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Dear Colin 
 
Land North of Luton Framework Plan / Planning Applications North of 
Houghton Regis 
 
I refer to your letters of 11 and 23 June. Please accept my apologies for the 
delay in replying. 
 
Your letters cover a number of issues which I will seek to respond to.  Firstly, 
and most importantly for the Council is the current situation around the  
Development Strategy. You may be aware that the Council has lodged an 
appeal against the decision of the High Court to refuse leave to lodge a judicial 
challenge to the letter of the Inspector, Brian Cook. In these circumstances the 
Council considers the Development Strategy to be a “live” document to which 
weight can be attributed in the determination of planning applications. 
 
The outcome of the legal proceedings is critical for the Council and whether or 
not it will decide in due course to withdraw the Development Strategy in the light 
of the Courts’ decisions. If it does withdraw the Strategy then a new plan-making 
programme will be instigated with a review of the evidence base, including 
cross-boundary issues with all of its neighbours. As you rightly point out there 
has already been an ongoing review of the SHMA and the Luton Housing 
Market area despite the challenges outlined in your letters and this will provide 
part of the evidence base going forward. However, if we eventually withdraw the 
Development Strategy we will need to consider how we approach potential 
future growth options, including the distribution of  Luton’s unmet housing need. 
Whilst the Council remains committed to working co-operatively with Luton, 
there is a degree of uncertainty around the plan making process and it is 
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therefore considered premature to set up formal Member liaison meetings for 
cross-boundary issues at this time. However, I think it is important that we meet 
soon to map out our liaison going forward and I invite you to suggest some 
suitable dates to do so. We will, of course, continue to co-operate at officer level 
on the joint studies in preparation, such as the SHMAA update. 
 
Turning to the North Framework Plan, this was adopted by the Council in March 
2015 and will be material in the determination of any planning applications.  
Although your letter of 11 June did not request all relevant financial information 
relating to the north of Luton proposals as you state in your letter of 23 June I 
note the request in your subsequent letter. As you know viability information is 
commercially sensitive and only shared with a local planning authority when a 
planning application is submitted and there is no planning application at the 
moment. This issue was also explored during the HRN1 judicial review 
proceedings.   
 
The M1-A6 link is a critical piece of infrastructure in facilitating the delivery of 
4,000 homes and around 3,000 jobs readily accessible to Luton residents and 
forms a northern bypass to the new M1 junction which will alleviate some traffic 
through Luton. As discussed with LBC previously, an additional link between the 
A6 and A505 falls beyond the boundary and scope of the North of Luton 
Framework Plan. However, it may be a subject that merits future discussion in 
the context of cross-boundary issues. 
 
At present, the Council has not secured a contribution from SEMLEP towards 
the M1– A6 Link Road. Two bids were submitted for Local Growth Fund last 
September. Both bids ranked highly in terms of the economic benefits that 
would be unlocked but neither was successful because of uncertainties over 
delivery timescales at that time. As you may be aware the Government have 
identified an additional £46 million for SEMLEP projects over and above the 
LGF allocation and CBC will be submitting bids for this later this year. Clearly, a 
successful bid will significantly boost the viability of the proposals and the extent 
of physical and community infrastructure that can be delivered. 
 
I agree that it is important to continue to meet to discuss proposals north of 
Luton. However, as there hasn’t been much progress on the scheme beyond 
the Framework Plan we feel that there is no immediate urgency to meet. Once 
we have ascertained whether an application(s) is likely to come forward and the 
timescales for doing so we would be more than willing to discuss the proposals 
with you in more detail under the requirements of the Duty to Co-operate. 
 
Finally, we accept that any applications that are in the green belt will have to 
justify very special circumstances for planning permission to be granted. Your 
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objections to the applications referred to in your letter to Andrew Davie are 
noted and will be taken into account when decisions are taken.    
 
We will continue to co-operate with you on the ongoing technical work streams. 
Once we have reached a decision on the future of the Development Strategy I 
will contact you again regarding Member liaison.  
 
         
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Richard Fox 
Head of Development Planning and Housing Strategy 
 
Direct telephone 0300 300 4105 
Email Richard.fox@centralbedfordshire.gov.uk 
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Mr C Pagdin 
Head of Planning and Transportation 
Luton Borough Council 
Town Hall 
Luton 
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Your ref:  

Our ref: RF/cw 

Date: 14th August 2015 

  

 

 
Dear Chris 
 
Luton Local Plan and the Duty to Co-operate 
 
I write in respect of the above; specifically with reference to your recent 
Overview and Scrutiny Board Report of 14th July outlining progress on the 
preparation of your Local Plan. 
 
Firstly, it was unfortunate that Central Bedfordshire Council only became 
aware of this Report on 3rd August in an e-mail from Kevin Owen after it had 
already been considered by your Board.  
 
Having read the Report I have a number of observations upon it and concerns 
in respect of your proposed programme for taking the Plan forward. These 
specifically relate to cross-boundary issues and the Duty to Co-operate.   
 
I note in paragraph 7 you state that Central Bedfordshire Council has agreed 
to commit to a programme of cross-boundary studies.  Although we have 
taken positive steps forward in this respect, the brief for the Growth Option 
Study is still presently under preparation, pending comments and general 
agreements from neighbouring authorities within the HMA. It has also yet to 
be circulated to those neighbouring authorities who sit beyond the Luton 
HMA, for comments and observations. The two FEMA studies have now been 
separately commissioned by our authorities because although  Central 
Bedfordshire were amenable to a joint employment study we felt it better to 
use independent  consultants who  had not previously advised Luton BC. The 
Luton FEMA is due to report in mid October 2015 whilst the Central 
Bedfordshire FEMA and Employment Land Review will not report until 
December 2015. Therefore, at this stage it is too early to suggest that these 
studies will provide the necessary evidence base needed to support your draft 
submission publication in September and it is premature to publish your plan 
before at least the initial findings are known and agreed.   
 

/continued overleaf.... 
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Page Two  
 
A case in point is the fact that LBC have recently identified an increase in 
Luton’s capacity as explained in paragraph 4 of your report. As you are aware 
a review of Luton’s capacity is also a key part of the growth options study and 
this may identify further housing capacity within Luton.  It seems then that 
your published plan will not benefit from this independent analysis and Central 
Bedfordshire Council considers that it is essential that the plan awaits the 
outcome of this analysis before it is published. 
 
On the same theme, in paragraph 8 you note the requirement for a significant 
proportion of Luton’s unmet housing need to be met by its neighbouring 
authorities and that this has been accepted by those authorities.  Whilst the 
Growth Option Study will look at potential locations it is for those neighbouring 
authorities to propose sites in their own Local Plans and it would be 
premature to assert where Luton’s unmet need will be met. In several places 
in your Report you stress the importance of Central Bedfordshire in meeting 
your housing needs; it is most important  therefore that further work is 
undertaken before you publish your plan  to  establish if and where this can be 
met through the Duty to Co-operate.  
 
Whilst the decision on our submitted Development Strategy is subject of a 
judicial challenge it was one of the reasons why the Government Inspector 
who examined our Plan indicated that we had not met the Duty to Co-operate. 
This point was also referred to by Mrs Justice Patterson at our Judicial 
Review permission hearing. The recent ministerial statement by Brandon 
Lewis states “…it is clear that where local authorities cannot meet their 
housing needs in full, they should co-operate with other local authorities to do 
so.” Whilst the Growth Options study is in the process of being commissioned 
the Duty to Co-operate will only be discharged when the outputs of that Study 
are known.   
 
You assert that Luton’s Plan can progress on the basis of the existing large 
scale opportunities for growth to the north and east of Luton, including 
necessary supporting infrastructure.  I assume you mean Land North of 
Houghton Regis and North of Luton in Central Bedfordshire.  These sites 
have planning pedigree in the Joint Core Strategy from which Luton withdrew 
and are proposed in Central Bedfordshire Council’s Development Strategy.  
Luton subsequently launched Judicial Challenges against the decisions of the 
Secretary of State and the Council which would enable the delivery of North 
Houghton Regis.   Both North Houghton Regis and North Luton have large 
infrastructure requirements and they cannot be delivered to meet Luton’s 
needs if they are subject of further Judicial Challenge or the unrealistic 
expectations (e.g. A6-A505 link) set out in your report.  In these 
circumstances there is clearly no agreement on progression of these key sites 
upon which Luton is reliant. 
 

/continued overleaf.... 
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To summarise, it would appear that the approach being taken by Luton is that 
it will seek to take its Plan through to adoption, whilst separately pursuing how 
its unmet needs will be resolved. Such an approach does not fit with national 
planning policy, which makes it clear that strategic cross-boundary issues 
should be resolved before a local plan is submitted for examination. The 
Inspector at examination will expect to see the clear evidence that the cross 
boundary issues have ben resolved, and is most unlikely to accept an 
argument that the matter can be left for subsequent resolution.         
 
I note the Report draws attention to potential delays to submission of the Plan. 
I would strongly urge caution in subjecting the Plan to public consultation 
before potential options for meeting your unmet housing need have been 
identified. 
 
In conclusion, it is my view that proceeding with the submission of your Plan 
in a way which prejudges the outcome of several key cross-boundary studies 
fails to comply with the Duty to Co-operate and having regard to our own 
Inspectors letter, is likely to lead to the plan being found unsound. As we have 
got very recent experience of how these cross boundary issues can, when 
raised by neighbouring authorities, be influential in an Inspectors 
considerations I would hope that we can all use that experience to develop 
positive cooperation and avoid such a situation again. It would be helpful for 
me, as a relatively new Director to this Authority to understand from your 
Council’s side who are the key contacts for pursuing ‘Duty to Co-operate’ 
issues going forward. I can confirm that Andrew Davie Development and 
Infrastructure Group Manager and Richard Fox Head of Development 
Planning and Housing Strategy and the key contacts in my Directorate.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Jason Longhurst 
Director of Regeneration and Business 
Direct telephone 0300 300 4005 
Email Jason.longhurst@centralbedfordshire.gov.uk 
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Mr T Holden 
Chief Executive 
Luton Borough Council 
Town Hall 
Luton 
LU1 2BQ 

Your ref:  

Our ref: RF/cw 

Date: 7th September 2015 

  

 

 
Dear Trevor 
 
Strategic Planning Matters 
 
Thank you for your letter of 13th August 2015 to Richard Fox.  I have noted 
your comments.  
 
I have a number of observations to make on your letter and agree with you 
that the best way to progress these matters is to meet to discuss them in 
more detail.  These include the specific issues raised and more generally our 
respective strategic planning programmes.  Unfortunately, we have been 
unable to see you on the dates suggested in your letter, but there is a meeting 
that has been arranged by Sue Frost for 25th September at 9.30am at Priory 
House, Chicksands. 
 
I hope we can agree common ground in taking forward our planning proposals 
at this meeting. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Andrew Davie 
Development Infrastructure Group Manager 
Direct telephone:  0300 300 4426 
Email: Andrew.davie@centralbedfordshire.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 







DRAFT	
Luton	Borough	Council	and	Central	Bedfordshire	Council	Update	meeting	

Note	of	meeting:	1000,	25	September	2015	

Location:	Priory	House,	Chicksands	

Present:		

Central	Bedfordshire	Council	(CBC):	

	

Adrian	Davie,	Development	Infrastructure	Group	
Manager	(AD)	
Richard	Fox,	Head	of	Development	Planning	and	
Housing	Strategy	(RF)	
Sue	Frost	(SF)	Local	Planning	&	Housing	Manager	
	

Luton	Borough	Council	(LBC):	

	

David	Carter,	Strategic	Planning	Manager	(DC)	
Laura	Church,	Head	of	Service	Business	&	
Consumer	Services	(LC)	
Troy	Hayes,	Principal	Planner	(TH)	
Kevin	Owen,	Local	Plans	Team	Leader	(KO)	
Chris	Pagdin,	Service	Director	Planning	&	
Transportation	(CP)	

	

1.	CBC	update	

AD	explained	the	current	position	in	relation	to	the	High	Court.	He	identified	two	potential	outcomes	
(1)	that	CBC	be	allowed	to	continue	with	their	local	plan	and	in	anticipation	of	this	CBC	were	
checking	what	the	implications	for	additional	work	might	be	and,	(2)	gearing	up	for	the	actions	that	
might	need	to	be	taken	in	the	event	the	plan	falls.	The	outcome	of	the	application	for	leave	to	
appeal	was	expected	over	the	next	month.		

	

2.	LBC	Local	Plan	and	Evidence	Base	Update	

KO	summarised	the	current	position	on	the	Luton	Local	Plan.	The	Executive	on	21	September	had	
agreed	to	a	Pre-Submission	version	of	the	plan	that	would	go	out	to	consultation	from	October	to	
December	2015.	It	was	anticipated	that	Full	Council	would	consider	the	Submission	version	on	22	
March	2016	with	the	Examination	hearings	taking	place	in	June/July.	

CP	noted	a	couple	of	changes	that	had	emerged	including	a	decision	following	on	from	Scrutiny	that	
specific	sites	for	Gypsies	and	Travellers	would	be	considered	separately	leaving	a	criteria-based	
policy	in	the	plan.	He	confirmed	that	significant	progress	would	be	made	developing	the	approach	
including	consultation	and	analysis	of	sites	and	this	would	take	account	of	the	fluid	national	position	
on	definitions.	CP	also	explained	how	there	would	be	a	‘one-hit’	approach	to	the	plan	following	the	
resolution	of	outstanding	matters	regarding	the	strategic	allocation	at	Century	Park.	This	would	help	
save	both	time	and	money.	

In	relation	the	urban	capacity	CP	summarised	the	scope	of	technical	work	that	had	been	carried	out	
highlighting	the	fragile	position	on	viability	in	Luton’s	housing	market.	Nevertheless	he	confirmed	
that	housing	capacity	within	Luton	had	risen	by	1,000	dwellings.	Affordable	housing	provision	
remained	the	top	priority	but	this	was	constrained	in	some	sources	of	housing	such	as	office	
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conversions	and	viability	limited	what	was	achievable	on	other	sites.	CP	also	stressed	how	school	
capacity	was	a	major	issue	affecting	Luton	and	the	effect	this	would	have	on	the	potential	for	further	
housing.	SF	raised	the	potential	to	expand	the	existing	school	at	Luton	South	but	CP	explained	how	
this	was	not	feasible	since	it	was	affected	by	the	airport	flight	path	and	safety	zone.	CP	also	referred	
to	congestion	issues	affecting	the	town.	CP	highlighted	how	all	the	evidence	would	be	made	
available	so	that	any	outstanding	concerns	could	be	tested	at	the	public	examination.	As	things	
stand	he	considered	that	Luton’s	capacity	had	been	stretched	as	far	as	reasonably	practicable	and	
achievable	given	viability	constraints.	

RF	welcomed	the	increase	in	Luton’s	housing	capacity	and	there	was	a	further	discussion	on	the	
need	to	address	education	and	transport	infrastructure	issues	arising	from	growth	within	and	on	the	
edge	of	Luton.	The	improvements	to	M1	J10A	had	significantly	helped	address	issues	affecting	key	
employment	opportunities	and	that	modelling	work	had	identified	benefits	of	other	planned	
improvements	such	as	the	A6-M1	link.	

	

3.	Duty	to	Co-operate	and	Growth	Options	Study	

RF	explained	that	from	CBC’s	perspective	the	discussion	on	the	proposed	study	needed	to	be	
caveated	to	cope	with	potential	different	outcomes	at	the	High	Court.	It	was	recognised	that	
additional	options	should	be	considered	and	that	the	intent	was	to	be	both	constructive	and	helpful.	
CP	suggested	that	the	study	would	be	required,	regardless	of	the	High	Court	issue	and	it	was	
important	for	the	two	authorities	to	work	together	to	strengthen	the	position	of	both	authorities	in	
taking	forward	their	development	plans.	

Following	a	discussion	looking	at	the	different	High	Court	outcomes	an	agreed	line	emerged.	The	key	
components	of	this	were	as	follows:	

a) There	was	a	shared	view	that	the	Growth	Options	Study	should	proceed	with	early	
finalisation	of	the	brief,	appointment	of	consultants	and	completion	of	the	Study.	The	
preparation	work	should	proceed	in	advance	of	any	decisions	relating	to	the	High	Court.	

b) To	meet	CBC’s	concerns	over	the	Green	Belt	and	SA	implications	across	the	whole	of	their	
administrative	area	(covering	parts	of	four	HMAs)	that	a	two-section	study	would	be	
commissioned	(i.e.	Section	1	covering	the	Luton	HMA	with	Section	2	covering	those	areas	
outside	the	Luton	HMA	within	Central	Bedfordshire).		The	methodology	for	both	sections	
would	be	the	same.	

c) CBC	agreed	to	look	at	the	changes	to	the	brief	to	cover	point	b).	Timescale:	two	weeks	i.e.	by	
9	October	2015.		

d) Once	the	brief	had	been	agreed	by	both	authorities	it	would	be	shared	with	the	other	
related	authorities	in	parallel	with	the	commissioning	process.	This	was	possible	since	earlier	
comments	from	these	other	authorities	would	already	have	been	reflected	in	the	final	brief	
and	no	further	changes	would	be	required	at	that	stage.		

e) The	study	would	be	commissioned	by	the	two	authorities	recognising	that	governance	
arrangements	for	Section	1	(the	Luton	HMA)	would	be	different	to	Section	2	(the	remainder	
of	Central	Bedfordshire)	which	would	be	CBC’s	responsibility.	If	the	partner	authorities	
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wished	to	become	full	partners	to	the	study	then	they	could	do	so	dependent	on	an	
appropriate	contribution	to	the	cost.	

f) LBC	offered	to	procure	the	study	drawing	on	the	HCA	Framework	List.		
g) On	governance	for	Section	1	it	was	proposed	that	a	core	Steering	Group	should	comprise	

senior	officers	and	members	(two	per	authority).	Meetings	would	be	chaired	by	a	senior	
officer.	Chairmanship	and	meeting	location	would	alternate.	Progress	would	be	on	the	basis	
of	consensus	with	no	voting.	Governance	for	Section	2	would	be	a	matter	for	CBC.	

h) A	wider	contact	group	including	the	other	areas	part	covered	by	the	Study	would	be	
established	with	meetings	being	programmed	to	immediately	follow	on	from	the	core	
steering	group	meetings.	

i) The	cost	of	the	project	was	likely	to	be	up	to	£100K,	well	below	the	OJEU	threshold.	Bidders	
would	be	expected	to	identify	the	separate	costings	of	Section	1	and	2	of	the	study.	

j) Overall	Study	timescale.	Target	completion	by	end	of	April	2015.	
	
	

4.	Evidence	Studies	

The	discussion	had	covered	most	items.	Both	authorities	updated	on	the	current	position	on	FEMA	
studies.	

	

5.	AOB	

RF	gave	a	short	update	on	the	position	re	CIL	in	Central	Bedfordshire	with	the	current	programme	
looking	to	produce	a	submission	version	by	the	end	of	the	year.	

CP	suggested	that	early	feedback	on	the	outcome	of	the	meeting	should	be	made	to	senior	
Members	so	there	were	briefed	in	the	event	of	contact	with	their	counterparts.	

	

	

	



Luton	Local	Plan	–	Pre	Submission	Version	–	Duty	to	Co-operate	meeting	with	Central	Bedfordshire	
Council	

	
1530,	Wednesday	2	December	2015	at	CBC	Offices	

	
Note	of	meeting	

	
		
Present:	
Sally	Chapman	(SC)	–	Central	Bedfordshire	Council		
Andrew	Davie	(AD)	–	Central	Bedfordshire	Council		
Sian	Farrier	(SF)	–	Central	Bedfordshire	Council		
Rachel	Geddes	(RG)	–	Central	Bedfordshire	Council	
Troy	Hayes	(TH)	–	Luton	Borough	Council	
David	Carter	(DC)	–	Luton	Borough	Council	
	
Introduction	
	
DC	explained	that	the	meeting	had	been	requested	by	LBC	as	a	series	of	bi-lateral	meeting	with	
neighbouring	authorities	to	take	place	during	the	consultation	period	of	the	Pre-submission	version	
of	the	Luton	Local	Plan.	It	was	recognised	that	the	meeting	could	also	function	as	part	of	the	DtC	in	
relation	to	the	Central	Bedfordshire	Local	Plan.	DC	indicated	that	he	would	prepare	a	draft	note	of	
the	meeting	which	he	would	share,	for	agreement,	with	CBC.	
	
1.	Update	on	the	Luton	Local	Plan	2011	to	2031.	
	
1.1	TH	explained	the	position	on	the	current	consultation	and	summarised	the	key	timeline	leading	
to	submission	planned	for	end	of	March	2016	leading	to	an	Examination	in	June/	July.	
	
1.2	TH	summarised	the	key	difference	to	the	LLP	since	the	earlier	consultation	draft	highlighting:	
	

• The	level	of	housing	provision	had	increased	by	c1,000	dwellings	to	6,700	dwellings	2011-31	
referring	to	additional	capacity	brought	forward	through	redevelopment	of	the	Britannia	
Estate	for	mixed	use	including	housing	and	at	Newlands	and	through	office	conversion	to	
residential.	

• The	overall	strategy	remained	much	the	same	with	housing	capacity	being	capped/	
constrained	and	ongoing	viability	concerns.	There	was	a	shortage	of	land	within	the	borough	
compared	to	the	scale	of	development	requirements.	

• The	scarcity	of	land	also	impacted	on	LBC’s	ability	to	provide	supporting	infrastructure	such	
as	new	schools.	The	increase	in	demand	within	the	next	five	years	could	be	accommodated	
but	there	were	still	concerns	in	the	longer	run,	especially	to	the	south	of	the	town.	

• Retail	growth	had	now	been	updated	to	reflect	the	latest	SHMA,	picking	up	comments	raised	
in	earlier	representations.	The	objective	was	to	strengthen	the	role	of	Luton	as	the	regional	
shopping	centre	clawing	back	loss	of	trade	in	both	comparison	and	convenience	retail.	There	
was	still	some	concern	about	the	potential	impact	of	retail	growth	North	of	Houghton	Regis.	

• The	London	Luton	Airport	strategic	allocation	had	been	amended	to	integrate	Century	Park.	
• Outside	of	the	strategic	allocations	the	plan	had	included	additional	housing	at	Britannia	

Park	and	the	plan	would	enable	further	change	of	use	from	employment	but	in	a	carefully	
managed	way.	Employment	sites	had	been	categorised	‘A’	or	‘B’	as	part	of	the	plan.	

	



1.3	AD	asked	if	the	Enterprise	Zone	at	London	Luton	Airport	was	a	proposal	in	the	plan.	TH	explained	
this	was	not	the	case	since	it	had	been	developed	working	with	SEMLEP.	The	EZ	did	not	lead	to	
additional	site	allocations.	DC	agreed	to	send	a	scanned	copy	of	the	EZ	leaflet	(appended	to	these	
minutes).	AD	also	asked	about	the	timing	of	the	employment	land	update.	This	is	available	as	part	of	
the	LLP	Evidence	Base	online.	TH	indicated	this	work	was	undertaken	by	Nathaniel	Lichfield	&	
Partners	and	was	completed	in	October	2015.	
		
2.	Update	on	the	Central	Bedfordshire	Local	Plan.	
	
2.1	AD	explained	the	current	position	following	the	recent	withdrawal	of	the	Development	Strategy.	
CBC	were	now	resetting	the	process	and	relaunching	their	Local	Plan	including	the	approach	they	
would	be	taking	to	the	Duty	to	Co-operate.	The	Government’s	2017	deadline	for	having	local	plans	in	
place	meant	they	would	be	facing	a	challenging	timetable.	A	range	of	technical	studies	would	be	
updated	such	as	the	FEMA	and	the	Sustainability	Appraisal.	Previously	there	had	been	a	call	for	sites	
restricted	only	to	sites	with	a	capacity	of	500+	dwellings.	A	new	call	would	be	undertaken	in	the	New	
Year	without	that	restriction	and	the	work	would	also	include	a	Green	Belt	review.	AD	stressed	they	
would	be	seeking	Member	engagement	with	LBC	as	part	of	this	process,	probably	early	in	2016.	
	
2.2	DC	explained	that	Councillor	Castleman	was	the	new	Portfolio	Holder	in	LBC	and	following	the	
officer-only	meetings	it	was	hoped	that	Member	meetings	could	also	be	arranged.	There	appeared	
to	be	scope	for	a	meeting	to	cover	both	local	plans.	DC	explained	that	in	all	the	meetings	held	so	far	
there	was	a	general	feeling	that	in	relation	to	the	DtC,	‘a	new	leaf	had	to	be	turned’,	and	the	
concentration	of	effort	on	securing	progress	on	all	plans.	AD	suggested	that	the	way	the	planning	
system	was	set	up	did	not	make	this	very	easy	but	it	was	agreed	that	a	degree	of	compromise	could	
enable	an	acceptable	way	forward	to	be	found	to	overcome	difficulties.	DC	indicated	that	in	relation	
to	the	LLP	we	recognised	could	include	the	need	to	review	the	plan.	
	
2.3	It	was	noted	that	the	end-date	of	the	LLP	was	2013	and	that	CBC	would	now	work	towards	an	
end-date	of	2036.	It	was	noted	that	CBC	would	be	updating	their	LDS	in	due	course.	
	
2.4	In	relation	to	G&T	SC	indicated	that	the	Government	response	on	the	Maldon	Local	Plan	was	
important	in	helping	CBC	shape	their	future	approach.	
		
3.	The	Duty	to	Co-operate,	checklist	of	cross	boundary	matters	covered	(sourced	from	the	NPPF),	
discussion	focussed	on	the	perspective	of	both	LPAs:	
		
(a)	Overall	approach	in	the	respective	local	plans.	
	
3.1	DC	opened	the	discussion	by	referring	to	some	of	the	difficult	challenges	facing	Luton	in	
approaching	its	Local	Plan:	
	

• Rising	population	with	young	age	profile,	fuelled	by	in-migration	and	rising	birth	rates.	
• Key	economic	assets	–	town	centre	as	sub-regional	centre,	LLA	and	strong	manufacturing	

base:	potential	for	significant	growth	to	benefit	Luton	residents	and	adjoining	areas	alike.	
• Luton’s	growth,	however,	is	constrained.	The	urban	edge,	Green	Belt	and	local	authority	

boundary	largely	the	same	limiting	capacity	for	growth.	
• Viability	of	development	and	affordability	are	big	issues	as	is	the	scarcity	of	land	for	

supporting	infrastructure	to	accommodate	population	growth	such	as	schools	particularly	in	
the	south	of	the	town	where	intensification,	density	and	commitments	is	highest.		

	



AD	asked	why	Luton’s	population	had	a	young	age	profile	leading	to	rapid	growth.	DC	indicated	the	
growth	was	at	least	part	explained	by	in-migration	into	the	town	through	LLAP	and	by	the	likely	
different	birth	rates	amongst	the	varied	make-up	of	the	town’s	population.	
	
(b)	Estimation	of	housing	requirements	within	Luton	and	the	wider	Luton	Housing	Market	Area.	
	
The	following	points	introduced	the	discussion:	
	

• This	item	focussed	on	the	needs	side	of	the	equation.	We	now	have	the	benefit	of	up-to-
date	SHMA	and	Housing	Market	Area	Studies.	

• It	is	important	not	to	confuse	Luton’s	needs	with	those	of	the	wider	housing	market	area.	
The	needs	within	the	latter	are	shared	between	all	the	authorities	affected.	This	is	
complicated	since	this	falls	over	several	LA	areas,	mainly	CBC	but	also	including	part	of	NHDC	
and	AVDC’s	area.	

• Reference	to	the	difference	between	functional	and	‘best	fit’	HMAs	and	then	the	reality	‘on	
the	ground’	

• The	housing	requirement	in	the	Luton	HMA	is	17,800	dwellings.	Some	might	argue	it	could	
be	significantly	higher	under	different	assumptions.	

• Subject	to	the	factors	we	already	identified	under	‘challenges’	earlier		and	demonstration	of	
viability	we	are	keen	to	accommodate	as	much	housing	within	the	Borough	as	we	
reasonably	can	without	undermining	environmental	quality	and	undermining	the	quality	of	
life.	

	
(c)	The	level	and	distribution	of	housing	provision	and	the	approach	to	dealing	with	Luton’s	unmet	
housing	needs,	including	affordable	housing.	
	

• Housing	capacity	within	Luton	is	informed	by	our	SHLAA.	As	each	iteration	has	been	
produced	our	understanding	of	potential	capacity	has	improved.	

• We	have	increased	the	level	of	housing	provision	by	c1,000	dwellings	to	reflect	the	most	
recent	understanding.	

• We	will	be	updating	the	SHLAA	in	the	run	up	to	our	Examination.	This	may	lead	to	some	
additional	capacity,	such	as	further	office	to	residential	conversions.	

• This	has	scope	to	reduce	the	level	of	the	housing	shortfall	in	Luton	but	only	by	a	limited	
amount	and	will	similarly	be	constrained	by	lack	of	capacity	of	education	provision	and	other	
infrastructure	particularly	in	and	around	the	town	centre	and	the	south	of	Luton.	

• The	housing	shortfall	currently	stands	at	c11,000	dwellings.	
• While	the	quantum	of	housing	need	is	a	major	issue	in	many	ways	it	is	affordability	which	

can	be	seen	as	the	greater	issue.	
• This	means	that	we	are	looking	for	appropriate	levels	of	affordable	housing	in	the	housing	

‘overspill’	and	the	means	for	at	least	a	proportion	of	this	to	be	accessed	directly	from	those	
in	need	within	Luton.	This	is	an	important	challenge.	

• In	meeting	the	housing	shortfall	we	know	of	existing	or	emerging	proposals	that	can	make	a	
significant	contribution:	
Houghton	Regis	–	c5,000	dwellings	(not	forgetting	the	reserve	beyond	the	plan	period	which	
could	take	the	proposals	up	to	7150	dwellings)	
N	of	Luton	–	potentially	c2,000	dwellings	(as	above,	with	AD	noting	that	following	
withdrawal	of	the	CBC	Development	Strategy	the	the	status	of	the	N	of	Luton	proposals	had	
also	been	removed.)	
N	Herts	–	potentially	c	2,000	dwellings	
BUT	–	some	of	that	capacity	would	be	needed	for	Central	Beds	own	needs.	Infrastructure	
provision	as	well	as	affordability	remain	significant	issues.	



• The	proposed	Growth	Study	–	already	mentioned	–	remains	our	preferred	way	to	bottom	
this	out	including	engagement	between	the	LPAs	concerned.	Green	Belt	is	inextricably	linked	
to	this.	

	
The	discussion	relating	to	both	(a)	and	(b)	focussed	on	consideration	of	Green	Belt	and	the	Growth	
Study.	It	was	confirmed	that	LBC	recognised	the	study	would	re-examine	urban	capacity	and	the	
consideration	of	Green	Belt	options	would	also	embrace	the	small	amount	of	Green	Belt	within	
Luton’s	area.	If	the	outcome	of	the	study	led	to	implications	for	the	LLP	then	DC	indicated	this	could	
be	dealt	with	by	way	of	a	review	of	the	plan.	If	LBC	did	not	proceed	with	the	current	plan	there	
would	be	a	risk	that	we	would	fail	to	meet	the	Government’s	2017	deadline	for	local	plan	
completion.		
	
In	terms	of	the	Growth	Study	brief,	reference	was	made	to	the	earlier	meeting	held	on	25	
September	2015	which	referred	to	the	urgency	of	the	study	and	the	outcome	where	CBC	were	to	
provide	an	update	of	the	brief.	AD	acknowledged	the	delay	due	to	the	consideration	of	the	
withdrawal	of	the	Development	Strategy	and	agreed	to	crack-on	with	the	work	on	updating	the	
brief.	It	was	recognised	that	the	implication	of	the	delay	was	that	the	completion	of	the	study	
envisaged	for	the	end	of	April	2016	would	not	now	be	achievable.	
	
DC	noted	the	interest	in	the	Growth	Study	of	the	other	local	authorities	and	the	need	to	involve	
them	in	taking	forward	the	study.	This	had,	for	example,	been	raised	in	a	meeting	the	previous	week	
with	Bedford	Borough	Council.	
	
In	terms	of	the	distribution	of	Luton’s	unmet	need	DC	stressed	that	it	was	not	for	LBC	to	define	this	
working	alone.	There	was	a	need	for	the	work	and	agreement	to	involve	all	the	relevant	parties.	DC	
stressed	that	LBC	remained	fully	committed	to	full	and	active	participation	in	this	important	study	
and	the	process	required	to	agree	a	resultant	strategy.	There	were	number	of	ways	in	which	any	
shortfall	could	be	dealt	with	including	options	such	as	a	dispersed	growth,	growth	at	nodes	along	
transport	corridors	or	further	development	on	the	urban	edge	such	as	west	of	Luton.		
	
(d)	Functional	economic	relationships	and	the	level	and	distribution	of	employment	land	
provision.	
	

• LBC’s	approach	towards	the	economy	and	employment	is	central	to	the	plan	and	as	our	
contribution	to	the	wider	SEMLEP	Strategic	Economic	Plan.	Luton	has	historically	played	an	
important	role	as	an	employment	centre	over	a	wider	hinterland,	a	role	we	expect	will	
continue.	

• We	anticipate	provision	of	c18,000	net	new	jobs	(of	which	c8,000	will	be	Class	B)	over	the	
plan	period.	Strategic	allocations	at	Stockwood	Park,	LLA	(including	Century	Park),	
Butterfield,	Power	Court,	Napier	Park,	High	Town	and	the	Creative	Quarter	will	be	the	key	to	
much	of	this	growth.	

• Essentially	all	these	proposals	either	carry	forward	allocations	from	the	existing	local	plan	or	
are	previously	developed	sites/areas	in	need	of	renewal	and	investment.	

• Role	and	influence	of	LLA	specifically	needs	to	be	highlighted	given	growth	of	to	18	mppa	
within	the	plan	period.	Proposals	for	designation	of	an	Enterprise	Zone	highlight	the	
significance	attached	to	this.	

• Outside	of	the	strategic	allocations	we	have	carried	out	an	assessment	of	all	existing	
employment	areas	to	ensure	that	key	employment	land	is	protected	from	alternative	uses	is	
afforded	where	it	is	justified	whereas	the	poorest	performing	land	has	been	allocated	for	
redevelopment	and	marginal	land	is	husbanded	for	improvement	until	alternative	suitable	
and	affordable	space	is	built	out	and	market	criteria	are	satisfied.		



• Work	on	updating	the	FEMA	is	now	underway	and	all	adjoining	authorities	were	consulted	
on	the	brief	for	this	work.	LBC	and	CBC	consultants	had	been	asked	to	liaise	to	ensure	
consistency	in	the	work	as	it	was	taken	forward.	

	
(e)	The	hierarchy	of	centres	and	the	level	and	distribution	of	retail	provision.	
	
DC	opened	the	discussion	by	explaining	the	local	plan	provides	strong	support	to	Luton	town	centre	
and	allows	for	significant	strengthening	of	its	retail	role	as	a	regional	centre.	The	forecast	demand	
for	convenience	and	comparison	goods	is	based	on	the	SHMA	2015	population	figures	and	assumes	
that	Luton	must	increase	its	market	share	in	both	cases	to	address	leaked	trade	and	competition	to	
other	major	regional	centres	and	significant	developments.	
	
	
(f)	Appropriate	provision	made	for	public	and	private	transport	including	Park	&	Ride	and	
commuting	patterns.	
	
DC	made	the	following	introductory	remarks:	
	

• Maybe	self-explanatory	but	we	are	concerned	about	the	potential	impacts	of	more	traffic	
being	directed	through	radial	routes	into	the	town.	Traffic	modelling	shows	that	growth	
requires	significant	mitigation	within	the	town.	This	explains	why	our	‘asks’	on	major	urban	
extensions	emphasise	the	importance	of	completing	strategic	orbital	linkages.	

	
• Clearly	we	are	keen	to	encourage	greater	use	of	public	and	other	means	of	sustainable	

transport	so	we	would	hope	the	Growth	Options	Study	could	take	this	into	account	and	
examine,	for	instance,	the	scope	for	growth	close	to	rail	stations	with	local	passenger	
services	to	accommodate	growth	that	might	not	be	possible	closer-in	with	urban	extensions	
to	the	Luton	conurbation.	

	
• Significant	additional	modelling	work	is	underway	to	understand	these	matters.	

	
(g)	Consistency	of	planning	policy	and	proposals	across	common	boundaries	such	as	transport	links	
and	green	infrastructure.	
	
DC	noted	how	this	item	is	trying	to	ensure	that	our	various	plans	are	consistent	across	boundary	
such	as	transport	networks,	water	infrastructure	designations	etc.	
	
It	was	agreed	that	there	were	no	specific	issues	at	this	stage.	
	
(h)	Green	Belt	matters.	
	
DC	reiterated	the	points	made	earlier	in	the	meeting:		
	

• There	is	very	little	designated	Green	Belt	in	Luton’s	area.	The	potential	for	it	to	be	developed	
has	been	assessed	against	the	national	purposes	of	the	Green	Belt	and	none	is	proposed	for	
development.	

	
• If	the	Growth	Study	looked	at	Green	Belt	options	across	the	sub-region	and	came	to	a	

different	conclusion	then	we	have	to	take	that	into	account	in	a	review	of	the	plan.	We	think	
this	is	unlikely	to	be	the	case.	

	



(i)	Minerals	and	waste.	
	
The	separate	Joint	Minerals	&	Waste	Local	Plan	for	Luton	and	Central	Bedfordshire	was	noted.	
Neither	District	know	of	no	particular	issues	outside	of	this.	
	
	
(j)	Water	resources	including	flooding.	
	
It	was	noted	that	LBC	have	prepared	a	Water	Cycle	Study	and	Strategic	Flood	Risk	Assessment	and	
are	not	aware	of	‘show	stopper’	issues	likely	to	be	of	cross	boundary	significance	although	some	
capacity	investment	will	be	needed	particularly	in	regard	north	of	Luton.	
	
CBC	had	no	specific	cross	boundary	matters	raise	under	this	topic.	
	
(k)	Air	quality	matters.	
	
For	completeness,	LBC	are	not	aware	of	anything	specific.	The	M1	is	an	obvious	corridor	of	air	
pollution	and	LLA	too.	The	latter	might	be	raised	from	a	noise	perspective.	
	
There	were	no	specific	cross	boundary	issues	noted.	
	
(l)	Gypsies	&	Travellers.	
	
TH	had	already	explained	LBC’s	approach	to	the	Part	2	Local	Plan	to	deal	with	G&T	matters	but	
progress	was	dependant	on	clarity	from	Government/	Courts.	It	was	agreed	there	were	no	cross	
boundary	implications	between	the	two	authorities	on	this	matter.	
	
(m)	Any	other	matters	that	might	reasonably	identified	under	the	Duty	to	Co-operate.	
	
No	further	matters	were	identified.	
	
4.	Scope	for	Statement	of	Common	Ground/	Memorandum	of	Understanding	in	the	light	of	the	
earlier	discussion.	
	
There	was	general	agreement	that	Member	level	discussions	could	be	very	useful	and	potentially	
lead	to	some	form	of	Memorandum	of	Understanding	or	Statement	of	Common	Ground.	
		
5.	Next	steps.	
	
DC	would	produce	a	draft	note	which	he	would	send	over	for	agreement.	
	
Once	CBC	had	responded	to	the	LLP	we	would	then	get	in	touch	to	see	if	a	further	officer	meeting	
might	be	needed	as	a	precursor	to	a	Member-level	meeting	(which	could	cover	both	local	plans).	
	
The	meeting	ending	at	c1640.	
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Head of Planning and Transportation  

Luton Borough Council  
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Our ref:  

Date: 04/12/2015 

  

 

 

Dear Chris,  

 

Luton Borough Council – Regulation 19 Publication of the Pre-Submission 

Luton Local Plan (2011-2031) 

 

Thank you for inviting Central Bedfordshire Council to make representations on 

the soundness and legal compliance of the Pre-Submission Luton Local Plan.  

 

Central Bedfordshire Council do wish for Luton Borough Council (LBC) to 

prepare a sound plan which delivers sustainable growth, and support your 

progression with a new Local Plan to 2031. It is certainly in everybody’s best 

interests that local authorities continue to progress plans to provide certainty in 

the long term. We have a strong interest in the opportunities for Luton’s 

regeneration and growth due to our mutual interdependencies but we wish to 

express our disappointment that the Pre-Submission Local Plan as drafted fails 

to respond to these interdependencies and does not take into consideration the 

wider opportunities for sustainable growth across the Luton/Dunstable/Houghton 

Regis conurbation. 

 

While it is understood that LBC has sought to make a pragmatic decision about 

when to publish the Local Plan, we have significant concerns that the decision 

to proceed at this stage without resolving the outstanding strategic issues will 

undermine efforts to continue necessary discussions and future work under the 

Duty to Cooperate. 

 

Central Bedfordshire Council appreciates there is a limited supply of land 

available within Luton’s administrative boundaries and there are competing 

interests seeking to use that land. It is clear that LBC is relying on adjoining 

authorities to meet a proportion of its housing needs, and it is for this reason 

that these land use decisions relating to the use of the finite land within Luton 
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have a significant effect on Central Bedfordshire and other adjoining authorities. 

Proceeding with your Local Plan can not be at the expense of a suitably agreed 

and expressed strategy for the wider Housing Market Area (HMA). While the 

updated Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2015 provides a firm 

foundation for the provision of housing across the HMA, there is still a great deal 

of work and Duty to Cooperate activity that is needed to provide certainty as to 

where the growth will be accommodated. Indeed from recent experience at our 

own examination earlier this year, a full consideration and indeed resolution of 

these matters will be critical to the successful progression of the Local Plan 

through Examination. We are disappointed to see that LBC appear to be taking 

the same course as Central Bedfordshire Council in this respect.  

 

While the NPPG reminds authorities that the Duty to Cooperate is not a duty to 

agree, a realignment of your programme will allow our two Councils to work 

constructively together in the future on important strategic matters, without 

which it will not be possible for you to maximise the effectiveness of the 

preparation of your Plan. For this reason the Pre-Submission Local Plan should 

not be submitted until these key issues have been addressed. Failure to do so 

will result in non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and an unsound plan. 

Proceeding with the Plan in its current form will in our opinion be in breach of 

section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and likely to 

result in the failure of your plan at an early stage. 

 

In summary, as set out in our attached representations Central Bedfordshire 

Council considers that LBC has not fulfilled its Duty to Cooperate in the 

preparation of the Luton Local Plan and the Local Plan examination should not 

proceed further than the Duty to Cooperate. It is considered that the Local Plan 

fails to satisfy the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 182 of the NPPF: it 

has not been positively prepared, is not justified or effective, and is not 

consistent with national policy. Furthermore the Sustainability Appraisal does 

not fully comply with EU Legislation and national guidance.  

 

Notwithstanding the points made above, we believe that our two Councils can 

work effectively together to deliver growth if the current programme for the Luton 

Local Plan is paused so that further evidence studies can be produced and 

existing studies revised to support the approach in both plans. In resetting our 

Local Plan, Central Bedfordshire Council has devised a new approach which 

includes early engagement with all neighbouring local authorities and a clear 

recording method for any relevant cross boundary issues. This may then lead to 

the production of further evidence and potentially further high level strategic 

framework documents to underpin issues of commonality which could then in 

turn be translated into either a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or a 

Statement of Common Ground. It is hoped that this approach can be further 
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explored and indeed implemented at future meetings between our two 

authorities. 

 

Finally, we confirm that Central Bedfordshire Council would like to participate in 

the Examination in Public and will likely play an integral role given the clear 

cross boundary implications for Central Bedfordshire in terms of the Housing 

Market Area and the extent of concern over the soundness and legal 

compliance of the Plan.  

 

Please accept this letter as part of Central Bedfordshire Council’s 

representations.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 

Jason Longhurst  

Director of Regeneration and Business 
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1. Introduction

1.1 Central Bedfordshire Council (CBC) supports Luton Borough Council’s (LBC)

desire to progress with a Local Plan to 2031. We have a strong interest in the

opportunities for Luton’s regeneration and growth in the long term due to our

mutual interdependencies in terms of housing, employment, retail and

infrastructure provision. We do however wish to express our disappointment

that the Pre-Submission Local Plan as drafted fails to capitalise on Luton’s

potential advantages. Whilst we appreciate that difficult choices have had to

made the Plan fails to respond to our interdependencies and does not take

into consideration the wider opportunities for sustainable growth across the

Luton/Dunstable/Houghton Regis conurbation. Notwithstanding this, we

believe that moving forwards our two Councils can work effectively together to

deliver growth if the current programme for the Luton Local Plan is paused so

that further evidence studies can be produced and existing studies revised to

support the approach to sustainable growth in both our Plans.

1.2 The legal framework around the Duty to Cooperate underpins the need for

positive and continual partnership working between bodies which should

result in mutually beneficial and constructive outcomes in the public interest.

The Council is clear that it is essential to work with neighbouring authorities

and other prescribed bodies on strategic issues, to ensure the soundness,

effectiveness and deliverability of strategic policies in their local plans.

1.3 The Council is fully committed to plan led development and as such is fully

supportive of neighbouring authorities progressing their respective plans. It is

certainly in everybody’s best interests that local authorities continue to

progress plans to provide certainty to local communities and the development

industry. While it is understood that Luton Borough Council has sought to

make a pragmatic decision about when to publish their local plan, we have

grave concerns that the decision to proceed at this stage will significantly

undermine efforts to continue necessary discussions and future work under

the Duty to Cooperate.

1.4 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) of course requires that

development needs for housing are considered at Housing Market Area

(HMA) level; and that authorities should work together through the statutory

Duty to Cooperate where these HMAs cross administrative boundaries

1.5 LBC’s desire to have an up-to-date plan in place, and not to proceed at the

pace of the slowest constituent authority, is supported. However, this can not

be at the expense of a suitably agreed and expressed strategy for the wider

HMA. While the updated Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2015

provides a firm foundation for the provision of housing across the HMA, there

is still a great deal of work and Duty to Cooperate activity that is needed to
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provide certainty as to where the growth will be accommodated. Indeed from

recent experience at our own examination earlier this year, a full consideration

and indeed resolution of these matters will be critical to the successful

progression of the plan through examination.

1.6 Central Bedfordshire appreciates that Luton has to work with its constraints

and there is a limited supply of land available within Luton’s administrative

boundaries and there are competing interests seeking to use that land. Indeed

LBC has identified in chapter 2 of the Luton Local Plan that their unique

circumstances mean new employment and retail development is prioritised

over housing. It is therefore clear that Luton is relying on adjoining authorities

to meet a proportion of its housing needs, and it is for this reason that these

land use decisions relating to the use of the finite land within Luton have a

significant effect on adjoining authorities.

1.7 In view of the gravity of the requirements under the Duty to Cooperate,

Central Bedfordshire has devised a new approach which includes early

engagement with all neighbouring local authorities and a clear recording

method for any relevant cross boundary issues. This may then lead to the

production of further evidence and potentially further high level strategic

framework documents to underpin issues of commonality which could then in

turn be translated into either a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or a

Statement of Common Ground. It is hoped that this approach can be further

explored and indeed implemented at future meetings between our two

authorities.

1.8 Notwithstanding the points made above, we can work effectively together to

deliver growth if the current programme for the Luton Local Plan is paused so

that further evidence studies can be produced to support the approach in both

plans. While the NPPG reminds authorities that the Duty to Cooperate is not a

duty to agree, a realignment of your programme will allow our two Councils to

work constructively together in the future on important strategic matters,

without which it will not be possible for you to maximise the effectiveness of

the preparation of your Plan. This will be in breach of section 33A of the

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and likely to result in the failure

of your plan at an early stage.

1.9 Furthermore, we have a number of concerns relating to the overall soundness

of the Pre-Submission Luton Local Plan in respect to housing, employment,

Green Belt, retail and environmental matters which are dealt with below.

2. NPPF, legal compliance and guidance

2.1 The Duty to Cooperate is a legal duty created in the Localism Act 2011 and

amends the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. It requires local
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planning authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing

basis to maximise the effectiveness of Local Plan preparation in the context of

strategic cross boundary matters. A failure to discharge the Duty to Cooperate

will result in an Inspector recommending that the Plan is not adopted and the

Examination will not proceed any further. It should be noted that the Duty

cannot be applied retrospectively.

2.2 Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides (as

material),

‘33A - Duty to co-operate in relation to planning of sustainable development

(1) Each person who is—(a) a local planning authority . . . must co-operate

with every other person who is within paragraph (a), (b) or (c) or

subsection (9) in maximising the effectiveness with which activities within

subsection (3) are undertaken

(2) In particular, the duty imposed on a person by subsection (1) requires the

person— (a) to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis in

any process by means of which activities within subsection (3) are

undertaken, and (b) to have regard to activities of a person within

subsection (9) so far as they are relevant to activities within subsection (3).

(3) The activities within this subsection are—

(a)the preparation of development plan documents,

(b)the preparation of other local development documents, . . .

(d)activities that can reasonably be considered to prepare the way for

activities within any of paragraphs (a) to (c) that are, or could be,

contemplated, and

(e)activities that support activities within any of paragraphs (a) to (c), so

far as relating to a strategic matter.

(4) For the purposes of subsection (3), each of the following is a “strategic

matter”— (a) sustainable development or use of land that has or would

have a significant impact on at least two planning areas, including (in

particular) sustainable development or use of land for or in connection with

infrastructure that is strategic and has or would have a significant impact

on at least two planning areas, and

(5) In subsection (4)— . . . “planning area” means— (a) the area of— (i) a

district council (including a metropolitan district council),

(6) The engagement required of a person by subsection (2)(a) includes, in

particular—
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(a) considering whether to consult on and prepare, and enter into and

publish, agreements on joint approaches to the undertaking of activities

within subsection (3), and (b) if the person is a local planning authority,

considering whether to agree undersection 28 to prepare joint local

development documents.

(7) A person subject to the duty under subsection (1) must have regard to any

guidance given by the Secretary of State about how the duty is to be

complied with.’

2.3 The NPPF (Paragraph 178) explains that,

‘Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross

administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic

priorities set out in paragraph 156. The Government expects joint working on

areas of common interest to be diligently undertaken for the mutual benefit of

neighbouring authorities.’ (Paragraph 178)

2.4 It further explains that,

‘Local planning authorities should work collaboratively with other bodies to

ensure that strategic priorities across local boundaries are properly co-

ordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans. Joint working should

enable local planning authorities to work together to meet development

requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own areas – for

instance, because of a lack of physical capacity or because to do so would

cause significant harm to the principles and policies of this Framework.’

(Paragraph 179)

2.5 The NPPG states that the duty to cooperate is not a duty to agree but that,

‘Local planning authorities should make every effort to secure the necessary

cooperation on strategic cross boundary matters before they submit their

Local Plans for examination.’ (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 9-010-

20140306)

2.6 This point is further clarified in the NPPG where it states that,

‘Cooperation between local planning authorities, county councils and other

public bodies should produce effective policies on strategic cross boundary

matters.’ (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 9-010-20140306); and

‘cooperation should be constructive from the outset of plan preparation to

maximise the effectiveness of strategic planning policies.” (Paragraph: 009

Reference ID: 9-009-20140306).’
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2.7 CBC have raised significant concerns relating to strategic planning policies

with LBC in relation to the submission of the Luton Local Plan. Our letter from

Jason Longhurst, Director of Regeneration and Business dated 14th August

2015 to Chris Pagdin, Head of Planning and Transportation set out our

concerns in relation to cross-boundary issues and the Duty to Cooperate. The

letter concluded that:

‘….proceeding with the submission of your Plan in a way which prejudges the

outcome of several key cross-boundary studies fails to comply with the Duty

to Co-operate and having regard to our own Inspectors letter, is likely to lead

to the plan being found unsound. As we have got very recent experience of

how these cross boundary issues can, when raised by neighbouring

authorities, be influential in an Inspectors considerations I would hope that we

can all use that experience to develop positive cooperation and avoid such a

situation again.’

2.8 LBC have identified that they are unable to meet their Objectively Assessed

Housing Need (OAN) within their administrative area and therefore have a

level of unmet need which needs to be accommodated elsewhere. CBC and

the neighbouring authorities agreed to help meet this need and a

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was signed by all neighbouring

authorities except LBC in 2014.

2.9 In relation to the MOU, the Inspector appointed to examine the Central

Bedfordshire Development Strategy stated in his letter dated 16th February

2015 the following,

‘The MoU …… does not establish clearly the scale of the unmet need nor

does it set out how and where this will be met. Moreover, it has not been

signed by all of the authorities, most notably LBC. To that extent it cannot be

relied upon by the Council as a mechanism for demonstrating that through the

Duty process the need of the Luton HMA will be delivered, even in the future.’

The Inspector’s comments clearly set an expectation that through the Duty to

Cooperate there needs to be a mechanism to demonstrate where Luton’s

unmet need will be delivered. This applies equally to LBC’s plan as it did to

CBC’s.

2.10 Although LBC did not sign the MOU, CBC is continuing to progress with LBC

with regard to commissioning appropriate consultants to undertake a Growth

Options Study for the Luton Housing Market Area (HMA). However, whilst

good progress is being made in agreeing the content of the study and the

required outcomes, the brief for this study is yet to be agreed and finalised,

not only between CBC and LBC but with North Hertfordshire and Aylesbury

Vale District Council’s who both also sit partially within the Luton HMA. It is
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also yet to be circulated to other neighbouring authorities who adjoin the Luton

HMA and may need to make provisions within their own administrative areas

and plans to accommodate a proportion of the unmet need.

2.11 A key and necessary component of the Growth Options Study will be to

critically evaluate Luton’s urban capacity and identify the number of dwellings

that can be accommodated. This has never been done to date and it will

confirm evidentially for the first time, the actual level of unmet need arising

from Luton. It is considered that there are sites within Luton that have not

been fully assessed, if at all, in terms of contributing to delivering homes to

meet LBC’s objectively assessed need. One such site is Butterfield Green, to

which detailed comments are made in paragraphs 3.30 to 3.32 below.

2.12 LBC have identified within their Pre-Submission Local Plan at Policy LP2

‘Spatial Development Strategy’ that there is a need for 17,800 net additional

dwellings within the Borough over the period 2011-2031 and that the local

plan will make provision for 6,700 of these within the Borough. CBC have not

been provided with any evidence through an urban capacity study to

corroborate this statement and have not been invited to any Duty to

Cooperate discussions this particular matter prior to this consultation.

Furthermore, there has been no discussion regarding the methodology used

for determining the level of housing need that can be accommodated within

Luton. CBC therefore considers that the capacity to deliver homes within

Luton has not been objectively assessed and alternative strategies have not

been fully or properly considered.

2.13 CBC is surprised that LBC are continuing to progress towards the submission

of the Luton Local Plan given CBC’s very recent experience of this where the

Inspector raised concerns about the Duty to Cooperate in his letter dated 16th

February 2015. With regard to housing provision and the Duty to Co-operate,

his letter stated,

(Paragraph 37) ‘In relation to housing…… the required outcome is the delivery

of the full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the

housing market area (NPPF paragraph 47) including the unmet needs of

neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with

sustainable development (NPPF paragraph 182).

2.14 The letter continues at paragraphs 40-41 stating,

‘Assessing and addressing the objectively assessed housing needs of the

Luton HMA is however of central importance….. The Council and LBC have

jointly commissioned the SHMA and are agreed about the objectively

assessed need; this is 30,000 dwellings up to 2031. They are agreed too that

17,800 of this need arises within Luton. It also appears to be agreed that the
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whole of this need cannot be met within Luton. That too is evidence of the

positive and ongoing engagement required by the Duty process. However,

how much can be met where does not appear to be agreed by the two

authorities. In that respect they seem no further forward now than they were in

2011 when the JCS (Joint Core Strategy) was withdrawn.’

2.15 These same issues and concerns are highly pertinent in the context of the

Luton Local Plan and we believe that without due regard to these and a robust

evidence base you will not be successful in your examination. There are a

number of areas, set out below, and examples of where we consider the Duty

has not been complied with.

2.16 Since consulting on the Regulation 18 version of the Luton Local Plan, LBC

have updated the SHLAA and identified an additional 1,000 homes that can

be accommodated within Luton Borough. This is in part due to a review of

their employment land as part of the Employment Land Review. Given the

implications of LBC’s decisions on housing and employment provision on

neighbouring authorities, CBC should have been consulted on the

methodology for the employment land review and consequently only

discovered the increase in Luton’s capacity by chance.

2.17 Whilst CBC has agreed to the inclusion within the joint SHMA of Luton’s

aspirational employment target of 18,000 new jobs within the plan period, this

figure has not been justified. LBC have continued to base their jobs growth on

figures from the 2012 EEFM despite several updates to this model since then.

The most notable update is to the October 2014 model which was published

in January 2015. This version of the model included for the first time

commuting data from the 2011 Census and identified a need within Luton for

11,300 new jobs within the plan period. Although Luton wish to be

aspirational in their economic growth we have seen no evidence to support

the continued inclusion of the 2012 figures and no Duty to Cooperate

discussions have taken place in relation to this. This ambitious jobs growth

target could have wide ranging implications for Luton and Central

Bedfordshire. Further comments are included in section 4 below.

2.18 The insistence of LBC in continuing with the inflated jobs growth figure has

had significant consequences elsewhere within their plan. The joint SHMA,

which has only recently been agreed and finalised (November 2015),

identifies that as a result of the Luton Local Plan providing for 18,000 new

jobs, there is a requirement for approximately 4,000 additional dwellings within

the Luton HMA. This therefore compounds the issues of unmet need arising

from Luton, and increases the burden on neighbouring authorities, most

notably Central Bedfordshire, in contributing to meeting this unmet need.
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2.19 The update to the Employment Land Review is also of concern. As noted

above, we were not consulted upon the methodology and did not see any

draft report prior to its publication. Whilst we are pleased that additional sites

were considered for the delivery of employment and that some are considered

suitable for meeting Luton’s housing need, we consider that further sites could

be released for residential use should LBC consider reducing their jobs target.

To this end, it is also of concern to CBC that the previous Employment Land

Review for Luton was undertaken in 2013 and that this was the last time the

EEFM was considered in relation to Luton. The 2015 Employment Land

update undertaken by NLP did not reconsider the recent updates to the EEFM

and therefore the 2013 study, which is a key piece of evidence supporting the

Luton Local Plan, is considered to be out of date.

2.20 On 26th August 2014, LBC took a report to their Executive Committee

outlining the response to the Central Bedfordshire Development Strategy Pre-

Submission plan. Within the Committee report, the grounds upon which LBC

objected to the DS were identified. These included the following:

‘The basis for objections primarily include the following…..

 Inadequate engagement: Despite continued efforts by LBC ……. CBC

has failed to engage adequately or in some cases at all with LBC on many

key aspects of its plan and evidence base. During the plan-making

process CBC has failed to adequately engage or involve LBC on a range

of important cross-boundary issues including infrastructure, Green Belt,

retail, viability, Sustainability Appraisal, employment and housing supply.

In most cases the publication of the Development Strategy was the first

time that LBC has seen important evidence on these issues. The net

result is that CBC has failed to meet the Duty to Cooperate and the plan is

unsound in the way it has been prepared and its content.

 Failure to consider alternatives for meeting housing need: The

Development Strategy and its evidence do not adequately consider the

alternatives for meeting CBC’s housing need, the need of the Luton

Housing Market Area and Luton’s unmet housing need.

 Out of date and evidence: Much of the evidence which supports the

Development Strategy is out of date and does not take account of the

findings of the SHMA Refresh (2014). The evidence (and plan) does not

consider the wider Functional Economic Market Area as required by

national guidance.

 Failure to adequately assess viability and deliverability: CBC has failed to

engage with LBC over plan viability and deliverability matters in the

preparation of its plan. This is central to justifying the contents of the plan

and in addition the plan fails to provide adequate viability evidence to
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support its contents with no viability assessment of the Strategic

Allocations – the largest source of development in the plan.'

2.21 These comments were further reflected within the Hearing Statements

submitted by LBC to the DS Examination. Within Statement 1ii it is stated,

 ‘As LBC clearly set out in its representations to the Pre-Submission

Development Strategy, it considers that CBC has failed to engage

constructively, actively, and on an ongoing basis with LBC on a number of

important cross-boundary strategic matters in the preparation of its local

plan and supporting evidence.

 LBC’s representations address, with specificity, CBC’s shortcomings in

relation to the Duty to Cooperate against the requirements of the Act,

NPPF and NPPG1. The representations take each cross-boundary matter

in turn and detail how CBC has failed to meet its Duty to Cooperate with

LBC on the following cross-boundary matters…..

o Housing

o Employment

o Green Belt

o Viability

o Retail

o Transport & Infrastructure

o Sustainability Appraisal’

2.22 Given the strong objections made by LBC to the Central Bedfordshire

Development Strategy, it is surprising and disappointing that LBC are

prepared to risk failing the Duty to Cooperate for the same reasons that they

consider CBC failed. Whilst there have been ongoing discussions in relation

to the SHMA and the objectively assessed need for the Luton HMA, LBC have

not approached CBC in relation to a number of other topic areas, most notably

employment, retail, transport, infrastructure, viability and sustainability

appraisal.

2.23 It was hoped that experience from the recent Development Strategy

examination hearings would be taken on board by neighbouring authorities.

We understand that LBC are keen to get a plan in place and when we last met

we were unable to share information on the imminent withdrawal of the

Development Strategy because it had yet to be approved by Members. We

are currently drafting the approach for the new local plan and Duty to

Cooperate which we believe will meet the requirements and expectations of

our neighbours. We are keen to move ahead as quickly as possible so that

we can commission the Growth Options Study in a timely fashion. This will not

mean a significant delay to your submission but should allow for the
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consideration of the most sustainable options for meeting Luton’s unmet

housing need going forward.

2.24 For the reasons stated above, CBC contends that LBC have not

demonstrated effective cooperation and therefore fail to comply with the Duty

to Cooperate.

3. Housing

SHMA

3.1 Paragraph 159 of the NPPF requires local authorities to prepare a SHMA to

assess their full housing needs, working with neighbouring authorities where

housing market areas cross administrative areas. The scale and mix of

housing should meet household and population projections taking account of

migration and demographic change, addressing the need for all types of

housing and identifying a supply to cater for housing demand.

3.2. Opinion Research Services (ORS) were commissioned jointly by CBC and

LBC to produce a SHMA update for both local authority areas which was

completed on 23 October 2015. This established an OAN of 17,800 dwellings

in the Luton HMA up to 2031. CBC broadly supports the findings of the ‘Luton

and Central Bedfordshire SHMA Update (Summer 2015) Report of Findings’

and the OAN drawn from this study.

3.3 Although significant progress has been made on the SHMA and its clear

conclusions, LBC’s Local Plan only goes as far as identifying the quantum and

distribution of growth that can be accommodated within the Borough, which is

based on the conclusions of the SHLAA (paragraph 2.10) to which we provide

comments in paragraphs 2.8 to 2.12 below. It does not identify how the

suggested unmet housing need of 11,100 will be accommodated.

3.4 As stated in section 2 above, CBC and LBC are continuing to progress with a

Growth Options Study for the Luton HMA which will:

 Critically evaluate Luton’s urban capacity and identify the number of

homes that can be accommodated within the Borough;

 Identify the level of unmet housing need arising from Luton; and

 Assess options for accommodating unmet housing need within the

wider HMA.

3.5 Paragraph 2.26 of the Luton Local Plan states that neighbouring local

authorities will need to help meet Luton’s unmet market and affordable

housing needs. This requirement is acknowledged by CBC and our recently

withdrawn Development Strategy accordingly sought to accommodate 5,400

of Luton’s unmet housing need within Central Bedfordshire. Paragraph 4.7 of
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the Plan places an expectation on Central Bedfordshire to accommodate a

‘significant proportion’ of Luton’s unmet need. The Council consider this to be

presumptuous at this time, given the absence of technical evidence and

assessment that demonstrates the proportion of unmet need that can be met

within Central Bedfordshire in a sustainable manner.

3.6 Paragraph 4.8 of the Plan states that the interests of Luton would be best

served by meeting unmet housing needs as close as possible from where the

need arises. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to meet,

‘The full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the

housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies contained within

this Framework...

3.7 The Luton HMA is one of four that fall within Central Bedfordshire and our new

Local Plan will assess the quantum and distribution of growth that can be

sustainably accommodated within our administrative boundary. This will be

determined through technical evidence and the assessment of options and

alternatives through the Sustainability Appraisal process. We feel it is

premature for LBC to proceed with their Local Plan in the absence of the

Growth Options Study being concluded and request that Submission should

be delayed to allow for the Study to be completed and for a sufficient level of

progress on the new Central Bedfordshire Local Plan. The current approach

does not fit with national planning policy, which makes it clear that strategic

cross-boundary issues should be resolved before a local plan is submitted for

examination. The 19th December Ministerial Statement ‘Strategic Market

Assessments’ explains that:

“Councils will need to consider Strategic Housing Market Assessment

evidence carefully and take adequate time to consider whether there are

environmental and policy constraints, such as Green Belt, which will impact on

their overall final housing requirement. They also need to consider whether

there are opportunities to cooperate with neighbouring planning authorities to

meet needs across housing market areas. Only after these considerations are

complete will the council’s approach be tested at examination by an

Inspector.”

SHLAA

3.8 CBC welcomes the update to the SHLAA, particularly the revisions to the

methodology following CBC’s comments to the previous consultation. CBC is

also encouraged by the increased capacity figure identified as a result.

3.9 However, CBC continues to retain concerns in respect of the SHLAA as

drafted, particularly in terms of its reliability as a critical piece of evidence.
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Paragraph 3.3 of the SHLAA states that the review does not include

information on completions after March 2014. Whilst it is acknowledged that

this is to enable consistency with housing monitoring practices, the result is

that the housing capacity figure identified in the SHLAA is not based on up to

date information.

3.10 The updated SHLAA still uses a blanket density of 50dph on sites where no

information is available. Table 2.4 indicates that the vast majority of

completions since 2005 exceeded 50dph on 78% to 98% of sites. Paragraph

2.14 acknowledges that the majority of development will continue this historic

pattern of being over 50dph. It is therefore surprising that density calculations

are restricted to 50dph. Given the importance of trying to meet as much

housing need as possible within the Borough, CBC feel that more could be

done to present a realistic figure on these sites such as looking at

neighbouring densities or nearby completions.

3.11 CBC do not consider the SHLAA alone to be sufficient to identify the level of

housing need that can be met within the Borough. For example the

methodology automatically defines locations classified as ‘open space’ as

unsuitable, and this includes areas within the Green Belt. CBC have

previously raised opportunities for residential development in areas that fall

under this definition, for example land at and adjacent to Butterfield Green.

Further detail is set out in paragraphs 3.30 to 3.32 below and in section 5

(Green Belt). CBC therefore considers that the SHLAA does not fully assess

potential urban capacity and cannot be relied upon for this purpose.

3.12 The Luton Local Plan should be aiming to deliver the maximum capacity

possible within the Borough in order to meet the unmet market and affordable

housing needs where they arise. CBC are of the opinion that the capacity

figure derived from the SHLAA is not reliable and until a suitably evidenced

and up to date figure can be verified by the urban capacity work as part of the

Growth Options Study, 6,700 should only be used as an interim target and

furthermore should be expressed as a minimum target. In addition, the NPPG

states that the SHLAA should cover the geographical extent of the HMA

(Paragraph 007, Reference ID 3-007-20140306). A delay to the Submission of

the Local Plan will enable the SHLAA to be updated and for alignment with the

preparation of CBC’s SHLAA.

Policy LP25: High quality design

3.13 CBC support LBC’s aspiration for delivering high quality development and

welcome the inclusion of Policy LP25 within the Local Plan. We note the

requirement in policy criterion xi for new housing to accord with the Nationally

Described Space Standards, which are partially set out in Appendix 6 to the

Local Plan.
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3.14 Paragraph 7 of the Nationally Described Space Standards1 document states

that,

‘Minimum floor areas and room widths for bedrooms and minimum floor areas

for storage are also an integral part of the space standard. They cannot be

used in isolation from other parts of the design standard or removed from it.’

The technical requirements referred to above are identified within paragraph

10 of the document. Appendix 6 of the Local Plan needs to identify these

technical requirements in addition to the gross internal floor areas and storage

spaces included in Table 1 in order to accord with the Nationally Described

Space Standards.

3.15 The Nationally Described Space Standards can have a significant impact on

site capacities, especially when coupled with other infrastructure

requirements. CBC are somewhat surprised to see their inclusion within the

Local Plan for two reasons. Firstly, given the apparent limitation in the amount

of land available for new residential development in the Borough, it is not clear

how these Standards can be applied at sufficient densities to achieve the

housing figure of 6,700 specified in Policy LP15, in light of viability

considerations. This is somewhat contrary to the statements set out in the

Local Plan relating to the perceived viability of brownfield sites for residential

development and their ability to deliver a restricted proportion of affordable

housing.

3.16 Furthermore, paragraph 159 of the NPPF requires a SHLAA to,

‘Establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely

economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over the plan

period.’

The SHLAA methodology does not explain how the Standards were taken

into consideration when assessing the capacity of identified sites and is

therefore contrary to the NPPF and NPPG.

3.17 Secondly, paragraphs 173 and 174 of the NPPF state,

(Paragraph 173) ‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention

to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be

deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the

plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens

that their ability to develop viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs

1
CLG (March 2015) Technical housing standards – nationally described space standard,

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/421515/150324_-
_Nationally_Described_Space_Standard____Final_Web_version.pdf
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of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements

for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other

requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development

and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing

developer to enable the development to be deliverable.’

Paragraph 174 continues, ‘Local planning authorities should set out in their

policy on local standards in the Local Plan… They should assess the likely

cumulative impacts on development in their area of all existing and proposed

local standards, supplementary planning documents and policies that support

the development plan, when added to nationally required standards. In order

to be appropriate, the cumulative impact of these standards and policies

should not put implementation of the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate

development throughout the economic cycle.

3.18 The impact of the Nationally Described Space Standards on the viability of

sites does not appear to have been tested. Unfortunately only the Executive

Summary to the Viability Study (2013) has been published as part of the

evidence for the Pre Submission Local Plan but this implies that theoretical

gross internal floor areas (which differ from the National Standards) were used

to inform viability testing on potential site allocations. Whilst this is

unsurprising given the study predates the publication of the Standards, the full

impact of the Nationally Described Space Standards on the delivery of sites

and the Local Plan as a whole does not appear to have been determined and

this conflicts with paragraphs 173 and 174 of the NPPF.

3.19 This brings the reliability of the viability study into question as the cumulative

impacts of the local standards, guidance and policies identified in the Local

Plan do not appear to have been adequately assessed. The recommended

delay to the Submission of the Local Plan would provide the opportunity for

LBC to ensure the evidence base is sufficiently up to date to justify the

inclusion of local standards and policies.

Policy LP16: Affordable Housing

3.20 Table 6.1 identifies that of the 17,800 new dwellings required in Luton

Borough there is a need for 7,200 affordable homes, which represents 40.5%

of the total requirement. The Luton Borough Council Viability Study (2013) on

Affordable Housing has identified that a 20% requirement will be viable on the

majority of sites within the Borough over the plan period. This results in a

shortfall of affordable housing provision with the Borough. A 20% provision in

relation to the 6,700 dwellings proposed to be accommodated within the

Borough provides 1,340 affordable units, representing a shortfall of 5,869

affordable units. The Local Plan implies an expectation on neighbouring

authorities to help provide unmet market and affordable housing needs. If the
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projected unmet need of 11,100 dwellings is to be provided by neighbouring

authorities, and they are required to meet the assessed affordable housing

shortfall, this would equate to a residual requirement for 53% (5,869 of the

11,100 shortfall). As set out in paragraphs 3.5 to 3.7 above, the Growth

Options Study is required to assess Luton’s urban capacity and identify

potential options for where the confirmed amount of unmet housing need

could be accommodated. The recommendations from this Study will feed into

the new Central Bedfordshire Local Plan and an assessment will need to be

made of the quantum and location of neighbouring local authorities affordable

and market housing needs that can be viably accommodated within Central

Bedfordshire in a sustainable manner.

3.21 Affordable housing Policy LP16 states that,

‘The Council will require the provision of 20% affordable housing units OR the

equivalent financial contribution towards off-site provision on all schemes that

deliver a net gain of at least 1 dwelling. On sites of less than 10 dwellings a

financial contribution in lieu of on-site provision will be accepted.’

3.22 Paragraph 50 of the NPPF requires local authorities, where they have

identified that affordable housing is needed, set policies for meeting this need

on site, unless off-site provision or a financial contribution of broadly

equivalent value can be robustly justified. The Luton Borough Council Viability

Study (2013) on Affordable Housing states that,

‘Very small sites account for over half (54%) of all market housing provision

and for 40% of total housing provision. They are no less viable than larger

mainstream sites and are just as capable of making an affordable housing

contribution. Based on assessment of a range of different types of scheme a

realistic affordable housing target for mixed tenure schemes is likely to be 15-

20% to be applied to all schemes (not just those of 15 units and over).

3.23 It is therefore surprising that LBC will accept an off-site contribution for all

developments that deliver a net gain in dwellings, and particularly on sites of

10 dwellings and below, when there is an acute housing need and limited land

for affordable housing development, and when these small sites make up the

majority of market development. It is clear that the off-site contribution has not

been robustly justified. Therefore LBC should be seeking affordable housing

delivery on each site no matter the size. By having this policy LBC are not

meeting their housing need and furthermore there is no reference to where

and how the off-site contributions will be spent.
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Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople

3.24 Paragraph 6.34 sets out the conclusions of the Gypsy and Traveller

Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) (2015) and identifies a need for 19

permanent and 10 transit pitches within the Borough for Gypsies and

Travellers over the plan period. Of the 19 permanent pitches there is an

unmet need for 14 pitches between years 6 and 15 of the plan. There is no

identified requirement for Travelling Showpeople plots.

3.25 CBC support the inclusion of Policy LP20 within the Local Plan, which

safeguards existing sites and provides detailed criteria against which any

planning applications for Gypsy and Traveller sites will be considered.

Paragraph 153 of the NPPF makes clear that the Government’s preferred

approach is for each local planning authority to prepare a single Local Plan for

its area. Additional Local Plans should only be used where clearly justified.

Paragraph 6.34 identifies the impact of recent changes in Government policy

(concerning the definition of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople)

on the Local Plan. CBC accept that this change in policy is likely to impact

upon the pitch requirement identified in the current Local Plan but wish to

highlight the potential risk of preparing a standalone Gypsy and Traveller plan,

in light of recent Inspectors’ decisions, such as Maldon District Council.

3.26 A delay to the submission of the Local Plan to allow for the Growth Options

Study to be completed will present an opportunity for LBC to review the GTAA

and consider identifying allocations for Gypsy and Traveller sites to meet any

unmet need.

Site Specific comments:

Policy LP5: Land South of Stockwood Park

3.27 Land South of Stockwood Park is allocated in the Local Plan for a new football

stadium for Luton Town Football Club, alongside B1 office use and enabling

development in the form of A1/A2/A3 uses. There has been much recent

speculation in the media that Luton Town Football Club has different

aspirations concerning the location of their new stadium. If this is the case, the

policy as drafted is unlikely to deliver the uses identified and CBC are

surprised that confirmation has not been sought from the Football Club of their

intentions prior to the publication of the Plan. Accordingly, CBC would like to

see evidence from LBC and Luton Town Football Club that Land South of

Stockwood Park will be delivered within the plan period for the uses identified.

3.28 Paragraph 6.1.5 of the Sustainability Appraisal summarises the appraisal of

alternatives for Land South of Stockwood Park. It concludes that option 2

(employment and Luton Town Football Club) and Option 4 (mixed use
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including residential) provide the best benefits in terms of providing a

sustainable mix of uses:

‘Employment only, or employment with a relocated football club, would be

likely to generate a significant amount of new employment, with associated

socio-economic benefits, which would be augmented in a purely employment

scheme. However, this could be to the detriment of the town centre’s vitality

and viability. Residential only, or a mixed use development would contribute

less strongly to economic objectives, but have the added advantage of helping

to meet housing need. All options would lock-in unsustainable travel patterns

unless accompanied by an attractive public transport solution, but a mixed use

development preforms most strongly in this respect due to its ability to meet a

range of needs and reduce the need to travel.’

3.29 CBC wish to question whether residential uses were considered as part of the

scheme as proposed in Policy LP5. This would further assist the aspiration of

creating a vibrant and thriving development whilst contributing to the overall

viability of the scheme. In the absence of a football stadium CBC would

support a mixed use development incorporating residential, which would

assist in meeting housing needs within the Borough and reduce any burden

placed on neighbouring local authorities.

Policy LP7: Butterfield Green

3.30 As identified within our representations to the Draft Luton Local Plan

Consultation in June 2014, CBC have specific comments on Butterfield

Green.

3.31 The site remains only 40% developed with little prospect of completion in the

short-term and a developer that has been put into administration. CBC

considers it is necessary for the site to be re-designated for a mix of uses,

including residential. There are other sites within Luton that could provide for

B1 office space, including Napier Park and, in due course, Land South of

Stockwood Park. Access to Butterfield Green from the motorway network is

poor and this has contributed to its slow build out. A wider mix of uses,

including residential, would be likely to stimulate further interest in the site and

help deliver additional employment development.

3.32 A site to the north of Butterfield Green in Central Bedfordshire has been

suggested for potential residential development and CBC will be considering

this in due course through its new Local Plan. There is a further potential site

to the west of Butterfield Green Road that is also currently within the Green

Belt. It is clear that significant potential for residential development exists

around Butterfield green and a mix of uses for the three sites combined would

accommodate much needed housing close to Luton and reduce the level of
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unmet need that needs to be provided within the Luton HMA and possible

further afield. Further consideration of the opportunities at Butterfield Green is

therefore needed by LBC.

Growth opportunities in neighbouring Local Authority Areas

3.33 CBC are of the opinion that the Luton Local Plan is a very insular document,

which does not properly reflect on committed and potential developments

located beyond the Borough’s administrative boundaries in Central

Bedfordshire. Whilst the Local Plan pledges support towards the Sundon Rail

Freight Interchange (RFI) proposal (paragraph 11.13), it makes no reference

to committed major growth at North of Houghton Regis, nor the proposal at

Land North of Luton which has the same planning status as Sundon RFI.

These proposals emerged as a result of previous regional and sub-regional

plans and were included in the submitted Joint Core Strategy and validated by

a jointly produced evidence base. The proposals were also subject to further

robust assessment and consequently identified as allocations within the draft

Development Strategy. Both the Sundon RFI and Land North of Luton

schemes were significantly progressed with the preparation of a Framework

Plan - a strategic masterplan demonstrating how the sites could be brought

forward. Furthermore, paragraph 9 of the LBC Executive Report relating to the

Publication of the Pre-Submission Plan (attached as Appendix 1) recognises

and makes allowances for these known large scale opportunities for growth.

Given that both these sites are long-standing development proposals that LBC

has been aware of for many years it is highly surprising that, unlike Sundon

RFI, no reference is made in the Local Plan to this large scale growth adjacent

to Luton’s boundary.

3.34 Houghton Regis North is a large scale, consented development located

adjacent to the Borough, providing between 6,260 and 7,260 homes, 15.5ha

employment land, new retail floorspace, community facilities including new

school provision and critical highway infrastructure including the A5-M1 Link,

new M1 Junction 11a and the Woodside Link. Work is underway on this

strategic highway infrastructure and the commencement of residential

development on this site is expected by 2017. It will inevitably have a spatial

relationship with Luton, particularly in terms of the associated infrastructure

benefits. Houghton Regis North and its associated key infrastructure,

including the new M1 Junction 11a, A5-M1 Link and Woodside Link should be

shown on the key diagram in the same way as the AONB and Green Belt.

Furthermore, reference to the town of Houghton Regis itself is also omitted

from the key diagram and should be included.

3.35 Paragraph 2.15 of the Local Plan refers to the lack of east west connectivity

and peak congestion on the highway network; and paragraph 2.21 states the
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need for a significant contribution from neighbouring authorities to provide

much needed housing close to Luton taking account of the Luton-Dunstable

busway, and enabling key orbital road improvements which can link

communities whilst removing through traffic and freeing up capacity within the

town. Land North of Luton provides a potential opportunity to help meet

Luton’s housing requirements in close proximity and the proposal, alongside

Sundon RFI, would include the delivery of a new strategic link road between

M1 Junction 11a and the A6. This new Link Road, alongside the A5-M1 Link,

will create a northern orbital route which will remove congestion from the

centre of the Luton/Dunstable/Houghton Regis Conurbation.

3.36 Given the recognition of these proposals by LBC (as set out in paragraph 9 of

their Executive Report) and for the reasons above, Sundon RFI and Land

North of Luton, including the M1-A6 Link Road, must also be shown on the

key diagram as potential locations for large scale growth. CBC also request

that further reference is made within the plan to these three schemes and their

associated infrastructure.

3.37 Paragraph 4.8 of the Local Plan refers to LBC’s support towards development

to the west of Luton:

“The Borough Council considers that the interests of the town and

sustainability would be best served by meeting Luton’s housing needs as

close as possible to the communities from which the need arises. Indeed

under the duty to cooperate and in response to neighbouring plan preparation,

particular account should be taken of this Council’s policy of supporting

development to the west of Luton and requesting a thorough examination of

strategic cross boundary options around the town (i.e. that an assessment of

options north, east, south and west of Luton should be examined).

3.38 It is highly surprising that LBC have chosen to express support for this

particular direction of growth but not mentioned the other long-established

proposals that have been taken forward such as Houghton Regis North or

Land North of Luton. The recent thorough and robust assessment of options

within Central Bedfordshire as part of the Development Strategy concluded

that development west of Luton is not appropriate for a number of reasons,

most notably transport impact and archaeology. This reflects the previous

findings supporting the Joint Core Strategy produced by both Councils. No

evidence to the contrary has been produced to support LBC’s policy position

in favour of this location and it is therefore considered inappropriate to include

reference to it in the Local Plan.

3.39 Houghton Regis North and Land North of Luton may need to contribute

towards meeting both Luton and Central Bedfordshire’s housing needs. As

stated in section 1, opportunities for growth around Luton and within the wider
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HMA will be considered as part of the Growth Options Study. The new Central

Bedfordshire Local Plan will assess options and alternatives for growth across

Central Bedfordshire through the Sustainability Appraisal process, taking into

consideration the conclusions of the Growth Options Study, Green Belt study,

other technical evidence and the assessment of individual sites; and will

identify the most appropriate strategy for delivering growth in a sustainable

manner.

Conclusion

3.40 To conclude, whilst CBC welcome the increase in the number of homes that

can be delivered within Luton Borough, CBC believe the Plan is fundamentally

unsound and inconsistent with national policy with respect to housing

provision. In the absence of the Growth Options Study, a key piece of

evidence, the Plan does not adequately justify how Luton’s unmet market and

affordable housing needs will be accommodated. Furthermore, it is felt the

inclusion of a commuted sum option within the affordable housing policy will

fail to deliver the reduced 20% target identified in the Plan, increasing the

requirement on neighbouring authorities to meet the shortfall. The SHLAA is

considered out of date and not sufficiently accurate to justify the capacity of

the Borough and identify a housing target. It also fails to recognised additional

opportunities at sites such as Butterfield Green and Stockwood Park. The

requirement for new residential developments to meet the Nationally

Described Space Standards conflicts with the aspiration for high density

development and lacks adequate viability testing. For these reasons CBC

believe the Local Plan fails to meet the tests of soundness and is not

consistent with national policy, has not been positively prepared, and is not

justified or effective.

4. Employment

4.1 A successful and thriving Luton economy benefits all parties and that is a

common aim. However, in a situation where land supply is limited, difficult

decisions are needed to balance economic interests with housing need and

other uses. CBC are of the opinion that the balance is not currently right within

the Local Plan.

4.2 Provision for 18,000 jobs is highly optimistic and alongside only 6,700 homes,

there appears to be a significant mismatch. The Local Plan seeks to maximise

job creation within Luton, which in turn places a requirement on neighbouring

Local Authorities to help meet the majority of Luton’s housing need. This is

surprising given the importance attached to the provision of affordable

housing and the lengths to which LBC have been prepared to go to ensure

neighbouring areas are providing sufficient affordable housing to help meet
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needs. An example is LBC’s unsuccessful challenge to the permission at

Houghton Regis North.

4.3 In terms of the headline jobs target of 18,000, it is worth noting that this is

derived from economic modelling (the EEFM) that is based on an increase in

dwellings of around 18,000. Whether this figure is accurate or not, it is not

considered sustainable that this target should be met wholly within Luton

given that only a third of the housing target can be met within the Borough.

4.4 Furthermore, it is noteworthy that this figure is from the 2012 EEFM which has

since been superseded by subsequent versions of the model. Most notably is

the October 2014 version which was published in January 2015 which was the

first time commuting data from the 2011 Census was included within the

model. The 2014 EEFM identified that within Luton there is a need for 11,300

new jobs within the Plan period. Although LBC to seek to promote economic

growth, in the absence of evidence it is inappropriate to significantly over

provide in relation to jobs when sites could be released for alternative uses

including residential development.

4.5 Luton averaged a loss of 50 B-class jobs per year between 2001 and 2011

and figure 6.3 from the 2013 Employment Land Review (ELR) clearly shows

the contrast between past performance and future projections. It has not been

possible to see how this average has changed since 2011 as the 2013 ELR

has not been updated. No explanation has been provided as to why Luton

has chosen to plan for 8,000 B class jobs. The 2013 ELR points to job growth

in non-B uses and goes on to suggest that non-B sectors could contribute to

over 60% of future jobs in sectors such as health, hotels and catering and

leisure. The Local Plan only identifies the need to deliver 55% (10,000) of the

planned jobs within non-B sectors. If LBC increased the number of non-B jobs

to be delivered to 60% as identified within the 2013 ELR, this would reduce

the number of B-Use jobs by 800 and further reduce the need to identify sites.

4.6 The 2013 ELR is not sufficient in its analysis of the employment growth that

would only occur in Luton (due to proximity to the airport or a larger town

centre) and of employment growth that is more “footloose” and could be

planned for elsewhere. This will need to be investigated further as we seek a

more balanced approach to employment across the conurbation.

4.7 There does not appear to be any evidence as to how the number of B-use

jobs to be provided within Luton has been translated in to land requirements.

Furthermore, the 2015 employment land update does not identify the overall

quantity of land that the sites deemed as ‘fit for purpose to meet future

employment needs’ would deliver. Of the 86 sites that have been assessed,

79 have been identifies as green or amber but no indication as to how many

jobs these sites could deliver.
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4.8 The sites on which the plan relies to deliver B-class jobs are very uncertain.

The London Luton Airport Strategic Allocation and Century Park require

significant and currently unfunded infrastructure; land north of J10a has been

allocated for a number of years without any developer interest; and Butterfield

Green remains less than half-developed with little prospect of delivery in the

short-term.

4.9 Given Central Bedfordshire’s impressive recent job creation record and the

significant new employment space being created to the north of the

conurbation in conjunction with new links to the M1, it would have seemed

sensible to look at job provision across the conurbation rather than restricted

to local authority boundaries. LBC have not approached Central Bedfordshire

Council to discuss this or any other employment matters. If this approach was

considered, it would enable Luton to focus on its particular employment

strengths, particularly the link to the airport, while complementary job growth

takes place in Central Bedfordshire. If the proposed job target were to be

achieved it would lead to a significant and unsustainable increase in

commuting into Luton, potentially in the order of 10,000 workers each day.

The Local Plan has no firm transport proposals as to how this increase in

commuting would be facilitated or the infrastructure funded. CBC would also

have concerns as to how this would impact upon Central Bedfordshire to meet

its own economic growth requirements if the labour force are being drawn

elsewhere.

4.10 If Luton continues to plan for 18,000 new jobs within the plan period, part of

this should be delivered across the urban conurbation as a whole and

specifically within the permitted urban extension at Houghton Regis North and

the potential urban extension to the North of Luton. As stated in paragraphs

3.33 to 3.34 above, the proposals for the urban extensions are fundamentally

the same as those set out in the previous Joint Core Strategy produced by

both CBC and LBC. The intention was to produce sustainable mixed-use

urban extensions providing homes and jobs in close proximity. A

consequence of such an approach is that additional land within Luton can be

freed up to meet housing need which subsequently reduces the level of unmet

need to be accommodated elsewhere.

4.11 On a more detailed point, we also consider that all of those Category B

Employment sites above 0.1ha listed at Appendix 3 should be further

assessed to see whether they could deliver housing. It is assumed that Policy

LP14 relating to the development of these Category B sites is intentionally

weak in that it does not specify an employment generating use but allows any

alternative change of use including housing subject to standard criteria.

However, if the intention is to allow residential development on these sites,

then an exercise for allocating this potential should be undertaken so that
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development can be counted toward the overall housing figure rather than

leaving it to windfall. It is noted that a number of the category B sites with the

greatest potential have been assessed in the SHLAA but it is considered that

a more comprehensive exercise should be undertaken to justify the approach

to both housing and employment delivery. This is an issue that will need to be

considered within the initial stage of the Growth Options Study which is to

critically assess Luton’s urban capacity in order identify independently, the

number of new homes that can be delivered within the urban area.

Conclusion

4.12 To conclude, whilst CBC welcome LBC’s intention to deliver a successful and

thriving economy, the job target proposed within the Plan is considered

optimistic and unbalanced with proposed housing growth. This is considered

unsustainable and has potential significant implications in terms of increasing

rates of commuting for example. Furthermore the inflated jobs target is based

on the 2012 EEFM which has since been superseded and is therefore not

adequately justified. The delivery of sites on which the Plan relies to deliver B-

class jobs is uncertain. CBC consider that a wider, conurbation scale

approach to job provision would enable Luton to focus on its particular

employment strengths, such as the Airport, whilst complementary jobs growth

could be provided in Central Bedfordshire on consented sites such as North of

Houghton Regis. CBC believes that these issues go to the heart of the Plan

and that the approach to employment provision is not consistent with national

policy, has not been positively prepared, and is not justified or effective. The

Plan is considered unsound in these respects.

5. Green Belt

5.1 Paragraph 4.36 of the Local Plan states that because the Green Belt areas

surrounding Luton serve the key functions of the Green Belt as set out in

NPPF paragraph 80, no major changes should be made. Paragraph 83 of the

NPPF which states that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only

be altered in exceptional circumstances. This does not mean that just

because Green Belt serves all five purposes that it should not be developed,

but rather that “exceptional circumstances” are required to justify such

development. On this point it is clear that it will be impossible to meet Luton’s

unmet housing need closest to its source without substantial Green Belt

releases. In recognition of this CBC has taken the difficult decision to release

some of its own Green Belt land to accommodate the large scale growth

proposal at Houghton Regis North, and was prepared to release a further

substantial area of Green Belt at Land North of Luton and Sundon Quarry. It is

surprising that Luton on the other hand has ruled this out completely. It is
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clear that this assumption should be revisited given the scale of unmet

housing need.

5.2 CBC are satisfied with the stage 1 assessment methodology as set out in the

Luton Green Belt Study (September 2014). However, having reviewed the

content of the study it is felt that Site 2: Stopsley Common has some

development potential. In particular unit 2D which is described as farmland,

and situated in the north-east corner of the site could be developed alongside

the Policy LP7: Butterfield Green Technology Park Strategic Allocation for

mixed use (refer to separate comments on Butterfield Green in paragraphs

3.30 to 3.32 above). Although not a large site, it could nonetheless

accommodate much needed housing close to Luton. CBC therefore support

the recommendation on page 20 of the Green Belt study that a more detailed

study and analysis of land west of Butterfield Road including Land Unit 2D as

part of the Stage 2 Green Belt study, but question why this work has not

already been undertaken.

5.3 Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires LPAs to,

‘Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full

objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing

market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in this

Framework…’

The lack of a Stage 2 Green Belt Study further suggests that a full

assessment of Luton’s urban capacity has not yet been undertaken, and as

such all opportunities cannot have been considered in identifying suitable land

to meet its development needs. In this context CBC wish to reiterate that it is

premature to bring forward the Local Plan until this work has been

undertaken.

5.4 On this point it is disingenuous that the report is called ‘Luton Green Belt

Study (September 2014)’ since this would suggest that it represents a

complete assessment of Green Belt issues in the Luton Borough area. Instead

we suggest renaming the study the ‘Luton Stage 1 Green Belt Study’ to

accurately reflect the purpose and content of the document.

Conclusion

5.5 To conclude, CBC believes that inadequate consideration has been given to

the release of Green Belt in order to assist in an assessment of urban

capacity. As such, all opportunities for identifying suitable land to meet

development needs have not been considered. This is further exemplified in

the SHLAA where the methodology excludes areas within the Green Belt as

unsuitable (as set out in paragraph 3.11 above). For these reasons the Plan is



25

not considered to be positively prepared, justified or effective and is

considered unsound in this respect.

6. Retail

6.1 The population projections set out in Table 2.1 of the White Young Green

(WYG) Retail Study Refresh (2015) are still somewhat different though not

now significantly higher than those identified in the jointly commissioned

Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2015 update2.

6.2 According to the SHMA, Luton’s population will grow from 205,529 to 236,105

(2011-31). However table 2.1 on page 27 of the WYG Retail Study suggests

that Luton’s population (labelled zones 1A, 1B and 1C) will increase by over

41,829 people rather than 30,576 as identified by the SHMA. Clearly the

methodology employed by Experian has still produced a slight overestimate

which conflicts with the SHMA’s findings that underpin the objectively

identified housing need figures, and so go to the heart of the strategy. It would

be more appropriate if these figures were aligned.

6.3 It is recognised that the assessment of the additional retail floorspace

requirement also takes into account retail expenditure growth in addition to

population change; but with any identified discrepancy, the validity of the

future floorspace requirements must be questioned when they are based on a

percentage increase of a maximum of just 0.6% per annum for convenience

and a mode of 3.3% for comparison (WYG Study Refresh, Table 2.2).

6.4 In terms of sites, the fact that the plan itself at paragraph 7.16 and the

refreshed WYG Study Refresh now acknowledge that Power Court and the

Northern Gateway site are the primary location for the identified retail

floorspace is welcomed.

6.5 However it is noted that the outline planning permission for the out of centre

site at Napier Park provides for 1788 sqm of comparison floorspace and 1428

sqm of convenience floorspace. In view of this, it is surprising that the plan is

silent in its retail chapter (Chapter 7) on a site that will deliver significant new

floorspace and is also allocated under Policy LP8. This site could potentially

have a detrimental impact on the effective delivery of the town centre

floorspace that is planned for, as it is clear that Napier Park is likely to prove a

more attractive location than the town centre locations with its connectivity to

the airport and wider leisure and employment offer.

2
A discrepancy between the population projections set out in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2014

and the White Young Green Retail Study 2012 was previously identified in Central Bedfordshire Council’s
representation to the Regulation 18 consultation (June 2014)
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6.6 While the Retail Study notes at paragraph 5.3 that existing commitments have

been factored in when determining future provision, it is considered that the

presence of comparison retail in this location will have a negative impact on

the delivery of the aforementioned more sequentially preferential sites,

rendering the planned provision based on an ‘increased market share’

scenario too high.

Conclusion

6.7 To conclude, the methodology employed by Experian overestimates

population figures. This conflicts with the SHMA’s findings which underpin the

OAN and goes to the heart of the strategy. This brings into question the

validity of the retail floorspace requirements identified in the Plan.

Furthermore, the potential impact of the retail provision consented at Napier

Park has not been reflected within Chapter 7 of the Plan. For these reasons

the Plan is not considered to be positively prepared, justified or effective, nor

is it consistent with national policy, and is considered unsound in this respect.

7. Transport and Infrastructure

7.1 As set out in paragraphs 3.33 to 3.39 above, the Local Plan fails to recognise

the consented site at North of Houghton Regis as a proposal that will bring

significant infrastructure benefits to Luton and the wider conurbation. It also

fails to recognise the potential development at Land North of Luton. In

transport terms, there is a lack of reference within Policy LP2 (d) to the

committed new M1 Junction 11a, A5-M1 Link and Woodside Link, or the

potential M1-A6 strategic Link Road. All will provide critical infrastructure to

support new homes that will assist in meeting Luton’s unmet housing need.

7.2 Policy LP5: Stockwood Park Strategic Allocation states, “The development will

not take place until Highways England is satisfied the proposals do not have

an unacceptable impact on Junction 10a improvements and upon the M1

motorway, and shall not compromise the safety of road users”. CBC are

surprised by the need for this policy requirement as it would be expected that

any potential impacts on Junction 10a would have been identified and

mitigation measures proposed in assessing the suitability of the site for

allocation. If this is not the case, there is a risk that the site could fail to meet

Highways England requirements and would therefore be undeliverable.

7.3 Paragraph 11.11 of the Local Plan states that Park and Ride facilities will be

considered at Land South of Stockwood Park and at Butterfield Green; and

continues that further sites around the periphery of the

Luton/Dunstable/Houghton Regis conurbation are being considered by

neighbouring local authorities. CBC wish to clarify that there are no park and

ride sites currently planned in Central Bedfordshire, on either the committed or
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proposed large scale developments in proximity to Luton. A park and ride

service will require a comprehensive, whole settlement/conurbation approach,

with appropriate infrastructure on key routes. The viability of such a proposal

has not been demonstrated, in terms of demand and economics. It is

therefore highly questionable as to whether this aspiration is deliverable.

7.4 CBC welcomes the support in paragraph 11.13 for rail freight proposals, with

particular reference to Sundon RFI.

Conclusion

7.5 To conclude, Policy LP2 fails to acknowledge the committed transport

infrastructure being deliver at North of Houghton Regis, which provides

significant benefits to the wider conurbation and supports a significant number

of new homes that may help contribute towards Luton’s housing needs.

Furthermore the viability of a Park and Ride service in terms of demand and

economics has not been appropriately justified and the need for facilities at

the Land South of Stockwood Park and Butterfield Green strategic allocations

is therefore questionable. For these reasons the Plan is not considered to be

positively prepared, justified or effective and is considered unsound in these

respects.

8. Environment

Green Infrastructure

8.1 CBC welcomes the recognition of the need for a cross boundary approach to

green infrastructure provision (Local Plan paragraph 2.20). However, although

there is recognition of the need for this approach, and the existence of a Luton

Green Infrastructure (GI) Plan for Luton (which complements the green

infrastructure planning work that has been undertaken in the adjacent part of

Central Bedfordshire), there is no inclusion of this spatial GI plan in the

“Natural and Historic Environment” chapter of the plan, and no policy relating

to the enhancement or protection of this network.

8.2 In our view, a spatial approach to GI enhancement, with adequate policies in

place to ensure the protection and enhancement of the network is required in

order to demonstrate co-operation in the context of planning for the

environmental infrastructure required to support growth in and around Luton.

8.3 Without adequate policy in place, the value of the Luton GI plan is

marginalised, and the ability for CBC to plan and deliver a GI network that

complements that in Luton, and delivers spatially relevant, cross boundary

provision is compromised.
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8.4 Without policies in place that plan positively for GI creation and enhancement,

development in Luton will inevitably result in a net loss of GI. Without a spatial

plan in place to ensure that green infrastructure is appropriately protected and

enhanced, the ability of Central Bedfordshire Council to work with Luton to

deliver sustainable growth, supported by this important infrastructure provision

for which organisational boundaries are largely insignificant, means that cross

boundary working to deliver sustainable development is hampered.

8.5 CBC therefore considers the absence of adequate GI policy undermines the

ability of Central Bedfordshire Council and Luton to co-operate in the planning

and delivery of GI to support sustainable development.

Specific green infrastructure corridors

8.6 The River Lea Corridor is an important cross boundary green infrastructure

corridor. In this context, the level of aspiration throughout the plan in the

context of restoring the River is disappointing. CBC, together with LBC, is

involved in the River Lea Catchment Partnership, yet the policy commitments

for improving the River Lea through development are limited in their ambition.

For example, in the ‘Sustainable Development Principles’, archaeological

remains and the Chilterns are identified, but the River Lea is not. Policy LP3

shows no ambition to enhance and restore the River. The Lea is mentioned

only in the context of the introductory text. We suggest that development on

the River Lea corridor should at least be required to assess the potential for

deculverting – the current requirement is only to protect water quality, and not

increase capacity load. We consider that enhancement of the River Lea

corridor must be positively planned for, and be more ambitious. This would

enable more effective cross boundary working, to enhance an important green

infrastructure corridor, and ensure that European targets under the Water

Framework Directive or restoring the River to good ecological status are more

likely to be met.

Strategic Allocations and Landscape

8.7 A number of the proposed Strategic Allocations (SA’s) are on sites on the

periphery of Luton abutting rural landscapes beyond, including the Chilterns

AONB. The potential visual impact of development on the wider landscapes

and consequential impact on landscape character must be recognised in the

SAs policy commentary. These concerns and need for special consideration

in terms of layout, massing and design, and impact of lighting, needs to be

highlighted within the Strategic Objectives including SO5: Delivering quality

places and SO10: Improving and protecting biodiversity, natural areas

including the AONB, AGLVs and ALLVs.
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Policy LP5: Land South of Stockwood Park SA

8.8 The proposed SA is of concern in terms of landscape impact on character,

views and understanding of the historical landscape context.

8.9 The SA is to the north of the Luton Hoo plateau, Caddington / Slip End

plateau to the west with the Slip End valley running north- south between.

This landscape is heavily dominated by the M1 corridor and associated

infrastructure, road links and overhead power lines which are a juxtaposition

to the Stockwood historic parkland landscape character, the woodland setting

to Luton Hoo (Listed and Registered Historic Park) and wooded context of Slip

End and Caddington villages to the west.

8.10 Stockwood Park, and Luton Hoo setting, form an important green ‘parkland’

gateway setting to Luton and landscape buffer between urban development

and wider rural and parkland landscapes. There is a distinct increase in sense

of tranquillity associated with Stockwood Park, even via views to the parkland

and golfers, walkers, etc.

8.11 The proposed development uses and character of operations (evening and

night time) would have a highly detrimental impact on the remaining historic

landscape features, character of this parkland gateway and important

landscaped buffer between existing urban development and wider landscape.

The impact of increased lighting, especially the character of lighting required

of football stadiums, is of serious concern both in terms of increase light

pollution, impact of dark skies and wildlife and historic parklands.

8.12 If the SA were to be brought forward the need to consider the landscape

setting and seek enhancement via appropriate landscape mitigation and

sympathetic - highly creative design - of built form must be sought and this

must be highlighted in the description and policy of the SA if progressed.

8.13 The proposed inclusion of Park and Ride facility is also of concern given the

typical character of Park and Ride – large expanses of black top and high

lighting levels at night time. The potential impact of light pollution on wider

landscapes, parkland and dark skies, increasing the night time ‘glow’ of Luton,

must be considered in terms of the allocation, location and design of the Park

and Ride facility.

LP6: London Luton Airport SA: Century Park & Wigmore Valley Park

8.14 The character of development proposed must be planned and designed to

minimise the visual impact of business units and associated car parking on

the wider landscape beyond Luton’s boundary. Luton Airport and the

associated SA is located on a distinct elevated plateau extending in to Central

Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire with exposed, long ranging views and wide
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skies – predominantly undeveloped apart from the airport terminal, control

tower and associated buildings. The proposed SA will extend development

further out into rural countryside and will need careful design considerations in

terms of massing, form, materials and landscape mitigation. This ‘need’

should be identified in the Local Plan / SA description as a basic principle of

development.

8.15 The Local Plan describes likely need for long term parking provision outside of

the airport confines; the potential increase in long term parking and impact of

provision outside Luton’s boundary is of particular concern regarding

landscape, for example airport parking at Slip End, which if increased could

have significant impact on the setting of Slip End and associated hamlets.

This concern can be applied to other similar local rural settlements but within

a proximity to the airport.

LP7: Butterfield SA: Completion of R & D business park with Park & Ride

8.16 The policy describes built development will occupy no more than 30% of the

SA and future built form should refer to design and materials in situ to

continue character of development. Given the SA context on the rural edge

and physical / visual relationship with the AONB it is essential that

development layout, massing and design reflects and compliments this

sensitive rural interface and not necessarily continues a design theme which

is very urban and becoming dated already. The proposed SA will visually

extend development further into highly sensitive countryside of national

importance and will need careful design considerations in terms of massing,

form, materials and landscape mitigation. This ‘need’ should be identified in

the Local Plan / SA description as a basic principle of development.

8.17 The proposed inclusion of Park and Ride facility is also of concern given the

typical character of Park and Ride – large expanses of black top and high

lighting levels at night time. The potential impact of light pollution on wider

landscapes and dark skies, increasing the night time ‘glow’ of Luton, must be

considered in terms of location and design of the Park and Ride facility.

Conclusion

8.18 To conclude, the Plan does not adequately consider a spatial approach to

Green Infrastructure and could undermine the protection and enhancement of

the wider GI network and risk a net loss. It also fails to recognise and address

the impact of the strategic allocations on landscape character. For these

reasons CBC believe that with respect to Green Infrastructure and landscape,

the Local Plan is not currently consistent with national policy, has not been

positively prepared, and is not justified or effective.
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9. Climate Change

9.1 Policy LP 37: Climate change, carbon and waste reduction and sustainable

energy does not take into account the national energy policy for housing. The

policy, as currently drafted, requires an energy standard at level 4 of the

abolished Code for Sustainable Homes. The Deregulation Bill 2015 makes

amendments to the Planning and Energy Act 2008 removing a local

authority’s ability to set energy efficiency targets for new dwellings beyond

energy standards set in Building Regulations. In our opinion, the policy is

likely to become obsolete before the Plan is adopted. We therefore question

the inclusion of this target and consider that it should be removed.

9.2 CBC welcomes the policy requirement for a higher water efficiency

standard. However, as drafted, the policy is not robust: firstly it uses the

abolished Code for Sustainable Homes standard; and secondly is lacking the

essential justification for the policy. Local Plan policies can require new

dwellings to meet the tighter Building Regulations optional requirement of 110

litres per person per day only when a clear local need can be demonstrated.

9.3 The policy is also weak on requirements for non-residential development. The

policy, as drafted, requires new non-residential development to achieve

BREEAM ‘Good’ rating. This requirement is much below the standard

recommended to be set in the Local Plan in the evidence study by Climate

Consulting. The study recommended BREEAM ‘Excellent’ as an appropriate

standard for a robust policy.

9.4 In interest of sustainability CBC request that LBC review and strengthen the

policy.

Conclusion

9.5 To conclude, CBC support the inclusion of Policy LP37 within the Local Plan

but as drafted it is inconsistent with Legislation and national energy policy,

Furthermore, the higher water efficiency standard is not sufficiently justified.

10. Sustainability Appraisal

10.1 CBC consider the Local Plan to be inconsistent with the principles and policies

set out in the NPPF, which requires local planning authorities to prepare Local

Plans with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable

development. Paragraph 152 of the NPPF states,

“Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of the

economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development,

and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on any of these
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dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options

which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued.”

10.2 As stated in section 4 above, the Local Plan delivers unbalanced growth: it

seeks to deliver all its economic growth at an expense of delivering its social

needs, mainly housing. CBC believe that the Local Plan and accompanying

Sustainability Appraisal did not consider all reasonable options, as an option

of delivering a balance of growth in jobs and housing numbers has not been

assessed. In doing so, the Sustainability Appraisal does not meet the legal

requirements of the SEA Directive in identifying reasonable alternatives and

measures to prevent, reduce or as fully as possible offset any significant

adverse effects on the environment of implementing the plan. We urge the

LBC to appraise the balanced growth alternative that delivers a higher number

of homes and a lower number of jobs in proportion to planned delivery of

housing.

10.3 The Sustainability Appraisal does not identify negative effects arising from

implementing the plan which under-delivers housing and over-delivers jobs. In

our view, the Sustainability Appraisal incorrectly identifies positive impacts of

implementing of the Local Plan on a number of objectives:

 Objective 3: Protect and Enhance air, soil and water resources; and

Objective 5: Reduce Carbon Emission - the plan will result in emissions

increase arising from in-commuting for employment;

 Objective 8: Reduce poverty and inequality and promote social

inclusion - delivering housing away from employment will require

commuting for employment and may result in lower income groups

being isolated and enable to reach remotely located jobs;

 Objective 11: Provide decent, affordable and safe homes for all - the

plan significantly under-delivers housing needs and will have a major

negative effect; and not as assessed in the Sustainability Appraisal a

major positive effect.

10.4 The balanced growth alterative will mitigate the above negative effects and

help to achieve sustainable development as defined in the NPPF.

Employment assessment

10.5 Options considered by the Sustainability Appraisal are expressed by floor

space and there is no explanation how the different options translate to job

numbers planned in the Local Plan.

10.6 From a sustainability point of view, the employment numbers should correlate

with housing numbers to limit in-commuting for employment. This option has

not been considered in the assessment. Provision of more jobs than houses
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will result in increase of in-commuting to Luton and add additional strain on

Luton’s transport network, likely to contribute to congestion, increased carbon

emissions and pollution. These issues were not reflected in the assessment.

Site criteria and high level assessment of sites for housing allocation

10.7 The criteria used for the identification of preferred sites are highly restrictive:

requiring no more than three Sustainability Assessment criteria showing poor

results; and no strong adverse effect on any of the Sustainability Appraisal

objectives. Consequently many of the allocated Strategic Allocations would

fail these criteria.

10.8 The assessment did not take into account possible mitigation measures to

prevent or minimise identified negative effects. If this was done it is likely

many more sites would have been allocated even using the restrictive criteria.

10.9 238 sites were assessed and out of these 35 were shortlisted for allocation.

The Sustainability Appraisal states that in some instances a site may have

met criteria but not been taken forward as preferred (or vice versa), and the

reasons are noted in Appendix H. Appendix H only provides reasons for

selecting the preferred 35 sites and does not states reasons for rejection,

even for those sites which met all criteria. The assessment therefore lacks

transparency and places doubt on the robustness of the identified allocations

and the overall housing provision within Luton.

10.10 The Sustainability Appraisal does not include monitoring measures for

Objective 8: Reduce poverty and inequality and promote social inclusion, as

the assessment concluded that the plan will have positive effects. If the plan

under-delivers housing numbers, it is crucial that monitoring measures are

included. We would suggest number of dwellings completed and number of

affordable dwellings delivered.

Conclusion

10.11 To conclude, CBC believe that the Sustainability Appraisal does not consider

all reasonable options or identify the likely negative affects from implementing

the plan and therefore does not meet the legal requirements of the SEA

Directive.

11. Conclusion

11.1 As stated at the outset, CBC supports LBC desire to progress with a Local

Plan to 2031 and are fully committed to plan led development. We have a

strong interest in the opportunities for Luton’s regeneration and growth in the

long term due to our mutual interdependencies. We do however, wish to

express our disappointment that the Pre-Submission Local Plan as drafted



34

fails to respond to these interdependencies and does not take into

consideration the wider opportunities for sustainable growth across the

Luton/Dunstable/Houghton Regis conurbation.

11.2 While it is understood that LBC has sought to make a pragmatic decision

about when to publish their local plan, we have significant concerns that the

decision to proceed at this stage without resolving the outstanding strategic

issues will undermine efforts to continue necessary discussions and future

work under the Duty to Cooperate.

11.3 Furthermore, CBC have a number of outstanding concerns relating to the

overall soundness of the Pre-Submission Luton Local Plan in respect to

housing, employment, Green Belt, retail and environmental matters which are

dealt with in this response. For this reason the Pre-Submission Local Plan

should not be submitted until these key issues have been addressed. Failure

to do so will result in non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and an

unsound plan. Proceeding with the Plan in its current form will in our opinion

be in breach of section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act

2004 and likely to result in the failure of your plan at an early stage.

11.4 We believe that our two Councils can work effectively together to deliver

growth if the current programme for the Luton Local Plan is paused so that

further evidence studies can be produced and existing studies revised to

support the approach in both plans. While the NPPG reminds authorities that

the Duty to Cooperate is not a duty to agree, a delay to the Submission of the

Plan will allow our two Councils to work constructively together in the future on

important strategic matters.



·									Regarding	Luton’s	urban	capacity	–	the	Growth	Options	Study	(GoS)	brief	wording	
would	merely	reflect	our	respective	positions	–	that	LBC	considers	its	level	of	unmet	need	to	
be	10,800	and	evidenced	capacity	to	be	7,000	and	that	CBC	considers	that	it	wants	to	test	
this	capacity	via	a	separate	Urban	capacity	study	(including	wider	than	Luton)	however,	the	
GoS	itself	would	not	include	a	capacity	study	for	Luton	
		
·									Green	Belt	study	(GB)	would	not	review	Luton’s	Stage	1	GB	study	but	would	review	the	
methodology	across	the	HMA	for	consistency	but	would	only	undertake	GB	stage	2	for	
Luton	–	we	clarified	we	had	already	engaged	and	refined	our	Stage	1	for	consistency	
addressing	points	with	the	other	LAs	and	had	also	invited	them	to	undertake	stage	2	but	
they	all	declined	for	various	reasons	at	the	time	in	2013/14	
		
·									We	discussed	the	risks	of	not	including	AVDC	and	NHDC	in	the	GoS	and	hence	insisted	
on	the		need	to	invite	them	to	the	inceptions	meeting	to	seek	their	signing	up/governance	
and	this	was	accepted	
		
·									We	discussed	the	risks	of	not	including	AVDC	and	NHDC	in	the	GB	Study	(when	they	
have	not	full	closed	off	their	GB	work)	e.g.	increased	pressure	non	CBC	and	Luton’s	GB		and	
likewise	they	will	therefore,	need	to	attend	the	inception	meeting	to	confirm	their	position	
and	this	was	accepted	
		
·									We	discussed	the	MoU	and	concluded	it	was	dead	and	discussed	the	Statement	of	
Common	Ground	and	agreed	that	we	would	engage	and	sign	up	to	in	respective	SCG	
documents	being	produced	(KO	to	circulate	template	next	few	days)		being	used	for	other	
DtC	meetings	and	that	this	would	cover	where	we	agreed	on	evidence	and	disagreed	and	
any	outstanding	matters	by	topic	–	it	would	be	a	live	documents	and	evolve	hopefully	to	
narrow	any	differences	by	the	time	we	get	to	Examination	–	aim	to	get	Luton’s	SCG	in	pace	
by	submission	
		
·									We	discussed	the	overall	timetable	and	GoS	was	proposed	as	outputs	by	October	2016	
		
·									We	discussed	the	GB	study	and	how	it	integrates	with	the	GoS	and	the	timing	
implications	–	needs	to	be	twin	tracked	–	there	was	uncertainty	over	the	timescale	because	
of	consultancy	choice/availability	(conflicts	of	interest)	scale	of	GB	to	be	assessed	and	
methodologies	etc.	
		
		
In	terms	of	next	steps	:-	
		
·									We	agreed	that	a	further	draft	of	the	GoS	would	be	circulated	by	CBC	by	Weds	and	
LBC	respond	by	Friday	on	amended	wording	
·									Agreed	the	same	for	turning	round	the	Green		Belt	Study	
·									A	ToR	for	governance	purposes	covering	both	these	studies	would	be	circulated	by	TH	
and	include	how	the	Governance	would	operate	–	rotating	chairs,	supporting	officer	group.	
Tender	selection		etc.	
·									PRB	would	investigate	the	Procurement	picture	on	the	studies	in	signing	up	to	studies	
commissioned	by	CBC	under	their	terms	



·									An	GoS	and	GB	study	inception	meeting	with	members	and	senior	officers	of	LBC,	CBC,	
AVDC	and	NHDC	–	CBC	would	try	to	set	this	up	either	next	week	or	before	the	25th	by	CBC	
in	order	to	agree	the	briefs	for	sign	off	at	the	meeting	
·									Both	cllrs	P.	Castleman	and	Cllr	s.	Clark	agreed	to	make	themselves	available	within	
this	timetable	
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for the work and for the purposes of preparing a draft report. This analysis contains a number of outstanding
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Agenda

Introduction and Welcome (LBC) 10.00am

Presentation of Emerging Findings (NLP) 10.10am

Refreshment Break 11.00am

Group Discussion 11.10am

Group Discussion Feedback (NLP) 11.40am

Next Steps (NLP) 11.55am

Close 12.00pm
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Purpose of Workshop

1. Introduce the approach and methodology to the Luton FEMA Study

2. Present the emerging findings

3. Identify job growth forecasts

4. Questions for discussion about the emerging findings

5. Next steps
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1. Approach and 
Methodology
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Approach

1. Developing a Methodological Framework

2. Defining Functional Economic Market Area

3. Evidence Review and Updated Forecasts

4. Identify Employment Floorspace Requirements across the FEMA

5. Consideration of Demand/ Supply Balance

6. Conclusions and Recommendations
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FEMA Methodological Framework
Stage 1

Developing a 
Methodological 

Framework

Methodology Design

Methodology 
Confirmation

Stage 2 Stage 4

Review Existing 
Economic & Policy 

Evidence

Local Evidence Base

Sub-Regional 
Evidence Base

Planning Policy 
Context

Conclusions and 
Recommendations

A: Baseline Economic 
Trends

B: Employment Land 
Supply

C: Travel-to-Work 
Flows

D: Property Market 
Signals

E:  Other Economic 
and Market Analysis

Recommendations on the 
Extent of Luton’s FEMA

Draft Report including 
Emerging Findings

Final Report

Stage 3

Establishing the 
Functional 

Economic Market 
Area

Identify Employment 
Requirements across the 

FEMA
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2. Economic Context 
and Trends
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Luton retains a strong GVA per employment job figure 
compared with neighbouring authorities, at just over 
£47,000. 

Source: EEFM, 2014
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Employment data shows the marked decrease in 
manufacturing and subsequent increase in administrative 
and professional services.
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Key points

• Luton has seen average levels of job growth over the past two decades

• Luton’s local economy has experienced a significant shift in the structure of 
its economy resulting in a decrease in manufacturing, with simultaneous 
growth in administrative, support  and professional services and the health 
sector

• Luton out-performs neighbouring authorities in terms of GVA per employment 
job reflecting the presence of high value activities
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3. Labour Market Areas



Luton Functional Economic Market Area Study

The extent of the ONS Luton TTWA has remained 
broadly consistent between 2001 and 2011

ONS, Census 2001 ONS, Census 2011
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Luton Aylesbury 

Vale Bedford 
Central 

Bedfordshir
e 

Dacorum Milton 
Keynes North Herts. St Albans Stevenage 

Total working residents 89,590 91,250 76,270 132,765 73,920 128,240 65,405 71,820 42,935 
Total workplace workers 90,495 75,940 75,040 98,965 66,795 144,715 52,920 62,110 45,130 

Live and work in the 
Local Authority 

56,095 56,070 53,630 66,430 42,945 100,195 32,560 35,250 24,360 

Self-containment rate 63% 61% 70% 50% 58% 78% 50% 49% 57% 
Out-commuting workers 33,495 35,180 22,640 66,335 39,905 28,040 32,845 36,570 18,575 
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destinations 

Central 
Beds, St 
Albans, 

North Herts, 
Bedford, 

Milton 
Keynes 

Milton 
Keynes, 
Central 
Beds, 

Wycombe, 
Dacorum, 

South 
Oxfordshire 

Central 
Beds, 

Huntingdons
hire, East 

Northampton
shire, Milton 

Keynes, 
Luton 

Luton, 
Bedford, 
Milton 

Keynes, 
North Herts, 
Aylesbury 

Vale 

Central 
Beds, 

Aylesbury 
Vale, Luton, 
St Albans, 

Three Rivers

Central 
Beds, South 
Northampton

shire, 
Aylesbury 

Vale, 
Northampton

, Bedford 

Central 
Beds, 

Stevenage, 
South 

Cambridge, 
Luton, East 

Herts 

Dacorum, 
Luton, 

Welwyn 
Hatfield, 
Central 

Bedfordshire, 
Hertsmere 

North Herts, 
Central 

Beds, East 
Herts, 

Welwyn 
Hatfield, 

Luton 

Net flow of workers 905  
(outflow) 

15,310 
(outflow) 

1,230 
(outflow) 

33,800 
(outflow) 

16,055 
(outflow) 

4,070 
(inflow) 

12,485 
(outflow) 

9,710 
(outflow) 

2,195 
(inflow) 

 

The TTWA can be refined further using local commuting 
analysis…

Source: Census 2011, Origin-Destination
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The strongest out-commuting flows are to Central Beds 
and North Herts with some flows to the key centres 
including Milton Keynes, Welwyn, Stevenage, Hemel 
and St. Albans.

Destination
Proportion (%) of 
Luton’s Out 
Commuters

Hertfordshire 35%

Former 
Bedfordshire 29%

Buckinghamshire 8%

Northamptonshire 1%

Total out-flow 33,495

Source: Census 2011, Origin-Destination
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In contrast to the ONS TTWA, in-commuting flows from 
the south are limited beyond St Albans

Origin
Proportion (%) of 
Luton’s In 
Commuters

Former 
Bedfordshire 42%

Hertfordshire 19%

Buckinghamshire 6%

Northamptonshire 2%

Total in-flow 34,400

Source: Census 2011, Origin-Destination
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This results in a relatively more contained labour 
market area 

Source: Census 2011, Origin-Destination
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Despite having a net out-flow of workers overall, the 
occupational profile of commuters shows that Luton is 
a net importer of higher skilled workers…

Occupation In-commuters Out-commuters
Higher Professional/ Managerial 
Occupations 55% 45%

Intermediate/ Small Employers/ 
Lower Supervisory Occupations 28% 31%

Semi-routine/ Routine 
Occupations 17% 24%

Source: Census 2001
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Key points

• The spatial extent of the ONS Luton TTWA did not change significantly in the 
inter-Census period (2001-2011)

• Luton has a self-containment rate of 63%

• Luton’s  has a relatively localised labour market area, with a strong functional 
relationship, in commuting terms, with Central Beds, St. Albans and North 
Herts in particular

• In-commuters tend to originate from areas to the north while out-commuting 
flows also extend south of Luton 

• Luton is a net importer of higher skilled workers that hold top-tier occupations

• Local commuting analysis broadly substantiates the ONS Luton TTWA
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4. Housing Market 
Areas
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Recent SHMA position

• HMAs in Bedfordshire and surrounding areas – December 2015

• Luton and Central Bedfordshire – Summer 2015

• Bedford – December 2015

• Stevenage and North Hertfordshire – Summer 2015

• Aylesbury Vale – March 2015

• Milton Keynes – December 2015

• Dacorum – January 2016 (South West Hertfordshire SHMA)

• St. Albans – October 2015 
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The ‘HMA in Bedfordshire and surrounding areas 
Study’ (Nov 2015) confirms the spatial extent of the 
Luton HMA

Source: ORS, 2015

Housing Market Area Map

Milton Keynes HMA

Luton HMA

Bedford HMA

Central 
Buckinghamshire 
HMA

Stevenage HMA
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Key Points

• Luton forms one of four main HMAs in Central Bedfordshire which also 
include Milton Keynes, Bedford and Stevenage HMAs

• Only 13% of the total land within the Luton HMA is located within the local 
authority boundary. Some 68% of the remaining land in the HMA falls within 
Central Bedfordshire administrative boundary, and 20% in other local 
authorities.

• Outside of Luton and Milton Keynes, the local authority boundaries and HMA 
areas are primarily aligned.
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5. Commercial 
Property Market Areas
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Luton has a larger quantum of supply of employment 
space than most of the nearby authorities with the 
exception of Milton Keynes and Central Beds
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Floorspace (000 m2)

• Luton has 1.4m sq.m of B 

Class floorspace:

• 44% factory space

• 34% is warehousing

• 22% comprises offices

• Amounts to about 11% of 

floorspace stock within the 

area

Source: VOA, 2008

Employment Floorspace in Luton and Neighbouring Authorities
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There are clusters of industrial floorspace in Luton, 
Milton Keynes, Stevenage and Bedford 

• Luton accounts for 
13% of the area’s 
manufacturing space
and 8% of warehousing

• Manufacturing space is 
focused around the key 
centres

• Warehousing is 
typically located close 
to strategic transport 
networks (M1, A1 
corridors)

Source: VOA, 2010
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Office floorspace is clustered within the key centres of 
Milton Keynes, Luton and Dacorum accounting for the 
majority of space

• Luton accounts for 
13% of the area’s 
office stock 

• This is comparable 
with the quantum of 
office floorspace in 
Dacorum

• Milton Keynes is the 
only local authority in 
the area with a 
greater level of office 
floorspace providing 
28% of the area total

Source: VOA, 2010
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Luton’s industrial market has been traditionally strong 
though limited supply is impacting on take-up levels

• Luton forms a single market with Dunstable and Houghton Regis in industrial 
property market terms

• Luton has seen good levels of take-up within the industrial and logistics market in 
recent years in part due to a shortage of availability in locations closer to London

• Luton provides a cost advantage over competing locations along the M1 corridor, 
though this is partly linked to the quality of the stock available

• Occupier demand is primarily driven by local businesses (seeking move-on 
space) though there has been an increase in the number of firms coming into the 
area from other constrained locations

• As a result available supply is at record low levels (c. 6 months of pipeline supply) 
with particular shortage of small floorplate units (<50,000sq.ft)
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Luton is not traditionally regarded as an office location
• There are two distinct  office markets in Luton:

1. The town centre - typified by the older and poorer quality of its office stock which tends to 
accommodate smaller, lower value and customer facing businesses;

2. Out of centre - modern and higher quality office parks which provide larger floorplates (e.g
Butterfield and Capability Green)

• Access and parking are identified as constraints in town centre

• Office occupiers are typically price sensitive

• Permitted Development Rights have had the effect of removing some 
obsolete office stock

• Take-up of office space within mixed-use developments has been slow

• The viability of building new office stock is questioned as rental values and 
therefore margins are tight
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Commercial property market evidence indicates that 
Luton has a relatively localised market, but also 
operates within the wider M1 corridor
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Key points

• Luton has approximately 1.4sq.m of employment floorspace which is a larger 
stock than most of the neighbouring authorities 

• 78% of the Borough’s stock comprises industrial space which reflects why 
Luton is not traditionally regarded as an office location

• Rental values make Luton an attractive industrial location which has resulted 
in good levels of take-up in recent years

• Occupier demand is driven by indigenous companies and firms relocated 
from other constrained locations

• There is approximately 6 months of pipeline supply with a particular shortage 
of smaller units

• Luton has a two tier office market; Permitted Development Rights have 
removed some obsolete stock but viability remains a barrier
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6. Other Functional 
Economic Market Area 
Factors
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Luton has a relatively localised retail catchment. 
Despite recording a relatively high retail ranking, Luton 
struggles to compete with Milton Keynes and Watford

Retail Centre Venuescore
2013/14

Venuescore
Ranking

Milton Keynes 293 24th

Watford 250 41st

Luton 187 80th

Bedford 161 119th

St. Albans 149 141st

Stevenage 143 149th

Hemel 
Hempstead

142 151st

Source: Luton Retail Study, 2015
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The catchment areas show that Luton Airport has a 
particularly strong draw from North London and 
neighbouring areas though its catchment also stretches 
into the Midlands

Source: CAA 2009 Annual Passenger Survey



Luton Functional Economic Market Area Study

Good strategic road infrastructure results in high levels 
of drivetime accessibility from Luton.
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Key points

• The Luton retail catchment area is relatively localised reflecting the current 
scale and mix of retail provision within the town centre, and proximity of 
competing higher order centres such as Milton Keynes and Watford.

• Luton has good levels of transport accessibility by road, rail and air. 

• Luton Airport draws in just over 1/3rd of passengers from the Greater London 
area, with its catchment area extending as far North as the Midlands.

• Peak and off-peak drivetimes include Greater London and large areas of the 
South East/south East Midlands

• Transport factors taken in isolation imply a much wider catchment area but 
unlikely to be practical when weighed against other factors for planning 
purposes.
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7. Synthesis
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Labour Market Area

ONS Travel to Work Area

Local Travel to Work Area
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Housing Market Area

Housing Market Area
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Commercial Property Market Area

Commercial Property 
Market Area
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Consumer Market Area

Consumer Market Area
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Core Functional Economic Market Area

Housing Market Area

Consumer Market Area

Commercial Property Market 
Area

ONS Travel to Work Area

Core Local Travel to Work 
Area

Core Functional Economic 
Market Area for Luton
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8. Scale of 
Future Growth
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Job growth in Luton is expected to exceed past trends 
over the Local Plan period to 2031, though a similar 
trend is expected in Central Bedfordshire

Luton Luton’s 
Share

Central 
Bedfordshire

Central 
Bedfordshire

Share

Total

1991 90,458 49% 92,822 51% 183,280

2011 95,200 48% 104,791 52% 199,991

Change
1991-2011

4,742 28% 11,969 72% 16,711

% Change 
1991-2011

5% ~ 13% ~ 9%

2031 106,522 45% 131,531 55% 238,053

Change 
2011-2031

11,322 30% 26,740 70% 38,062

% Change 
2011-2031

12% ~ 26% ~ 19%

Source: EEFM, 2014

• Luton is forecast to 
record a 12% increase 
in jobs between 2011 
and 2031

• Together with Central 
Beds job growth is 
forecast to equate to 
19%

• The proportion split of 
job growth forecast for 
the two local authorities 
corresponds with past-
trends

Past-trend and Forecast Job Growth- EEFM 2014



Luton Functional Economic Market Area Study

Despite recording a decline in recent years, the number 
of B Class jobs is expected to increase by 15% by 2031 

Luton Luton’s 
Share

Central 
Bedfordshire

Central 
Bedfordshire

Share

Total

1991 47,090 50% 47,984 50% 95,074

2011 43,052 47% 48,243 53% 91,295

Change
1991-2011

-4,038 107% 259 -7% -3,779

% Change 
1991-2011

-9% ~ 1% ~ -4%

2031 49,499 43% 64,715 57% 114,214

Change 
2011-2031

6,447 28% 16,472 72% 22,919

% Change 
2011-2031

15% ~ 34% ~ 25%

Past-trend and Forecast B Class Job Growth- EEFM 2014

Source: EEFM, 2014

• Luton is forecast to 
record a 15% increase 
in B Class jobs between 
2011 and 2031

• Together with Central 
Beds. B Class job 
growth is forecast to 
equate to 25%

• The proportion split of B 
Class job growth 
forecast for the two local 
authorities significantly 
surpasses with past-
trends
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The 2012 EEFM forecasts imply a higher level of forecast 
job growth, partly due to a lower 2011 base figure

Luton Luton’s 
Share

Central 
Bedfordshire

Central 
Bedfordshire

Share

Total

1991 89,764 49% 93,320 51% 183,084

2011 96,214 46% 111,269 54% 207,483

Change
1991-2011

6,450 26% 17,949 74% 24,399

% Change 
1991-2011

7% ~ 19% ~ 13%

2031 113,825 47% 129,305 53% 243,130

Change 
2011-2031

17,610 49% 18,036 51% 35,646

% Change 
2011-2031

18% ~ 16% ~ 17%

Past-trend and Forecast Job Growth- EEFM 2012

Source: EEFM, 2012

• Luton was forecast to 
record a 18% increase in 
jobs between 2011 and 
2031.

• 2012 forecasts suggest 
c.1,000 more jobs in base 
year compared with the 
2014 forecasts

• In contrast, forecast job 
growth in Central Beds 
was lower(16%).

• Together with Central Beds 
job growth was forecast to 
equate to 17% which is 
slightly lower than 2014 
forecasts (19%)
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EEFM 2012 recorded a lower number of B Class jobs in 
2011 by 2,440 jobs compared with EEFM 2014

Luton Luton’s 
Share

Central 
Bedfordshire

Central 
Bedfordshire

Share

Total

1991 44,097 48% 47,962 52% 92,059

2011 40,612 46% 46,962 54% 87,574

Change
1991-2011

-3,485 78% -1,000 22% -4,485

% Change 
1991-2011

-8% ~ -2% ~ -5%

2031 48,202 47% 55,095 53% 103,297

Change 
2011-2031

7,591 48% 8,133 52% 15,724

% Change 
2011-2031

19% ~ 17% ~ 15%

Past-trend and Forecast B Class Job Growth- EEFM 2012

Source: EEFM, 2012

• Luton was forecast to 
record a 19% increase 
in B Class jobs between 
2011 and 2031

• Together with Central 
Beds. B Class job 
growth was forecast to 
equate to 15%

• The proportion split of B 
Class job growth 
forecast for the two local 
authorities more closely 
aligns with past-trends
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Total job growth for Luton was revised downwards from 
2011 onwards by the 2014 EEFM forecasts.
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Overall job growth trends for Luton & Central Beds has 
been revised downwards by the EEFM 2014

170

180

190

200

210

220

230

19971998199920002001200220032004200520062007200820092010201120122013201420152016

To
ta
l E
m
p
lo
ym

e
n
t J
o
b
s (
0
0
0
s)

Total Job Growth 1997‐2016 in Luton & Central 
Bedfordshire

EEFM 2014

EEFM 2012



Luton Functional Economic Market Area Study

9. Questions  for 
Discussion
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Questions for Discussion

1. What are Luton’s economic strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and 
threats?

2. Does the core area identified within the emerging findings reflect a 
realistic FEMA?

3. Are there further qualitative considerations that need to be taken into 
account?

4. Which forecasts could form the most appropriate basis for planning for 
future economic needs?

5. How might future job growth be distributed across the FEMA to best 
meet economic needs?

6. What options exist for accommodating future space needs?
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10. Next Steps



Luton Functional Economic Market Area Study

Next steps

• Define future employment space and land requirements

• Consideration of the demand/supply balance

• On-going consultation

• Submit draft report
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