3 hectares of Grade 2 best and most versatile (BMV)
agricultural land.

Grade 2 agricultural land is very good quality. It constitutes land with minor
limitations that affect crop yield, cultivations or harvesting. A wide range of
agricultural and horticultural crops can usually be grown. On some land in the grade
there may be reduced flexibility due to difficulties with the production of the more
demanding crops, such as winder harvested vegetables and arable root crops. The
level of yield is generally high but may be lower or more variable than grade 1.

The loss of best and most versatile agricultural land is less than 20 hectares,
whereby there is no requirement to consult Natural England. When considering the
scale of loss and the grade of the land, it is not considered that the development
represents a significant loss of best and most versatile agricultural land in the
context of Policy DC5 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan.

However, the NPPF at paragraph 180 states planning decisions should contribute
to and enhance the natural and local environment by recognising the intrinsic
character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital
and ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best
and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland.

The wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services provided by the
land including the economic benefit of the best and most versatile agricultural field
are recognised, however for the reasons outlined within this report it is considered
that the benefits of the development, including a net gain in biodiversity would
outweigh its loss.

Natural England’s Guidance – Guide to assessing development proposals on
agricultural land (updated 5 February 2021) states planning decision should protect
soil ensuring development proposals include plans to:

manage soils in a sustainable way during construction; and
protect soils from contamination.

Due to the size of the development and the quality of soil, a soil management plan
would be required and could be secured by condition on any approval. Details
would be required by condition to mitigate impacts on geodiversity through
avoiding the loss, damage or contamination of valuable soil resources and reduce
impacts on climate change, whether the soil will be retained for future landscaping
on-site, or used or sold off-site, in accordance with Policies CC1 and EE2 of the
Central Bedfordshire Local Plan (2021) and the NPPF.

Archaeology



The site is considered to have the potential to produce heritage assets with
archaeological interest, and the proposed development would have a negative and
irreversible impact on any surviving archaeological remains present on site, and
therefore on the significance of any heritage assets with archaeological interest.
However it is considered subject to conditions that would ensure any
archaeological remains affected by the development would be investigated and
recorded, to safeguard the long-term future of the archive and to make the record
of all the work publicly available, in accordance with Policy HE1 of the Central
Bedfordshire Local Plan and the NPPF.

Water Efficiency

Policy CC1 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan seeks for development to
achieve water efficiency standards above the standard building regulations due to
Central Bedfordshire forms an area with high water stress. Therefore, it is justified
to require the higher water efficiency standard set by the new Part G of the Building
Regulations. 

Renewable Energy and Climate Change

The proposed development is in excess of 10 dwellings, whereby Policy CC1 of
the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan, seeks for such developments to contribute
towards renewable energy targets by achieving 10% energy reduction over and
above building regulations either through incorporation of renewable or low carbon
technology energy generation into the development. Although no u pto date
sustainability strategy or statement has been provided, it is considered necessary
relevant and reasonable to impose a condition that would ensure the development
would achieve this target and policy compliance with Policy CC1.

Construction Code of Practice.

The Council Considers it necessary to require the developer to comply with the
Council's Construction Site Code of Practice, which could be secured via S106.
Therefore, the development is considered to be acceptable within this context.

Fire Hydrants

The Bedfordshire Fire and Rescue Service has requested a condition to ensure
the development would include the installation of a water main and fire hydrant(s),
to ensure that emergency services have sufficient infrastructure in place to tackle
any potential future fire at the development site. It is considered that such a
condition would be necessary relevant and reasonable.

14. Conclusion
It is considered that the proposed development is not well designed and would not
be sympathetic to local character, but would harm the character and appearance of
the area, including the rural setting and the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside. The development would not respect, retain and enhance the character
and distinctiveness of the local landscape, and would conflict with Policies SP7,
HQ1, and EE5 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan, the Central Bedfordshire
Landscape Character Assessment, and paragraphs 135, 139 and 187b of the
NPPF.  It would also be contrary to the core planning principle of the NPPF that the
planning system should be genuinely plan-led and that planning should always seek
to secure high quality design and take account of the different roles and character
of different areas.



Furthermore; in the absence of an upto date Ecological appraisal (and if necessary
further surveys) to investigate any potential protected species or habitats interest
on the site and to demonstrate that any identified impact can be adequately
avoided, mitigated or compensated, the proposed development is in conflict with
Policies EE2, and EE3 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan, and Section 15 of
the National Planning Policy Framework within this context.

In addition, in the absence of details of balcony screening, the submission has not
demonstrated that future occupiers of the proposed dwellings would benefit from
acceptable levels of privacy, in conflict with Policy HQ1 of the Central Bedfordshire
Local Plan, the Central Bedfordshire Design Guide and Paragraph 135f of the
NPPF.

It is considered that is therefore unacceptable in the context of foul drainage and
pollution in the context of Policy CC6 and CC8 of the Central Bedfordshire Local
Plan and paragraphs 187e and 198 the NPPF.

The identified harm needs to be balanced against the benefits of the proposed
development. The Council can demonstrate a 5YHLS, however it is considered that
the development of 43 dwellings, both market and affordable housing, as well as
self/custom build plots, would serve to add to the supply of homes to meet the
needs of the District.  It is also acknowledge that the proportion of affordable
housing proposed is, at 35%, and the development includes the provision of
bungalows, accessible homes and 10% of plots would form self/custom build.

The scale of the proposed development would be inappropriate to the scale of
Meppershall particularly when considering the recently adopted development
strategy for the area. As such I afford only moderate weight to the social benefits of
the proposal.

The proposal would deliver economic benefits including the creation of employment
opportunities during the construction period, construction spend and increased
household expenditure, some of which would provide support to the local economy
and for local facilities. However, any contributions made by way of planning
obligations are required to mitigate against negative impacts of the proposal.
Therefore, they are neutral factors and do not carry weight in favour. Overall I attach
moderate weight to the economic benefits, when considering the opportunities for
local expenditure are limited due to the presence of limited of services and
facilities within Meppershall.

Taking account all of the above, I conclude that the benefits of the proposed
development do not outweigh the identified harms and conflicts with the
Development Plan when read as a whole as well as the NPPF. As such other
material considerations do not indicate a decision other than in accordance with
the development plan.

There are no other considerations that indicate a decision other than in accordance
with the development plan.

Recommendation:

That Planning Permission be REFUSED for the following reasons:

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS / REASONS



1 The proposed development lies beyond defined settlement envelopes in
conflict with Policy SP7 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan, forming
development within the open countryside that conflicts with the Development
Strategy for the area and that would result in harm to the character and
appearance of the area, including the rural setting and the intrinsic character
and beauty of the countryside. The development would not respect, retain and
enhance the character and distinctiveness of the local landscape, and would
conflict with Policies SP7, HQ1, and EE5 of the Central Bedfordshire Local
Plan, the Central Bedfordshire Landscape Character Assessment, and
paragraphs 135, 139 and 187b of the National Planning Policy Framework
(2024).

2 In the absence of up to date reports presenting the findings of an Ecological
Appraisal (and if necessary further surveys and district licences), the
application is accompanied by insufficient information to demonstrate prior to
determination whether any identified impact on protected species or habitats
can be adequately avoided, mitigated or compensated, in conflict with Policies
EE2 and EE3, of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan, and Section 15 of the
National Planning Policy Framework.

3 The proposed development seeks to connect to a foul drainage network at a
Water Recycling Centre with insufficient capacity to accommodate the
additional flows that would be generated by the proposed development and
insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate that the infrastructure
improvements necessary to provide additional capacity would be completed
prior to occupation of development or to demonstrate an alternative foul
drainage strategy could appropriately be achieved. As such insufficient
information has been provided to demonstrate the foul drainage strategy for the
site would not result in unacceptable impacts in relation to flooding, pollution or
water quality, in the context of Policy CC6, CC7 and CC8 of the Central
Bedfordshire Local Plan and paragraphs 187e and 198 the NPPF (2024).

4 In the absence of details of balcony screening at plots 1, 2,  17, 18, 19, 22, 23,
24, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41 and 42, the submission has not demonstrated that future
occupiers of the proposed dwellings would benefit from acceptable levels of
privacy, in conflict with Policy HQ1 of the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan, the
Central Bedfordshire Design Gude and Paragraph 135f of the NPPF.

5 In the absence of a completed legal agreement securing financial contributions
to offset infrastructure impact, including  education, early years, healthcare,
community halls, indoor sport, outdoor sport, allotments, cemetery plots,
children's play, and waste, the development would have an unmitigated and
unacceptable impact on existing local infrastructure. In addition the
development would also fail to provide affordable housing, custom build,
Biodiversity Net Gains and appropriate arrangements for open space provision
as well as management and maintenance. The development would therefore
not amount to sustainable development and would be contrary to policies H1,
H4, H6, HQ1, HQ2, HQ3, HQ4, EE2, and EE13 of the Central Bedfordshire
Local Plan (2021) and the objectives of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2024),

INFORMATIVE NOTES TO APPLICANT



1. This decision refers to plans and documents.
Planning Statement prepared by Smith Jenkins Ltd, reference 785, June
2022
Design and Access Statement prepared by Benchmark Architects,
reference RS20032
Plot Passports Design Codes for Self-Build Plots prepared by Benchmark
Architects reference RS20032
Transport Statement, prepared by Cotswold Transport Planning, reference
CTP-20-1275, June 2022
Transport Note
Flood Risk Assessment prepared by Cotswold Transport Planning,
reference CTP-20 1275, November 2024
Landscape Visual Impact Assessment prepared by EnPlan reference
05-1004, June 2022
Landscape Strategy Plan prepared by EnPlan, 05-1004-301 F
Landscape Strategy Plan prepared by EnPlan, 05-1004-302 E
Ecological Impact Assessment prepared by Ecology By Design,
EBD01866
DEFRA 3.0 Biodiversity Metric prepared by Ecology By Design
Heritage Asset Impact Assessment prepared by KDK Archaeology Ltd,
reference 617/MSR, November 2021
Tree Survey, Tree Report and Arboricultural Impact Assessment and
Method Statement
prepared by Macintyre Trees, reference 2158_Fv3, June 2022
Sustainability Report prepared by Low Carbon Box, Reference 21155 Rev
B, June 2022
Site Location Plan – 03-02-000
Existing Site Plan –  03-02-002
Demolition Plan – 03-02-003
Tree Retention Plan – 03-02-004
Proposed Site Plan – 03-03-010 F
Proposed Site Roof Plan – 03-03-020 C
Proposed Tenure Plan – 03-03-030 C
Proposed House Type Plan –  03-03-040 C
Proposed Parking + Refuse Site Plan – 03-03-050 C
Proposed Boundary Treatment Site Plan – 03-03-060 C
Type A - Ground Floor Plan – Affordable – 03-03-010 B
Type A - First Floor Plan – Affordable – 03-03-011 A
Type A - Roof Plan – Affordable – 03-03-012 A
Type B - Ground Floor Plan – 03-03-020 A
Type B - First Floor Plan – 03-03-021
Type B - Roof Plan – 03-03-022
Type C - Ground Floor Plan – 03-03-030 B
Type C - Roof Plan – 03-03-031 A
Type D - Ground Floor Plan – 03-03-040 B
Type D - First Floor Plan – 03-03-041 A
Type D - Roof Plan – 03-03-042 A
Type E - Ground Floor Plan – 03-03-050 C
Type E - First Floor Plan – 03-03-051 B
Type E - Roof Plan – 3B 6P – 03-03-052 B
Type F - Ground Floor Plan – 03-03-060 D
Type F - First Floor Plan – 03-03-061 B
Type F - Roof Plan – 03-03-062 B
Type G - Ground Floor Plan – 03-03-070 B
Type G - First Floor Plan – 03-03-071 A



Type G - Roof Plan – 03-03-072 A
Type H – Ground Floor Plan - 03-03-080 A
Type H – First Floor Plan – 03-03-081
Type H – Roof Plan – 03-03-082
Flat - Ground Floor Apartments Plan – Affordable 03-03-100 A
Flat - First Floor Apartments Plan – Affordable 03-03-101 A
Flat - Second Floor Apartments Plan – Affordable 03-03-102 A
Flat - Roof Plan – Affordable – 03-03-103 A
Type A – Section – 03-04-010 A
Type B – Section – 03-04-020
Type C – Section – 03-04-030 A
Type D – Section – 03-04-040 B
Type E – Section – 03-04-050 C
Type F – Section – 03-04-060 B
Type G – Section – 03-04-070 A
Type H – Section – 03-04-080
Section A-A – 03-04-090 A
Type A - Front Elevation – 03-05-010 A
Type A - Rear Elevation – 03-05-011 A
Type A - Side Elevations CD – 03-05-012 A
Type A - Side Elevations EF – 03-05-013 A
Type B – Front Elevation – 03-05-020 A
Type B – Rear Elevation – 03-05-021 A
Type B – Side Elevation – 03-05-022 A
Type C – Front & Rear Elevation – 03-05-030 A
Type C – Side Elevations – 03-05-031 A
Type D – Front Elevation – 03-05-040 B
Type D – Rear Elevation – 03-05-041 A
Type D – Side Elevations CD – 03-05-042 A
Type D – Side Elevations EF – 03-05-043 B
Type E – Front Elevation – 03-05-050 C
Type E – Front Elevation 2 – 03-05-051 D
Type E – Rear Elevations – 03-05-052 B 
Type E – Rear Elevations 2 – 03-05-053 C
Type E – Side Elevations – 03-05-054 C
Type E – Side Elevations – 03-05-055 C
Type E – Side Elevations 3 – 03-05-056 D
Type F – Front & Rear Elevations – 03-05-060 C
Type F – Side Elevations – 03-05-061 C
Type G – Front Elevation – 03-05-070 C
Type G – Rear Elevation – 03-05-071 B
Type G –Side Elevations – 03-05-072 B
Type H – Front Elevation – 03-05-080
Type H – Rear Elevation – 03-05-081
Type H – Side Elevation – 03-05-082
Type H – Side Elevation – 03-05-083
Type H – Garage Elevation – 03-05-084
Refuse/Cycle Store Plan and Elevations – 03-05-300 B
Flat Front Elevation – 03-05-100 A
Flat Rear Elevation – 03-05-101 A
Flat Side Elevation – 03-05-102 A
Proposed Street Elevation A-A – 03-05-200 B
Proposed Street Elevation B-B – 03-05-210 B
Proposed Street Elevation C-C – 03-05-220
Proposed Street Elevation D-D – 03-05-230 B
Proposed Street Elevation E-E – 03-05-240 B



Proposed Street Elevation F-F – 03-05-250 A
Proposed Street Elevation G-G – 03-05-260 A
Swept Path Analysis Refuse Vehicle – CTP-20-1275 - SP07-A
Proposed Site Access Arrangements – CTP-20-1275 SK01-G
Junction Visibility Splay Arrangements – CTP-20-1275 SK04-B
Forward Visibility Assessment – CTP-20-1275 SK05-A
Swept Path Analysis 11.5 Refuse Vehicle – CTP-20-1275 SP10-A
Swept Path Analysis Estate Car 1/2 – CTP-20-1275 SP11-A
Swept Path Analysis Estate Car 2/2 CTP-20-1275 SP12-A

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 in an attempt to
narrow down the reasons for refusal but fundamental objections could not be overcome. The
applicant was invited to withdraw the application to seek pre-application advice prior to any
re-submission but did not agree to this. The Council has therefore acted pro-actively in line with
the requirements of the Framework (paragraph 39) and in accordance with the Town and
Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.

Biodiversity Net Gain

This development is not subject to the statutory Biodiversity Gain Plan condition because it is
exempt under the statutory exemptions as set out in paragraph 17 of Schedule 7A of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990 and the Biodiversity Gain Requirements (Exemptions)
Regulations 2024.

Tick Box

1 No member has requested that this application be referred to Committee
2 Where the proposal is for

major development and it is
proposed to grant permission

There are no unresolved objections from
the Town or Parish Council
The application is not a departure from
established planning policies

3 The application is not submitted by a member of the Council
4 The application is not submitted by an officer of the Council
5 The Council is not the Applicant
6 The application is made under Regulation 3 or for development of the

Council's own land and no representation has been made that is contrary to
the recommendation, except where, in the case of an objection, this can be
resolved by the imposition of conditions

This application therefore complies with the criteria laid down for determination under
delegated powers.


