Representation no: 1148/ALP251

Land at Grange Stud Farm, Flitwick Road,
Ampthill.

Central Beds Representations
on behalf of Optimis Estates
OCL Ref: P559a
CBC Client Ref: 1148
CBC Site Ref: ALP251

28 August 2017
Version 1

1

Representation no: 1148/ALP251

Contents
1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0

Introduction
Site Details
Representation to the Site Assessment Technical Document.
Representation to Consultation Draft Local Plan
Representation to Central Beds and Luton Green Belt Study
Representation to Luton HMA Growth Options Study

Appendices
A

Site Details

1.0

Introduction

1.1

Optimis Consulting (1148) presents these representations on behalf of our clients Optimis Estates
and the landowner, Mr and Mrs Cowie.

1.2

Optimis promotes this site for inclusion in the Local Plan 2035 and details of the proposed allocation
are found at section 2 of this Representation. Any further details of the proposed allocation are
found at Appendix A.

1.3

This representation relates to CBC site reference:

Site ALP251 – Land off Flitwick Road, Ampthill.
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2.0

Site Details – ALP251

2.1

The site is located on the south-western edge of Ampthill and is bordered on three sides by roads. A
footpath crosses the north-western corner of the site, linking to public open space to the north,
provided as part of an adjacent residential development built in 2012.

2.2

To the south and east an industrial complex wraps around the site, located on the opposite side of the
A507. To the east is a substantial house in grounds and Redbourne Upper School. The site is therefore
surrounded by urban form.

2.3

The site comprises a private residential house and associated outbuildings and grounds that cover
around 6.8 hectares (16.8 acres). The owners have a keen interest in equestrianism and the land
around the house provides paddock areas for their horses together with associated equestrian
facilities.

2.4

The site is undulating and rises to a crest in the north east of the site and slopes down towards the
edges of the site. The boundaries are defined by a fence on the north, but all other boundaries are
defined my mature trees and hedgerows, together with a wooden fence. The lowest part of the site
is on the southern boundary where there is a small pond.

2.5

Vehicular access is gained from Flitwick Road, immediately opposite the School. The access is
approximately 150 metres to the north of the roundabout where Flitwick Road meets the A507, a road
that defines the southern and western edge of the site.

2.6

From an administrative point of view the site is not on the edge of the Parish of Ampthill. This is
defined further south at Doolittle Mill, which adjoin a cluster of commercial buildings on the northern
edge of the Parish of Flitwick. This site actually lies within the parish and is surrounded by
development, rather as an infill site. The Ampthill/Flitwick gap actually exists within the Parish of
Flitwick and this is demonstrated below.:

Ampthill Parish

The Flitwick Gap
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Recent Local Development
2.6

The immediate environment has undergone considerable change over the past 10 years and the area
has generally become more urbanised. To the north there has been substantial new housing
development, most recently by Bloor Homes and Bellway on the northern edge of the site.

2.7

To the south west on the other side of the railway is a large northern extension of Flitwick along
Froghall Road providing a new residential development being built by Bovis Homes and Taylor
Wimpey. Further residential development of over 400 units at Warren Farm to the north east is being
developed by Bloor Homes and Connolly Homes.

2.8

To the south east a recent football facility has also been built at the Flitwick Football Centre, which
together with all the other developments now ensures that this site is completely surrounded by
development.

Existing and recent development around the site
Landscape considerations
2.9

The site lies within the “Wooded Greensand Ridge” Landscape Character Area (coloured Green
below):

4

Representation no: 1148/ALP251

2.10

To the south, west and east is a different Landscape Character Area; that of the Greensand Valley.
Although slightly isolated the from the rest of the Wooded Greensand Ridge, it is interesting to note
that the CBC’s consultants specifically considered this site to be in isolation to the lower valley areas.
It therefore does not perform the same role in landscape terms as the land that forms the gap between
Ampthill and Flitwick.

2.11

The guidelines that relate to development in the Wooded Greensand Valley for the whole of the
Character Area are as follows:
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Proposals
2.12

This site performs a transitionary role on the edge of an urban area, surrounded by urban uses for
employment, education, recreation and residential. It is an isolated pocket of land that is in residential
use and although located in a wider landscape setting it does not perform the same role as the valley
character area which presents an important landscape wedge that provides a separation between
Ampthill and Flitwick.

2.13

This site offers an ideal location for the expansion of a sustainable town in an important transport
corridor. It has high sustainability credentials and its loss would have limited impact on the local
landscape and the role of the Green Belt. The guidelines for new development in the Wooded
Greensand Valley recognise that consideration should be given to certain elements of the site, but
does not attempt to prevent its development.

2.14

This site is capable of delivering a modest amount of development that will seek to conserve the visual
relationship with the Greensand ridge, by retaining the highest parts of the site as open space;
maintain a gap to the A507 that is well landscaped and permanent, so that the new development does
not coalesce with Flitwick in either a physical or visual manner; careful design of boundaries by
retaining existing features and introduce native species.

2.15

Moreover, these proposals are to introduce residential development that is necessary to the area.
Our proposals are to provide a care village to provide essential care facilities and accommodation for
those that are in need of specialist accommodation. The care village will provide a range of housing
product aimed at the various levels of care need, through to respite care. The ‘village’ will incorporate
appropriate services to meet the needs is the residents including areas of open space throughout the
site.

2.16

The 8-acre care facility will be supported by some market housing and some affordable homes in order
to create a balanced development. It is anticipated that only 70% of the site will be developed with
around 5 acres of landscaped grounds to protect the key landscape character areas and offer
biodiversity opportunities.
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3.0

Representation to the Site Assessment Technical Document.

3.1

The site is identified in the Preliminary Site Assessment Results July 2017 as:
“Site to be excluded from Local Plan process.”

3.1

The justification for this is commented as:
“Site fails at Stage 1B. Site would cause coalescence in Green Belt between Ampthill and Flitwick. It
is not considered that taking forward only a portion of the site would address this issue.”

3.2

The Executive Summary of the Supporting Technical Document advises that these are the initial
conclusions of the Council and these conclusions do “…not represent a full assessment of sites, and
does not draw conclusions on the suitability, availability and achieve ability of sites…”. In fact, the
document seeks only to not rule this site out, rather than rule it in. This is a somewhat unusual
method of positively promoting land for development. The local plan process should not be seen as
reluctant exercise; LPAs are encouraged to “…plan positively for the development…” that is required
for their area (para 157 NPPF).

3.3

This assessment provided three stages and this site was found to have failed at Stage 1B, the
assessment did not indicate that it failed stages 1A. Accordingly, this site was considered (in Stage
1A) to:
•
•

3.4

Have no conflict with national designations
Be outside of any high flood risk

The Assessment was undertaken separately to the Green Belt Assessment that is commented on
later. In respect of the assessment at Stage 1B, this is considered under the RAG rating technique as
follows:
“Does the site cause coalescence between an existing village or town and another existing village or
town? If yes, then grade as Amber if the site would be able to provide appropriate buffers or green
wedges to mitigate this, or Red if it would not be possible for appropriate buffers to be provided
leaving a reasonable developable area based on the individual context of the site.”

3.5

It is unknown what conclusion the LPA came to but given the size and extent of this site and the fact
that a large area of the site is proposed to be retained as an orchard, it is reasonable to expect the
rating to be no worse than an Amber. In which case, there is no explanation for why this site failed
the test of coalescence if suitable mitigation could be introduced.

3.6

As per the definition in the glossary to the assessment the consideration of coalescence is both by
physical and visual means. The Council clearly indicates that a suitable buffer is capable of
overcoming this constraint. This is reiterated in the methodology paper:
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“Where the whole site could cause coalescence, a portion of the site may be considered which would
preserve the separation of the settlements. In the case of strategic sites because of the large
available land area there is often more potential to reduce the impact of coalescence by using buffers,
for example green infrastructure or landscaping to preserve separation.” para (4.3.17)
3.7

The interpretation of this methodology would suggest that given this site is 6.8 hectares, it would be
entirely reasonable to consider that a sensible buffer could be introduced to prevent coalescence,
should this be deemed necessary. However, we would argue that coalescence is not an issue in this
case in any event. This site is surrounded by existing development on all sides. The settlement
pattern surrounds the site and the site is not in a gap between Ampthill and Flitwick. This gap exists
further to the south if at all, because there is continuous urban road frontage along the road from
Ampthill to Flitwick. The development of this site will not lead to “… neighbouring towns from
merging into one another” (para 4.3.16), any more than they already do.

3.8

The landowner reiterates that this site is suitable for allocation and welcomes the opportunity to
demonstrate that the site is suitable for allocation. It should not have been rejected at Stage 1B as
clearly the assessment should have given an Amber assessment. In this situation, the site would
have been further considered for suitability.
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4.0

Representation to Consultation Draft Local Plan

4.1

The CDLP provides a strategic draft plan and does not identify individual allocations. It sets out and is
seeking comments on the ‘growth location options and policies’. It does not identify site-specific
locations for small, medium or strategic sites, however the Council has undertaken considerable
amount of background works to assess over 800 sites in detail and it is unclear why having
undertaken this work, the Council has not utilised the evidence to propose the favoured sites for
consideration, considering the strategic policy that the CDLP proposes.

4.2

It is therefore unclear whether the results of the technical assessments are leading the strategic
policy formulation or the other way around.

4.3

The Council has considered all manner of housing supply ‘options’; new settlements, sustainable
urban extensions, Green Belt releases, village extensions and infill. The scale of growth, if accepted
at 30,000 dwellings, is proposed to be met by up to 21,000 homes in four new settlements. That is
70% of all new dwellings, that are in need, delivered through a very uncertain delivery process.
Moreover, the new settlements are located on land that is not the most sustainable locations in the
district. CBC has no experience of delivering a new settlement and has struggled to expeditiously
deliver the SUEs at Houghton Regis and north Luton.

4.4

Notwithstanding that it is positive that the LPA has considered all ‘options’ for site identification, it is
difficult to find any evidence that indicates that the Council has assessed these various ‘options’
alongside one another. The methodology for assessing the various options is not consistent. For
example, there are many sites that have been rejected at stage 1, 2 and 3 that may be considerably
more appropriate than a new settlement in an isolated location. But by ruling out over 600 small
sites as being inappropriate it may have misinformed or forced the strategic policy to go down the
route of a new settlement, simply to deliver the requirement for new homes.

4.5

The technical assessment of small sites has been undertaken ahead of a proper assessment of the
strategic priorities for the district. Those sites that have been “excluded” should all be reassessed
considering the outcome of the assessment Strategic Growth Options, when greater clarity will be
known about the small and medium site requirements. If none of the new settlements are
considered further then there will be a need for further smaller sites and a reassessment of the,
hitherto ‘excluded’ smaller sites should be undertaken.
Policy SP1: Growth Strategy

4.6

This strategy provides different forms of additional development, beyond commitments, to be
delivered in four areas, A-D. The merits of dividing the areas into 4 is not clear and is not properly
explained, nor is the delineation of the boundaries. The Figure 5.1 on page 38 was used for the
summer 2016 consultation and this identified different extents of the areas to that in the Key
Diagram Figure 8.1 page 62. Notably Area A which is adjusted to only include the Green Belt around
Luton. In doing so this provides a different extent to the Luton HMA. It is not clear why is setting the
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four Areas, that these are not based on the defined HMAs. There is a conflict in this regard because
the delivery of the Growth Strategy is difficult to interpret if it is to be considered against the four
Growth Areas and/or the HMAs.
4.7

This site in Ampthill is identified in the Luton HMA and within Area A. It is a site that provides a
sustainable housing solution in the context of the Luton HMA and in the context of the Area A zone.
And yet it was rejected at the small sites assessment because it is in the Green Belt, just like
everything within Area A.

4.8

It is accepted that the smaller sites will be fully considered in the next stage of the plan, however it
should be recognised in Policy SP1 that the Growth Strategy for Area A is to direct housing to smaller
urban edge locations to meet the housing need for Luton in those areas recognised as falling in the
Luton HMA. That way this site can contribute to the strategic aims of the plan, to “…accommodate
‘unmet need’ as Luton is a highly constrained urban area.” (para 7.6.1), which is significantly
important to the soundness of this plan. That might mean developing in the Green Belt on the
southern edge of Ampthill, if this is a suitable location.
Housing Boost (para 8.3)

4.9

The Delivery Clause identified in 8.3.1 is unenforceable and unnecessary. It has been introduced into
the Development Management process as a tool to ensure that consents are not stalled and to avoid
a stacking of unimplemented consents. However, if the LPA regularly have an up to date plan and
deliver housing in accord with the plan then the Delivery Clause is redundant as implied in the para
8.3.1. Furthermore, when included within a consent it is unenforceable not the least because it
requires units to be provided within a 5-year period, and ye the consent only lasts for three years,
meaning that it would expire before the Council would have a chance to enforce. However, even if
the site was implemented and delayed the Council would not be able to enforce as the only
mechanism to enforce is to build the units out, a facility that is neither practical not legally
enforceable within CPO powers. This should be removed from the Plan.
Housing Growth Locations (para 8.5)

4.10

This section identifies a number of key locations for expansions of existing settlements. As an overall
comment, this plan relies heavily on large SUEs and potential new settlements. This is a serious flaw.
The Council has had significant failure to deliver strategic housing sites in the past and this plan
ignores these failures and is unsound.

4.11

In preparing this plan it is essential that CBC learn from the experiences of the past and take heed
from the view of the Planning Inspectorate in how they view the deliverability of strategic sites. In
recent section 78 appeals the PINS has rejected the role of sites such as Bidwell West and HRN1,
despite having planning permission, to deliver within a 5-year period. These are examples of sites
that have been supported by Central Beds since it first planned for the District in 2009 and yet
despite having a planning consent to deliver 1,850 and 5,000+ homes respectively, they have not
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delivered any dwellings and according to PINS are unlikely to deliver in the next 5 years. These are
examples of the failed attempt to rely on SUEs to deliver homes in the Luton HMA.
4.12

Despite this history and difficult experience, it surprising that this plan is seeking to propose 4,000
homes north of Luton and 4,600 homes west of Luton in addition to stalled strategic sites north of
Houghton Regis. It is vital that the Council propose sites that are capable of early delivery in a part of
the district that has such a constrained urban area, with challenging infrastructure issues. Adding
further SUE delivery problems onto the edge of the urban area of Luton is seriously flawed, if these
are being introduced to meet a dire need for new homes.

4.13

The Council will be bound to require some Green Belt releases within the Luton HMA and we support
this in the most sustainable locations within the Luton HMA. This site lies on the edge of the Green
Belt, surrounded by development and fairs well when compared to other Green Belt sites in terms of
suitability for release. A strategy for multiple sites in the Luton HMA adjacent to sustainable
settlements with good transport links is a far more deliverable and realistic mechanism for meeting
the Luton need.
Significant Flaws in the proposed Housing Growth Locations

4.14

The assessment consideration for the various Housing growth locations proposed each have detailed
flaws that are significantly at odds with the site assessment that has been undertaken on smaller
sites. The Council have adopted a different methodology which given their experience in their failure
to deliver SUEs, is somewhat surprising. The following points need to be reiterated for planning
balance:
Delivery rates

4.15

On the basis that all sites are granted an outline consent, or the Local plan is adopted in 2020, the
plan has 15 years life. A site in Central Beds will approximately take 3 years from outline to start on
site, to allow for the release of conditions, marketing, sale and implementation of a full consent. It
will take up to 2 years to achieve a first occupation on the grounds that most strategic sites have
considerable infrastructure challenges and long lead-in times. The earliest a unit would be
completed/occupied would be 2025, giving 10-years for the delivery of homes. Based on NLP
research on build out rates at 160 units per annum, on average a strategic site might deliver 1,600
homes over 10 years. Accordingly, even if all the Strategic options were allocated the numbers
associated with these allocations, for delivery within this plan period are overly optimistic.
Green Belt Issues

4.16

Inevitably SUEs in the Green Belt will require very special circumstances and the strategic delivery of
homes may provide positive weight, but this should be considered in balance with other issues.
Coalescence is a concern raised through the Green Belt process. The threat of two settlements
physically or visually linking has not been properly considered in the case of the Luton expansion,
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because the small villages that will be then joined to Luton will transform form being an isolates
settlement to being part of the Luton connurbation. The proposed landscape buffers may not
adequately deal with this. Significant consideration should be given to the reduction of the size and
extent of these sites to ensure that the villages are not engulfed.
4.17

Development ordinarily leads to the loss of openness in the Green Belt, unless the site is brownfield
but that is not the case in north or west Luton. The loss of openness is compounded by the impact
on important landscape areas, such as the Chilterns AONB, from the positions to the north and west
of Luton.
Impact on the protected natural and built environment

4.18

Sites such as Luton West and North are further impacted by the presence of protected habitats
within the site together with Heritage Assets of national significance. Tempsford, East Biggleswade
and Arlesey would not only have substantial harm on heritage assets but it will lead to the loss of the
best and most versatile agricultural land contrary to para 112 of the NPPF.
Policy SP5 – Important Countryside Gap.

4.19

The Council is proposing to reintroduce the Important Countryside Gap Policy. Although the areas
proposed are not identified in this plan, it is presumed an opportunity to comment on this will be
provided in the next consultation. However, it is relevant to consider this in association with the
strategic direction, at this stage. The Council is proposing to amend the Green Belt, which is the most
effective means of controlling gaps between settlements. As the Council is using the Green Belt
Review to reassess the role of settlements and the need for protection against coalescence, amongst
other things, it makes little sense to introduce a lower tier of protection

4.20

This is especially the case when Countryside policies themselves prohibit development outside of
settlement boundaries and therefore gaps are in fact protect for their own sake as countryside. This
policy should be withdrawn as having no meaningful strategic role in a district where the role of
countryside policies and Green Belt policies are so persuasive.
Settlement Hierarchy

4.21

Although no apparent policy reference number exists it is assumed that this is an oversight otherwise
its weight is significantly lessened, by not being part of a Policy (as considered by Lord Justice
Richards in the case of R [on the application of Cherkley Campaign] v Mole Valley DC).
Notwithstanding the highlighted box on 104 and 105 provides a lack of clarity on the role or
definition of large or small villages. A commentary is given for Major and Minor Service centres.

4.22

Ampthill is recognised as one of the eight Major Service Centres. It therefore has a vital role in
providing homes, not only for the district but also for the Luton HMA. It is one of five settlements in
the Luton HMA, all of which are inset in the Green Belt. Ampthill lies on the edge of the Green Belt
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and on a significantly important transport corridor. In the assessments, it is shown to be a highly
sustainable location for development and this site has no secondary constraints and is significantly
more suitable than other sites on the edge of the settlement of Ampthill.
Settlement boundaries
4.23

The role of the settlement boundary is defined in this plan to represent the boundary between
settlements and the surrounding countryside. It is stated clearly that their role is not to identify land
for development. Therefore, the Council must not attempt to try and draw boundaries that frustrate
development any more than might encourage it. They must not define the boundary as being
brownfield versus greenfield, but rather it is a judgement of what might constitute urban and rural
land uses.

4.24

It is essential that the Council defines this clearly and in their review, they include all land uses that
relate to the land use of the settlement, including formal open space, rear gardens, church grounds,
schools etc. Redbourne School should be included within the settlement boundary of the town. CBC
has in the past introduced a different approach which is misleading and attempts to frustrate
suitable infill development, which is a vital component of the delivery of housing.
H1 - Housing Mix

4.25

This policy acknowledges that “Local Housing Market analysis” is a basis for justifying a proposed
housing mix. This should be taken further and acknowledgement given that a professional house
builder will make proposals to meet a market and they are likely to be experts in understanding the
Local market for housing. The policy or the supporting text should recognise that the Council should
not make unsubstantiated requirement for a mix, providing the applicant can demonstrate that they
are experts in this area.
H2 – Housing Standards and H3 – Supporting Older People

4.26

The aim of the Council to improve the provision of specialist housing, including that for the elderly,
frail and health dependant households is an important strategic aim; however, this should not be
pre-requisite to “all future developments” for a number of reasons. Specialist housing should be
encouraged and treated as exceptional. Development for this type of housing should be provided by
experts to ensure that it is efficiently delivered and designed fit for purpose. The expectation that
main stream housing developers can deliver such housing is unrealistic and should be avoided.

4.27

The characteristics of some main stream housing sites may not be suitable for the inclusion of
adaptable homes, such as limited access to facilities or topographical limitations to a site. It is
therefore inappropriate to try and fix an undersupply of a specialist housing type, by enforcing its
provision on sites that might not be suitable. It may also have a deleterious impact on the delivery of
mainstream housing.

13

Representation no: 1148/ALP251
4.28

This site provides an ideal demographic location for providing a care facility. It is the aim of this site
to deliver an 8-acre care village to provide a full range of care through to respite; with a range of
associated lifestyle facilities to meet the needs of the residents.

4.29

Although the district has had a large number of care homes applications submitted there has not
been a comprehensive care facility proposed and this facility is capable of significantly increasing the
supply of a range of care home dwellings for a sector that is in specialist need.

4.30

These proposals will provide an excellent opportunity for the Council to fulfil this policy.

4.31

In these representations, we are advocating that this site is allocated to deliver an 8-acre care village
together with a modest development of residential development to meet the mainstream needs of
Ampthill. Our proposals provide significant support of this policy aim.
H4 – Affordable Housing

4.32

The policy should avoid prescription a of affordable tenure and amount. The tenure split should be
considered on a site by site basis with an overall target, that may or may not vary dependant on
specific situations. Furthermore, tenure split requirement should be requested by housing
departments based on evidence of need, using Local Housing Need Surveys for example rather than
unsubstantiated requirements, (para 60 NPPF.).
H5 – Rural Exception Sites

4.33

This policy does not meet the guidance in the NPPF and Central Beds has lost an appeal to this effect.
This policy should be altered to include the definition of the NPPF (see Annex 2: Glossary page 55)
which specifically avoids the need for such sites to be ‘well related’ to a settlement. Rural exception
sites are able of being located anywhere in the rural area where they meet other criteria.

4.34

The policy should not limit the number of market units to 20%. This is contrary to the NPPF
definition as well, as the overriding consideration is that of viable delivery.
H7 – Self Build and Custom Housing

4.35

This is a specialist housing provision that should not be a condition of a housing scheme but rather a
desire. As with elderly accommodation it is not helpful for the delivery of mainstream housing to
burden a developer with a type of product that they are not allowed or able to deliver.

4.36

The requirement for self-build plots to provide affordable housing is flawed. First, there is no
incentive to deliver self-build units if this requirement is included, they should be exempt from all
planning obligations; secondly how can this be practically delivered as Registered Providers are
unlikely to take up ‘self-build’ plots. This policy needs to be reconsidered and worded to incentive
the delivery of self-build rather than it be a burden or be burdened.
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5.0

Representation to Central Beds and Luton Green Belt Study

5.1

This paper considered the role of the Green Belt in relation to Ampthill (AH2). The area is a band of
land to the north of the A507 on the southern edge of Ampthill. It includes a number of parcels of
land in multiple ownerships and multiple uses and with no common physical form. It is therefore
very difficult to assess the individual component parts of the parcel, one of which is this site.

5.2

The parcel consists of 63.4 hectares, only 6.3 relates to this site and this is located on the western
edge of the parcel. In the middle part of the parcel accommodates Redbourne Upper School
covering approximately 15 hectares and the remainder consists of highly sensitive landscape with
biodiversity constraints.

5.3

The parcel has not been considered having any regard to the Landscape Character Appraisals
prepared by CBC. This body of evidence should have been relevant in devising the boundaries for
the parcels and by omission this weakens the effectiveness of the assessment.
Assessment of AH2

5.4

Within the description this site is defined as “localised areas of built development concentrated in
the west.” And situated “…amongst a pastoral land use covering a small hillock.” The description
then advises that “Flitwick Road forms the boundary to the west” of land that”…is largely separated
from the urban edge by open arable fields”. These fields have “…a lack of vegetation means that the
parcel (not including this site) has a relatively strong relationship with the wider countryside.” This
excludes this site which is then further described as “The tree lined A507 runs along the southern
section and western edge providing strong visual separation.”

5.5

The description also recognises that the “vegetation along the A507 prevents much indivisibility
between the settlements.” In assessing the Purpose 2 they conclude that the physical gap is very
narrow, however if this gap refers to this site then this does not form part of the separation between
the towns or Parish of Ampthill or Flitwick, there is more substantial physical gap further to the
south in the Parish of Flitwick. This site is an infill parcel within the Parish of Ampthill built on all four
sides. We therefore consider that this site in isolation is not critical in preventing the merging of the
two towns, the fields further south have that role.

5.6

The concerns regarding Purpose 3 relates entirely to the land to the east. The conclusions
regarding the historic setting of Ampthill in Purpose 4 are overstated. This southern extent of
Ampthill has no listed buildings, no conservation area and no other heritage assets of any note. The
Southern edge of Ampthill is not commented upon in the Conservation Area Appraisal. Moreover,
the southern and western edge of Ampthill has significantly altered over the past ten years and this
site does not provide a historic setting, but one that has undergone considerable change. It
therefore makes a very weak contribution to the Green Belt Purpose of the town. This conclusion
was also drawn on the site to the east of Ampthill (AH3). Its contribution to the historic setting was
“relatively weak” despite being adjacent to Ampthill Park, a site of significantly greater historic value
than the edge of Grange Farm.
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5.7

In summary, this site, which is only part of AH2, should be considered to make no more than a
moderate contribution to the Green Belt, because it might contribute to the perception of a gap
between towns. However, it is not the critical Parcel of land in the gap between Ampthill and
Flitwick and it is overstated that its development might lead to physical or visual coalescence.
Green Belt Study Methodology (CB and Luton Green Belt Study)

5.8

It is agreed that Green Belt reviews should be undertaken on edges of Green Belt, but not just the
inset boundaries. This site is on the edge of the Green Belt boundary but is also adjacent to a town.
It is a “serious candidate for development, i.e. relatively large settlements which, as functioning
population centres, are likely to be the most sustainable locations for growth.” (para 2.20).

5.9

Such locations “should be identified in plans unless the positive effects of the allocation would be
outweighed by effects on the overall integrity of the Green Belt according to an assessment on the
whole of the Green Belt according to the five purposes.” (para 2.22)

5.10

One of the characters to a Green Belt boundary is its permanence and the study considers that
“…when redefining Green Belt boundary, new boundaries should be drawn along features which are
clearly defined and which also play a physical and/or visual role in separating a town.” It is noted
that this site was commented upon in the assessment in this regard: “The tree lined A507 runs along
the southern section and western edge providing strong visual separation.” This site would perform
an infill development and accordingly the new green Belt boundary would be capable of being
drawn further to the south, adjacent to the garage and car sales development.
Assessment of Redbourne School

5.11

It is noted that the school to the east of the site was not considered to be removed from the Green
Belt, in isolation. It may have not been assessed, however, we consider that it should have been
assessed in line with the many other institutional uses that are washed over with Green Belt but
clearly provide an urban use. Moreover, the school should be identified as being within the
Settlement Envelope for Ampthill as it is an urban use. Appendix 2 identified the following sites
provided a relatively weak contribution and we regard that Redbourne should be assessed the same:
BCa
C1a
D5a
LL5a
LL10a
WS1a

5.12

Arnold Middle School
Caddington Village School
Manshead Upper School
Old Bank School
Linsdale Middle School
Fulbrook Middle School

The main reasons for these sites being assessed as having a weak contribution were that they can
provide a Strong Green Belt boundary and the site relates more strongly to the settlement than the
countryside. We regard that this assessment would be made to the Redbourne School if assessed in
the same conditions. It would then follow that the assessment for AH2 would have been assessed as
having a lower role in the Green Belt.
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6.0

Representation to Luton HMA Growth Options Study

6.1

The Report prepared on behalf of CBC was to look at the various options to deliver housing in the
Luton HMA. This site lies within the Luton HMA. The study narrowed down the locations by
removing the sites located in areas of Primary Constraint. Accordingly, 32 locations were therefore
considered for analysis.

6.2

The selection of these ‘locations’ is questionable, in so far as there appears to be an odd collation of
sites, not in one ownership and therefore should not really be judged as a collective. L6 for example
contains a number of small parcels of land, and in assessing the collective of the sites the group is all
affected by some small detail that may occur in only part of the site. If part of the site is in a
Conservation Area the whole ‘location’ suffers and that does not appear to be a logical way of
assessing the relative merits of the component parts of the group.

6.3

This site has been considered in line with the Secondary constraints identified in Table 3.1. It rates
well having only 6 secondary constraints. It should be noted that none of these relate to this site. If
this site was in isolation it would be free of secondary constraints.

6.4

Table 3.2 identifies that the site is in an area that is accessible to 8 of the 9 services; the related plan
does not depict this, but it is important to note that other than access to a local centre, this site is
extremely sustainable and better than the majority of ‘locations’ in the assessment.

6.5

Table 3.3 considers the site in relation to the most impact on the five Green Belt Purposes. As
indicated in the reps above, this site does not have any worse than a Moderate Contribution to the
GB and therefore fairs extremely well compared to other ‘locations’.

6.6

Table 3.4 identifies the site as of High deliverability and this is reinforced on this site due to the
commercial nature of the promoters of the land. It is also considered high in viability; Table 3.5.

6.7

The assessment has summarised the site in Table 4.3 as most likely to be “urban extension”, given
the exceptional results against other potential village extensions, this site is a very credible ‘location’
for an urban extension as assessed independently by the Council.
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Appendix A - Site Information
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