PLANNING COMMITTEE: 23® November 2017
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The "Supplementary Information” report supplements the main Planning Agenda. |t s
produced on the day of the Committee and is circulated at the Committee meeting. It is
used as a means of reporting matters that have arisen after the Agenda has heen
completedicirculated, which the Committee should be aware of before considering any
application reported for determination.

Correspondence received is available for inspection.

18/00865/QLIT {Jutline application for the erection of up to

278, 709=gm of Storage, Distribution buildings
(B} with ancillary B1{a) offices, creation of
access onto A4303 and emergency services only
access onto A5, formation of a Lorry Park,
creation of SUDS facilities and other associated
infrastructure and the demaolition of Glebe
Farmhouse (Means of accessonly to be
considered) at Land Ad] Glehe Farm, Coventry
Foad, Luttenworth

Additional Consultee Comments:

LOC Highway's:

Flanning Committee members are asked to consider the following updates/clarifications from
Leicestershire County Council Highway Authority:

1. Site access (ref Planning Committee Report Para 6.2.7)

FPara 6.27 of the Planning Committee Report states that the speed limit would be reduced
fram 70mph to S0mph at the proposed site access, however Para 6.2.17 states that it is
unlikely that the character of the road would change substantially such that LCC Highways
wiould fully suppaort any reduction to the current Mational Speed Limit'. LCC can clarify that
B.2.17 is reflective of the Highway Chservations and no speed limit reductions are required.

2. Mitigation scheme at A4303/A426 Whittle Roundabout (ref Planning Committee
Report Para 6.2.13)

The section of the report from Para B.2.13 which relates to the Impact on the Local Highiway
Metwork has not included the proposed improvements at the A4303/2426  Whittle
Foundabout. A mitigation scheme has been proposed by the Applicant and review by LCC.
The reguirement for a mitigation scheme has been included within the Suggested Planning
Conditions (Section 8 of the Planning Committee Feport) which is consistent with the advice
provided by LCC in the Highways Observations.

3. Justification for £200,000 contribution (ref Planning Committee Report para 6.19
and Appendix C: Suggested Planning Obligations)

Whist queries have heen raised in connection with 15/01531/0UT regarding the CIL
compliance and justification of the £200,000 contribution sought by LT, Appendix C of the
Planning Committee Repart suggests these have been considered to be appropriate for this
Application.




The funding sought by LCC is specifically in arder to ensure that it has monies available to
make amendments to TROs and =igning in Leicestershire conseguential to any changes to
larry routeing proposed by Warwickshire County Council. For the avoidance of doubt, the
contribution  would  be  towards  the  reviews, and where necessary, subseguent
implementationfamendments to mitigate the impact of development.

The £200,000 value has been determined on the basis of the following breakdown:

Analysis of Warwickshire proposals / amendment | £30k
to zones that are impacted.

Existing HGV routing surveys and analysis £30-40k
including modelling works
New traffic surveys post development including £30-40k

additional surveys following complaints including
modelling works

Changes to weight restrictions following £30k — orders at £7.5k
development each, may need multiple
Additional measures to deter HGV traffic through | £10-100k — varies
villages ranging from bell bollards to priority through multiple villages
narrowing

Total £130-£240k

The contribution is therefore considered necessary, relevant and proportionate.

Alternatively, in lieu of identifying a specific monetary contribution walue, LCC would be
prepared to work with WO and the Applicant to identify a package of works to address
WCC's concerns. This then would in turn inform any LCC requirements. IF this work were to
be done immediately, this would allow the matter to be finalized through negotiations to
conclude the S108.

4 LCC position on the proposed Transport Reference Group (TRG) (ref Planning
Committee Report para 6.19)

The principle of a TRG heing established emerged, to LCC's understanding, with
dizcussions with 10 Gazeley, who are the Applicant for 15/01531/CUT. LCC have nat heen
approached by db Symmetry to consider the TRG as part of their proposals for
15/00865/OUT.

LCC do not ohject to the principle of such a group being formed. However, it should be noted
that LCC have outlined concerns on the lack of details on the TREG's operation, how it would
any autharity to implement measures, and how it would be funded. It is understood that the
TRG is intended to consider the issues similar to those which would he addressed through
the aforementioned £200000 contribution. Until such time as the following clarity is
provided, LCC would not be in a position to fully support the TRG (and particularly in lieu of
the £200,000 contribution):

- How frequently the TRG would meet

- How LCC's participation would be funded (without the Highway Authorities’

participation, the TRG would not have the appropriate authority to take implement

any measures)

- What matters would fall within the TRG's remit

- How decisions would be made. YWould this be by majority vote or unanimous

agreement? VWhat would happen if a member was not able to attend? YWhat if a

majority vote was contrary to the wote cast by the Highway Authority whose area

would be affected?



- What evidence would be taken in to account to make decision? Would this be

through data collection or community reports?

- How the TEG would be Chaired and what any conflict resolution arrangements

would be

- Whowould the TRG report to

- Whatwalue would be secured through bond
We welcome further clarification from the Applicant regarding the requested contribution or
TRG and would be prepared to proceed on the basis of either a) a contribution/package of
measures to mitigate the consequential impacts within Leicestershire ar hb) the establishment
of a TRG to mutually agreeahle terms. In both cases, LCC considers that these matters can
he concluded through 51068 agreement.

Frofeswaorth Parish;

Frolesworth Parish objects to this application. Should it be approved a Section 105 planning
obligation is requested as described in paragraph two, below. The Parish is a prohibited
zone for HEY s above 7.5 tonnes, unless they have business in Froleswarth itself, yet HGY
s travelling to and from Magna Park cut through the willage regularly every day. Approval of
this application would increase these illegal journeys. In order to enter a prohibited zone
legislation requires HGY drivers to make the shortest journey to their destination starting
from a recommended larry route, which for Magna Park and especially for this application's
location is from the AS/A4303. Please seethe map overleaf (beiow).

Should the Council permit this application and consider a full application, in the interest of
public safety and to support compliance with highwway legislation the Parish requests that a
condition of approval is a Section 105 planning obligation. This would be to provide and
erect Highways approved signage at all approaches to the Parish which make the
restrictions clear. At present there is @ small number of barely noticeahle ineffectual signs.
The Parish would be glad to wark with LCC Highways closely on this issue to try and make
sure that HGYs take the permitted route to the AS rather than through the residential village
of Froleswaorth.
LORRY RESTRICTIONS IN LEICESTERSHIRE

BT TN -




Cotesbach Parish:

Apologies far the late submission, but in advance of the planning meeting this week, | wish
to raise a further ohjection on behalf of Coteshach Parish Council regarding some alanming
discrepancies in the traffic assessments of the Gibbet roundabout,

As you are no doubt aware, the Gibbet Roundabout {intersecting the A and A426 between
Leicestershire and “Warwickshire) is due to be signalised as a condition to the DIEFT I
development. The applicants of 12/008850UT and 150153 1/0UT do not suggest making
any further improvements to this roundabout than those already committed by QIREFT I,
with the exception of 19/00885/0UT that outlines some narrow widening of twa arms.

Eoth applications have included the DIEFT Il improvements to Gibbet roundahout as their
hase-case "do minimum® scenarios in their Traffic Assessments. | wish to make you aware
that from a technical perspective, the DIEFT Il assessments of Gibbet roundabout that have
led to the proposed signalisation appear radically incorrect (see attached) with a maximum
gueuing forecast in 2033 without development at DIRFT Il of B vehicles travelling from the
ME to Gibbet at peak PM times.With the development and the signalization they forecast 31
vehicles.

If wou are not familiar with the area, you are lucky today to have a gueue of B vehicles at any
time, let alone in 2033, | attach some Google traffic congestion screenshots of this route at
peak times [(See Appendix B) without any surrounding roadworks or highways issues to
dermonstrate the tailback is frequently, if not akways, 2 miles long to the MB! It may no longer
be possible to challenge the DIRFT Il traffic assessments. The principle of 18/00885/0LT
and 12/01531/0UT using the highly guestionahle DIRFT Il mitigations as the key base-line
input to their traffic assessments surely can be challenged.

| request that LCC and WCC Highways scrutinise this issue as | have yet to see in the
extensive Traffic Assessment methodologies any reassurance that the applicants' "pigoy-
hacking" on seemingly false DIEFT I mitigations will help an already poor situation.
Fegardless whether this is a sophisticated Traffic Assessmentissue, we as a Parish Council
continue to remain amazed at the suggested mitigations, when the congestion going towards
the Gibbet roundabout in particular, as demonstrated by the enclosed images, is far worse
than stated in the applications for 1900865/0UT and 15015310UT. Approval of these
applications cannot justifiably adhere to MFPPF, HDC Core Strategy policies or any weighting
that may be given to the draft HOC Local Plan.

HOC, LCC, WEC and the applicants have a duty to mitigate any approved developments,
ensure a good guality of life and secure at the wery least positive economic outcomes. The
current mitigations at Gibhet Roundabout do not achieve any of this and we urge you to
closely investigate the mitigations that have been proposed.

Additional Representations:
Framptons Planning {on behalf of Apolicants)

Framptons Flanning have submitted a supplemental statement to the Cfficer Report for
15/008652/2UT (See Appendix D)

Magna Park Is Big Enough
Ohjection leaflet appended as Appendix A

Grahar L ogan (Colesbach Hesident)
Leaflet circulated to Clirs (See Appendix C)

Loca! Fepresentations:




An additional 33 letters of ohjection have been received raising similar issues to those
previousky reported, plus the following:

s The Chancellor has just made the following commitmentin his budget statement e
owye it to our children that the air they breathe is clean." How would approving these
two immense plans that would double the size of Magna Park help to achieve this
commitment’?

® | picestershire's Director of Health's recent repart on Leicestershire's health stated
that air guality poses "the largest environmental risk to public health in the LUK."

® Those people who already have to breathe some of the poorest air in the County
FLEAD Harborough District Council to EEJECT these plans and save the lives of our
children (and the rest of us).

® Thiz is another speculative application, outside the PFlan and cynically  now
incorporated in the DEAFT Local Plan.

& Proposzal i1s contrary to S0D5S and VWider Market Developments: Implications for
Leicester and Leicestershire and Draft Local Plan

Amendments to the Report:
Fara 6.8 of the report states that three properties would be demalished as a result of the
application. This should read that one property isto be demaolished.

Amended Conditions:
Whilst the precizse wording of the conditions can be resolved following the Committee
resolution, the following 3 conditions are recommended by Officers to be amended.

10 Refuse and Recycling

Prior to the commencement of above grounds works in any of the Zone's set on the
approved Parameters Plan, details of the provision for the storage of refuse and materials far
recycling for that Zone shall he submitted and approved in weriting by the Local Planning
Authority. The details shall be implemented as approved.

REASON To ensure the adequate provision of facilities and in the interests of wisual
amenity and to accord with Core Strateqy Policy C511

11 Cycle Storage

Prior to the commencement of above grounds waorks in oany of the Zone's set on the
approved Parameters Plan, details of secure cycle parking facilities for the occupants of, and
visitors to, that Zone shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Autharity. These facilities shall be fully implemented and made available for use priar to the
occupation of the development hereby permitted and shall thereafter be retained for use at
all times.

REASON: To ensure that satisfactory facilities for the parking of cycles are provided and to
encourage travel by means other than private motor vehicles and to accord with Harbaorough
District Core Strategy Policy C511

16 Foul \Water Drainage

Prior to the commencement of above grounds waorks inoany of the Zone's set on the
approved Parameters FPlan, details of a foul drainage solution shall be submited and
approved by the local planning authority. Mo building should be occupied until the works
hawve been carried out in accordance with the solution unless otherwise approved in writing
by the Local Planning Authority

REASON: To prevent pollution of the water environment.

Additional Note to Applicant:

For the purposes of this consent "ahove ground waorks" can be defined as any waorks
protruding above the agreed finished floor level of that element of the development.
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180153 1/0UT Hyhrid Planning Application comprising:

1] Cutline application for the demolition
of Lodge, Emmanuel and Bittesby Cottages and
erection of up to 419,800 =q m Storage and
Distribution (B} with ancillary offices (Bl1a), up to
3,700 =g m for a Logistics Institute of Technology
(D11 with associated playing field, up to 9,000 =q
m small husiness space (B1a, B1h), change of
use of Bitteshy House barns to exhihition centre
(D1), the creation of a Country Park, other open
space and landscaping works on land to the north
of Mere Lane, formation of access road from
Wagna FPark, creation of roundabouts, partial
realignment of Mere Lane, upgrading of A5 to
dual carriageway, creation of roundabout access
on AS, creation of SuDS facilities and associated
infrastructure and landscaping warks (siting,
extent and use of the defined parcels, the
maximum guanta and height of huildings, the
restriction on the siting of vards, demaolitions and
means of access to be considered only); and

2] Detailed application for the creation of
a 137 space HGY parking facility, associated
gatehouse and HGEY Driver Training Centre,
vehicle wash and fuelling facilities, and a rail
freight shuttle terminal, with associated
hardstanding, landscaping works and SUDS
facilities on land adjacent to Asda George
Headouarters, A4303

Additional Consultee Comments:

LOT Highways:

Flanning Committee members are asked to consider the following updates/clarifications from
Leicestershire County Council Highway Authority:

1. Justification for £200,000 contribution (ref Planning Committee Report para 6.24)
It is understood there have been gueries around the CIL compliance and justification of the
£200,000 contribution sought by LTCC.

The funding sought by LCC is specifically in order to ensure that it has monies available to
make amendments to TROs and signing in Leicestershire consegquential to any changes to
larry routeing proposed by Wanaickshire County Council. The contribution would be towards
the review, and where necessary, subseguent implementation/amendments to mitigate the
impact of development.

The £200,000 value has been determined on the basis of the following breakdown:




Analysis of Warwickshire proposals / amendment | £30k
to zones that are impacted.

Existing HGV routing surveys and analysis £30-40k
including modelling works
New traffic surveys post development including £30-40k

additional surveys following complaints including
modelling works

Changes to weight restrictions following £30k — orders at £7.9k
development each, may need multiple
Additional measures to deter HGV traffic through | £10-100k — varies
villages ranging from bell bollards to priority through multiple villages
narrowing

Total £130-£240k

The contribution is therefore considered necessary, relevant and propaortionate.

Alternatively, in lieu of identifying a specific monetary contribution walue, LCC would be
prepared to work with WO and the Applicant to identify a package of works to address
WCC's concerns. This then would in turn inform any LCC requirements. IF this work were to
be done immediately, this would allow the matter to be finalized through negotiations to
conclude the S106.

2 LCC position on the proposed Transport Reference Group (TRG) (ref Planning
Committee Report para 6.24)
LCC do not ohject to the principle of such a group being formed. Howewver LZC have
autlined concerns on the lack of details on the TRG's aperation, how it would amy authority to
implement measures, and how it would be funded. It is understood that the TRG is intended
to consider the issues similar to those which would be addressed through  the
aforementioned £200,000 contribution. Until such time as the following clarity is provided,
LCC would not be in a position to fully support the TRG (and particularly in liew of the
£200,000 contribution):
- Howi frequently the TRG would meet
- How LCC's participation would be funded (without the Highway Authorities'
participation, the TRG would not have the appropriate authority to take implement
any measures)
- WWhat matters would fall within the TRG's remit
- How decisions would be made. Would this be by majority vote or unanimous
agreement? VWhat would happen if a member was not able to attend? What if a
majority wote was contrary to the wote cast by the Highway Authority whose area
would be affected?
- What evidence would be taken in to account to make decision? Would this be
through data collection ar community reports?
- How the TRG would be Chaired and what any conflict resolution arrangements
wiould be
- Whowould the TRG repart to
- Whatwalue would be secured through the bond
Wewelcome further discussions with the Applicant and VWOCC to seek clarity on these items.

LCC would be prepared to proceed on the basis of either a) a contribution/package of
measures to mitigate the consequential impacts within Leicestershire ar hb) the establishment
of @ TRG to mutually agreeahle terms. In both cases, LCC considers that these matters can
be concluded through 5106 agreement.



3. HGV Routeing Plan (Ref Item 17 of Appendix D — Draft $S106 Heads of Terms)

The proposed HGY FHouteing Plan to prevent HGWs of 7.8 tonnes or greater travelling to or
from the Development from driving through Luttensorth Town Centre should be an obligation
to the District, not to the County Council. This is because the obligation is intended for Air
Cluality purposes, as outlined in Para 6.5.11 of the Planning Committee Report, which is a3
matter falling within the District's remit.

Flease alzo note, with reference to Para 6.3 .24 of the Planning Committee Repart, that HGY
Fouteing matters for the purposes of Air Quality should fall solely with the District Council
although LCC would not oppose the principle.

Gazeley in response to LCC Highways:
We have received your note dated 21st November 2017 as attached.

| would like to take this opportunity to try to clarify before the committee meeting one
particular paint relating to the justification of a financial contribution.

The Hybrid application is ElA development that has bheen informed and is supported by a full
ES. The issue of HGEY traffic, generated by the application, through villages was considered;
and there iz no evidence to suggest that there is persistent rat running such that villages
would be impacted adversely by the Hybrid HGY traffic (this point is addressed within the
Committee Report for the Hybrid - Main Feport — at 5.3 28).

LCC has reviewed the October 2015 ES and the updates and supplements to it. LCC do not
consider the evidence of the potential impact of the HGY traffic on villages in Leicestershire
to be inadequate, either in scope ar sufficiency. LCC similarly have not identified impacts of
that nature that would require mitigation.

There is no evidence to show that a review of TROs would he necessary in planning terms
to mitigate the impacts of the Hybrid proposals. Indeed, the evidence shows there are wery
fews Magna FPark HGY trips through villages which have in place TROs that prevent such
movements.

It is also noted that WCC also have no evidence that TROs would be needed in their area,
and HOC reject the need (for all the reasons you have long stated) for an HGY routing
strateqy.

Monetheless, it is accepted that it is possible that there could be impacts caused by HGEV's
that could not now reasonably be foreseen and are thus out with the scope of the ES. On
this basis, in principle we support the provision of a financial contribution in the form of a
bond, to provide the resources needed for LCC as the highways authority, to deal with any
future mitigation proposals (not exclusive to TREOs and signage) and their delivery that have
been identified and evidenced in relation to Magna Park. The bond would be drawn down
anly where justified and effective.

The attached note states at section 1

“The funding sought by LCC iz specifically in order to ensure that it has monies available to
make amendments to TROs and signing in Leicestershire consequential to any changes to
lorry routeing proposed by Wanaickshire County Council. The contribution wiould be towards
the review, and where necessary, subseguent implementationfamendments to mitigate the
impact of development”.



To ensure a consistent approach is established, | would be grateful if vou could confirm, that
the financial contribution held would effectively be a contingency fund that has been put in
place should it prove necessary and justified for LCC to take any action, not already
proposed, to mitigate HGY traffic impacts in willages arising from the extension to Magna
Fark. It may be that such action would oblige LCC to review, and where necessary,
subsequently implement appropriate measures (including amendments to TROs and
signing) if required to mitigate any identified and evidenced highways impacts.

If we are in agreement, could | palitely sugoest that the note be amended to clanfy the
position and perhaps state:

“The funding sought by LCC iz specifically in order to ensure that it has monies available to
rake

redteing- propesed by Woarsiehkshire- County Ceanels implement appropriate mitigation
measures (including possible amendments to TREOs and signage) if required to mitigate any
identified and evidenced future highways impacts from the Development”.

LCC Highwavs in response o Gazeley:
The points you raise are reasonahble. As with any 5108, we would be anticipating a holding
period and clawback clause.

With regard to your proposed rewording, we would be agreeable to it with the word i being
changed to "as’, and the link to WCC proposals being retained. It would then read:

"The funding sought by LCC is specifically in order to ensure that it has monies available to
implement appropriate mitigation measures (including possible amendments to TROs and
signage) consequential to any changes to larry routeing proposed by Warwickshire County
Council as required to mitigate any identified and evidenced future highways impacts from
the Development”.

Bitteswell Pansh:

We understand from other sources that this application is to be considered on 23 MNovember
2017, The Parish Council has not received notification of this event nor any supporting
papers. YWe have not seen the officer's report but understand that it supports the application.
The inahility of the elected members to participate in the higgest decision to affect the parish
in a generation is unacceptable and totally at odds with the principles of democracy and
localism.

It iz considered that the hearing is premature coming, as it does, hefore the local plan
consultation has been analysed and examined in public. The lack of involement of the
Farish Council makes a mockery of the planning process and will perhaps make any
decision subjectto challenge. The hearing should be deferred.

The Parish Council objects to the proposals on the grounds that:

1. It would destroy the setting of an ancient monument. Harborough District Council
analysis states that mitigation would not be possible.

2. Huge amounts of traffic would be generated much of which will impact on local towns
and villages generating pollution outside schools, nurseries and old people's homes.

4. The propozed development is not sustainable. There is wirtually no unemployment in
the district and as indicated in the Core Strategy there are better sites available e.q.
Junction 20 A,

4. The argument for the need for warehousing on this scale has not bheen made.
Developer demand for planning permission shaould not be confused for need.



5. The outline planning application contains some potentially desirable elements. There is
absolutely no guarantee that any of these would reach fruition. History shows that they
will be replaced at a later date with morewarehousing.

Cotesbach Pansh

Apologies for the late submission, but in advance of the planning meeting this week, | wish
to raise a further ohjection on hehalf of Coteshach Parish Council regarding some alarming
discrepancies in the traffic assessments of the Gibbet roundabout,

As you are no doubt aware, the Gibhet Roundabout {intersecting the A2 and A426 bhetween
Leicestershire and YWarwickshire) is due to be signalised as a condition to the DIEFT Il
development. The applicants of 12/008650UT and 1501231/0UT do not sugoest making
any further improvements to this roundabout than those already committed by QIEFT I
with the exception of 19/00885/0UT that outlines some narrow widening of two arms.

Both applications have included the DIEFT I improvements to Gibbet roundabout as their
hase-case "do minimum" scenarios in their Traffic Assessments. | wish to make you aware
that from a technical perspective, the DIEFT Il assessments of Gibbet roundabout that have
led to the proposed signalisation appear radically incorrect (see attached) with a maximum
gueuing forecast in 2043 without development at DIEFT Il of & vehicles travelling from the
ME to Gibbet at peak PM times With the development and the signalisation they forecast 31
vehicles.

If wvou are not familiar with the area, you are lucky today to have a gueue of B vehicles at any
time, let alone in 2033, | attach some Google traffic congestion screenshots of this route at
peak times (See Appendix B) without any surrounding roadwaorks or highways issues to
demaonstrate the tailback is frequently, if not always, 2 miles long to the MBI It may no longer
be possible to challenge the DIRFT Il traffic assessments. The principle of 15/00885/0UT
and 150153 10UT using the highly guestionable DIEFT Il mitigations as the key hase-line
input to their traffic assessments surely can be challenged.

| request that LCC and WCC Highways scrutinise this issue as | have yet to see in the
extensive Traffic Assessment methodologies any reassurance that the applicants' "pigoy-
hacking" on seemingly false DIRFT Il mitigations will help an already poor situation.
Fegardless whether this is a sophisticated Traffic Assessmentissue, we as a Parish Council
continue to remain amazed at the suggested mitigations, when the congestion going towards
the Gibhet roundabout in particular, as demonstrated by the enclosed images, is far worse
than stated in the applications for 19/00865/0UT and 1501531/0UT. Approval of these
applications cannot justifiably adhere to NPPF, HOC Core Strateqy policies ar any weighting
that may be given to the draft HOC Local Plan.

HOC, LCC, WCC and the applicants have a duty to mitigate any approved developments,
ensure a good quality of life and secure at the very least positive economic outcomes. The
current mitigations at Gibbet Roundabout do not achieve any of this and we urge you to
closely investigate the mitigations that have been proposed.

Frolesworth Parish:

Froleswarth Parish ohjects to this application. Should it be approved a Section 105 planning
obligation is requested as described in paragraph twao, below. The Parish is a prohibited
zone for HGEY s above 7.5 tonnes, unless they have business in Froleswaorth itself, yet HGY
s travelling to and from Magna Park cut through the willage regularly every day. Approval of
this application would increase these illegal journeys. In order to enter a prohibited zone
legislation requires HGY drivers to make the shortest journey to their destination starting
from a recommended larry route, which for Magna Park and especially for this application's
location is from the ABA4303. Please seethe map overleaf (below).
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DRARY AESTRKCTIONS IN TERSHIR

Should the Council permit this application and consider a full application, in the interest of
public safety and to support compliance with highway legislation the Parish requests that a
condition of approval is a Section 108 planning obligation. This would be to provide and
erect Highways approved signage at all approaches to the Parish which make the
restrictions clear. At present there is a small number of barely noticeable ineffectual signs.
The Parish would be glad to work with LCC Highways closely on this issue to try and make
sure that HGY's take the permitted route to the AS rather than through the residential village
of Froleswaorth.

Additional Representations:

MNow Pianning (on behaif of Appiicants)

Moy Planning have submitted a supplemental statementto correct and clarify as appropriate
inconsistencies and errors of factin the Officer Report for 18/01531/0UT (See Appendix E)

Magna Fark ls Blg Enough
Ohjection leaflet appended as Appendix A

Graham Logan (Colesbach Resident)
Leaflet circulated to Clirs (See Appendix C)

Maicoln and Lynne Stringer (Biffeshy Siables) (See Appendix F)

Twin separate detailed letters have been received from the above residents, a copy of Mr
Stringers letter is available at Appendix F. Mr Stringer's letter covers all of the points raised
in Mrs Stringer's letter, plus some additional points.

Local Representations:
An additional 50 letters of ohjection have been received raising similar issues to those
previousky reported, plus the following:

s DOl Gazeley, A huge multinational Logistics company, on its own Business Portfolio
heading states "Impecable Integrity” when the opposite is the casel They have used
unfair propaganda to try and change the public's views on their Flanning
applications. A large brochure was delivered to the local residents which contained a
whole page, including an interview with a respected parish councillor. It implied that
that he was in favour of the Magna Park and DB Symmetry applications when the
exact opposite was the case. He has consequently received some unpleasant e-
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mails and is very upset. This illustrates Gazeley's understanding of the word integrity.
They should change their heading to Unprincipled and Dishonourable. They think
they can bully theirway through the planning system.

s« Proposal s contrary to S0O55 and Wider Market Developments: Implications for
Leicester and Leicestershire and Draft Local Plan

* This application being joined to the current Magna Park, and combined with shape of
the layout, will in effect join Lutterwarth to Clayhrooke Parva and Ullesthorpe. These
twio villages will be part of a new towin of greater Luttenaorth.

s The Leicestershire County Council have today claimed [ via East Midlands Today]
that air pollution was one of the "higgest public health challenges the authority is
facing" and that " the County Council, Local councils, business and other agencies
need to waork together to address the air quality issues with the urgency and scale
that is required”

*  How are the public supposed to believe that Harborough District Council's planning
process is genuinely impartial and unhiased when it has such a substantial beneficial
interest in appraving this highly lucrative plan that would massively increase the size
of Magna FPark?

s Harborough District Council stands to gain from many millions of pounds each and
every year from the additional business rates' income these immense 23 metre tall
newy warehouses would generate.

* Thousands of ohjections to the expansion of Magna Park have already been
submitted by those who live in and around the Lutterwaorth area.

s | notice that, since last month, there appears to be no District Councillar who actually
represents the Luttenworth area currentty serving upon the Council's Planning
Committee that meets on Thursday. Qur own District Councillor, Jonathan Baterman,
was a member of the Planning Committee up until October 2017,

s  Ower-provision far warehousing and logistics space in the area is inevitable. There is
no need for the proposed development as demand can easily be met elsewhere
where permission has already been given.

Officer Comments:
Officers consider the agreement that has been reached between the applicants and LCC
Highwways regarding =106 obligations related to THO's to be an acceptable form of wording.

Fepresentations have been made by local residents which include cross sections from their
property to the closest element of the proposal (these can be seen at Appendix F). As part
af the application submission, the applicant also provided cross sections from this property
which can be seen below.
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Amended Conditions:
Whilst the precize wording of the conditions can be resolved following the Committee
resalution, the following 3 conditions are recommended by Officers to be amended.

12 Refuse and Recycling

Prior to the commencement of above grounds waorks inoany of the Zone's set on the
approved Parameters Plan, details of the provision for the storage of refuse and materials far
recycling for that Zone shall be submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The details shall be implemented as approved.

REASON To ensure the adequate provision of facilities and in the interests of wisual
amenity and to accord with Core Strateqy Policy C3511

13 Cycle Storage

Prior to the commencement of above grounds works in any of the Zone's set on the
approved Parameters Plan, details of secure cycle parking facilities for the occupants of, and
visitors to, that Zone shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. These facilities shall be fully implemented and made available for use prior to the
occupation of the development hereby permitted and shall thereafter be retained for use at
all times.

REASON: To ensure that satisfactory facilities for the parking of cycles are provided and to
encourage travel by means other than private motor vehicles and to accord with Harborough
District Caore Strategy Palicy ©511

17 Foul Water Drainage

Prior to the commencement of above grounds waorks inoany of the fone's set on the
approved Parameters Plan, details of a foul drainage solution shall be submitted and
approved by the local planning authority. Mo building should be occupied until the works

13



have been carried out in accordance with the solution unless othenwise approved in writing
vy the Local Planning Authority
REASON To prevent pollution of the water environment.

Additional Note to Applicant:
For the purposes of this consent "above ground works" can be defined as any works
protruding above the agreed finished floor level of that element of the development.

14



APPENDIX A = Magna Park is Big Enough

What they
say

For the attention of Councillors
ST from Magna Park is Big Enough Group
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the time to read
this booklet
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APPENDIX B: Cotesbach Parish Images

DIRFT Il Traffic Assessment of Gibbet Roundabout,

DIRFT Il Environmental Statement, Appendix D1 Transport Assessment

Available at infrastructure. planninginspectorate.gov.uk
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APPENDIX C: Leaflet circulated to Members by Graham Logan

REASONS TO REJECT THE NAGNA PARE PLANS

1. Theze planz are truly immenze in their szheer zecale. If theze two planz were to
he approved by Harborough Distriet Council, they would he the equivalent of
building 7 new 0Z lfrenas or Millennium Domes wupon farmland in rural South
Leicezstershire. One single warehouse alone could house 16 full-zized foothall
pitches!

2. It" = more intelligent to build logistics centres at locations with railheads
{like DIRFT only 10 miles away) or at motorway junctions (like Bugby Gateway only
3 milez away). Magna Park has neither of thes=e two important strategic advantages.

3. The road infrastructure around Magna Park already strugegles very badly to cope
with exigting traffic volumes. Traffic congestion and road traffic accidents would

inevitahly and =iznificantly increaze if these maszive plans were to he approved
by HDC.

4. Leicegtershire iz already one of the worgt counties in the country for road
fatalities. I[t" = Bth= out of 43 countiez. We do not want South Leicestershire to
becone the most dangerous road death area in the country.

. The &5 and 8426 would clog up more often with the extra traffic created hy
theze planz that would =substantially increase the zize of the exizting Mazna Park.
Elocked roads with lengthy gqueues at junctionz and amall roundaboutz (especially
the Gibhet roundabout on the #&5/8428 intersect) would result in even longer
journey timez and commutez. and congegquently greater lost productivity.

f. Some HGYs do not follow approved routes, travelling dangerously through tiny
villagez on small rural roads. HGYe should be prohibited from uzing unsuitable
rural roads and this should be rigorously enforeed by ANPR with discourazing fines
being routinely impozed upon transzressors.

7. It" 8 much smarter to build warehouses nearer to people who would take up the
new johs bheing created. The area around Wagzna Park has almost zero unemplorment.
The thouszandz of new Jjobs would therefore have to he filled by thoze having
lengthy commutes into and out of the area., generating even more traffic conzestion
around Wagna Park and Lutterworth.

8. Lutterworth already haz some of the worst air guality in Leicestershire,
alongside that of Leicester City Centre and East Widlands firport. It doesn’ t
presently meet El standards. Our children should never be condemned to breathe
poizonoug air that medical rezearch haz recently shown can stunt their growth and
cauze respliratory and other worrving health risks. Such reputable szeientific
regearch should he taken wery seriously when congidering thiz plan, as it
congt itutes hoth a grave public health izsue and potential zrounds for future
litigation.
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. Logiztices mites that szerve the nation should properly be plammed stratezically
in the MWidlande rather +than he approved in a frazmented, piecemeal and
uncoordinated way hy a larze number of different diztrict or bhorough councils all
yying for additional business rates” income to bolster their budgets.

10. There were ower 2,000 written ohjections to all of the Magna Park plans,
including thoze submitted by our local MP, A&lberto Cozta. We would contend these
plang could well be the most wnpopular ones in Harborough Distriet Council’ =
hiztory.

11. tpproving the three Wagna Park plang could generate over £16M a wear for the
local authorities. dre the Wagna Park plansg really about greed (more money for

Harborough Distriect Council & the two developers) rather than about need?

12. Oppozing the ewpansion of Wagna Park is most certainly not  “NIMBEYizm.” Ve
already have Europe’ & largest dedicated distribution centre in our hackwyard!
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APPENDIX D: Framptons Planning Supplemental Statement

—

frampi?-r"l;s/.

Chartered Town Planning Consultants

Our Ref: PIF gp/PF/9061
{Flease reply ta Banbury office)

peter frampton@framptons-planning.com
22 November 2017

Mr M Patterson

Principal Planning Officer
Harborough District Council
The Symington Building 14
Adam and Eve Street
Market Harborough
Lelcestershire

LE1G TAG

Dear Mark

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
PLANMING APPLICATION 15/00865/0UT
SYMMETRY PARK, LUTTERWORTH

I write on behalf of dbs symmetry in the context of your Report to the Planning Committee, and ask that
you present this correspondence as an additional paper to the Committee. | have set out my submissions
under the following headings:

The Planning Balance

| concur with the your policy analysis that there is a substantial evidence base to reach the conclusion that
Core Strategy Policy C57h — a ‘relevant policy' (Framework 14} Is "eut of date’, and hence decislon-taking
on this application should follow the provisions of the second bullet point of Paragraph 14. This is so
termed a “tilted balonce” in favour of sustainable development, which requires an assessment to be made
of the benefits from allowing the development against any adverse impacts, The adverse impacts must
‘significantly and demonstrably’ outweigh the benefits to justify a refusal of planning permission. Policy
C57h is considered to be the principal policy consideration, as it directly relates to Magna Park.

The Planning Balance is to be undertaken against the three dimensions of sustainable development,
namely:

~  The economic role
= The Social role
—  The Environmental role

u--lr_;ulrn_-g.ﬂl".5|r||_|t|_||vyr_;|d.-|r||n;__]_r_r_;r|-
vewnwe framptons-planning.com

Oried House, 42 Morth Bar, Bankbury, Aylesdord House, 72 Clarendon Street, Ohefard — Area Office, 4 Staplehurst Office Centre,
Cixfordshine, OX16 0TH Leamington Spa, Wanwickshire, CV32 4FE Weston on the Green, Bicester, Oxfordshine, OXZ5 30U
T: 01ZF5 672310 F- 01295 275606 T 01926 831144 T. 01295 472310

Feasphan Tewn Plassing Lbd  Regisbered Oifica & Oviel Heuse, Basbury  Regatensd in Englind N 3579228
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| have drawn from your Report the following analysis which | trust is helpful. There is clearly ‘overlap’
between the three roles, and | have sought to identify benefits/impacts under the primary role to which
they relate.

The Economic Role
Benefits:

1) Significant contribution to the development need to provide land for the logistics sector in the
interest of local, regional and national economic growth (6.4, page 55). The provision of high
quality buildings in a location that is accessible to the strategic highway network is essential
to serve the needs of manufacturers and customers in the interest of economic growth (6.3.3).
Maximum weight should be given to the socio economic benefits of the scheme (6.3.22).

2} The evidence base demonstrates that the development will provide the opportunity for direct
economic benefits to existing businesses in the local area, particularly In Lutterworth
(6.3.8). Maximum weight should be given to this benefit.

The Social Role
Benefits:

1} The propesal will provide significant new job opportunities for the local and the wider
community during construction and during the operational phase (7.11). Significant weight
should be given to this benefit.

2) The initiative between db symmetry and the Sir Frank Whittle School and Lutterworth College
will promote apprenticeships and learning opportunities for young people opening up career
paths in the modern logistics sector (6.3.14). Moderate weight should be given to this benefit.

Adverse Impacts:

1} The loss of 3 residential properties to accommodate the development. Very limited weight
should be given to this loss (6.8, page 56).

The Environmental Role
Benefits:

1) The development will give rise to additional traffic movement on the surrounding highway
network. Both Leicestershire County Council Highways and Warwickshire County Council
Highways have considered the Transport Assessment and are satisfied that with mitigation the
development will not have a severe impact upon the highway network. Highways England is
satisfied that the development can be satisfactorily accommodated on the strategic highway
network. Improvements to the existing junctions in the area, coupled with improvements to
foot and cycleways in the locality will result in highway gain, and there would be a net benefit
to the network (7.5). The development will also provide for improved Public Transport services
with new routes to Rugby, Hinckley and Leicester to be provided for (7.4). Moderate weight
should be given to the highway benefits (6.2.39).
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2} Mo harm is caused to the significance of designated assets or non-designated heritage assets.
The recording of archaeological finds will benefit the understanding of the area. Limited
positive benefit should be given to heritage related issues (6.9.16).

3} The remediation of the land and removal of contaminants weighs in favour of development
(7.13).

Adverse Impacts:

1} The development will involve the loss of greenfield land. It is accepted that the need for road
based logistics floorspace cannot be met from Previously Developed Land (6.7, page 55). Only
a small element of the site has been identified as being of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural
land (1.9%) (6.12.4). Limited weight should be given to the loss of greenfield land.

2} The form of built development = involving the construction of large scale buildings = will
necessarily have a significant adverse effects in landscape/fvisual terms. The impact is
mitigated by the relationship of symmetry park to Magna Park and the extensive landscaping.
The height of the buildings in zones A/B has been reduced from 23 m to 18m in response to
landscape concerns (7.3). Receptors at Cotesbach are almost 2km from the site and would not
be adversely affected by the development with the proposed landscaping (6.1.36). Limited
weight should be given to the impoct of the proposal on the londscape and visual amenity (7.3).

3) The development would give rise to some night time visual effects, but would not be visually
intrusive and would not cause an obvious deterioration of existing views afforded to visual
receptors, Limited weight should be given to this impact as the proposals contain long term
mitigation (6.1.22).

4) Some potential in the short term for exceedances in air guality along the A5 and the A4303, in
the longer term compliance (6.4.14). The air guality assessments were prepared on a
conservative basis and identified a low potential for an adverse impact on two locations in
Lutterworth town centre (6.4.12). Limited weight should be given to issues related to air
guality.

5) The overall impact upon ecology is considered to be minor (6.5.42). Minimal weight should be
given to this issue.

6) The overall impact upon residential amenity of the neighbouring properties will be negligible.
Only minimal weight should be given to this issue (6.6.28).

7} The impact of noise and vibration can be more appropriately addressed in a submission of
reserved matters. The proposals will not be significantly and demonstrably harmful. Limited
weight should be given to this issue (6.7.20).

8) The Impact upon drainage and hydrology has been adequately addressed. The development
will not give rise to increased flood risk on site or land downstream. Limited weight should be
given to drainoge and hydrology issues (6.8.16).

The proposals have understandably given rise to an extensive assessment of a wide range of planning
considerations. | have distilled the planning balance into the table overleaf. | believe the proposal brings
ather benefits which | have identified with a pre-fix ‘dbs’ for clarity. | believe a table is a useful way to
identify the issues for the planning balance.
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2} Mo harm is caused to the significance of designated assets or non-designated heritage assets.
The recording of archaeological finds will benefit the understanding of the area. Limited
positive benefit should be given to heritage related issues (6.9.16).

3} The remediation of the land and removal of contaminants weighs in favour of development
(7.13).

Adverse Impacts:

1} The development will involve the loss of greenfield land. It is accepted that the need for road
based logistics floorspace cannot be met from Previously Developed Land (6.7, page 55). Only
a small element of the site has been identified as being of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural
land (1.9%) (6.12.4). Limited weight should be given to the loss of greenfield land.

2} The form of built development = involving the construction of large scale buildings = will
necessarily have a significant adverse effects in landscape/fvisual terms. The impact is
mitigated by the relationship of symmetry park to Magna Park and the extensive landscaping.
The height of the buildings in zones A/B has been reduced from 23 m to 18m in response to
landscape concerns (7.3). Receptors at Cotesbach are almost 2km from the site and would not
be adversely affected by the development with the proposed landscaping (6.1.36). Limited
weight should be given to the impoct of the proposal on the londscape and visual amenity (7.3).

3) The development would give rise to some night time visual effects, but would not be visually
intrusive and would not cause an obvious deterioration of existing views afforded to visual
receptors, Limited weight should be given to this impact as the proposals contain long term
mitigation (6.1.22).

4) Some potential in the short term for exceedances in air guality along the A5 and the A4303, in
the longer term compliance (6.4.14). The air guality assessments were prepared on a
conservative basis and identified a low potential for an adverse impact on two locations in
Lutterworth town centre (6.4.12). Limited weight should be given to issues related to air
guality.

5) The overall impact upon ecology is considered to be minor (6.5.42). Minimal weight should be
given to this issue.

6) The overall impact upon residential amenity of the neighbouring properties will be negligible.
Only minimal weight should be given to this issue (6.6.28).

7} The impact of noise and vibration can be more appropriately addressed in a submission of
reserved matters. The proposals will not be significantly and demonstrably harmful. Limited
weight should be given to this issue (6.7.20).

8) The Impact upon drainage and hydrology has been adequately addressed. The development
will not give rise to increased flood risk on site or land downstream. Limited weight should be
given to drainoge and hydrology issues (6.8.16).

The proposals have understandably given rise to an extensive assessment of a wide range of planning
considerations. | have distilled the planning balance into the table overleaf. | believe the proposal brings
ather benefits which | have identified with a pre-fix ‘dbs’ for clarity. | believe a table is a useful way to
identify the issues for the planning balance.
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2} Mo harm is caused to the significance of designated assets or non-designated heritage assets.
The recording of archaeological finds will benefit the understanding of the area. Limited
positive benefit should be given to heritage related issues (6.9.16).

3} The remediation of the land and removal of contaminants weighs in favour of development
(7.13).

Adverse Impacts:

1} The development will involve the loss of greenfield land. It is accepted that the need for road
based logistics floorspace cannot be met from Previously Developed Land (6.7, page 55). Only
a small element of the site has been identified as being of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural
land (1.9%) (6.12.4). Limited weight should be given to the loss of greenfield land.

2} The form of built development = involving the construction of large scale buildings = will
necessarily have a significant adverse effects in landscape/fvisual terms. The impact is
mitigated by the relationship of symmetry park to Magna Park and the extensive landscaping.
The height of the buildings in zones A/B has been reduced from 23 m to 18m in response to
landscape concerns (7.3). Receptors at Cotesbach are almost 2km from the site and would not
be adversely affected by the development with the proposed landscaping (6.1.36). Limited
weight should be given to the impoct of the proposal on the londscape and visual amenity (7.3).

3) The development would give rise to some night time visual effects, but would not be visually
intrusive and would not cause an obvious deterioration of existing views afforded to visual
receptors, Limited weight should be given to this impact as the proposals contain long term
mitigation (6.1.22).

4) Some potential in the short term for exceedances in air guality along the A5 and the A4303, in
the longer term compliance (6.4.14). The air guality assessments were prepared on a
conservative basis and identified a low potential for an adverse impact on two locations in
Lutterworth town centre (6.4.12). Limited weight should be given to issues related to air
guality.

5) The overall impact upon ecology is considered to be minor (6.5.42). Minimal weight should be
given to this issue.

6) The overall impact upon residential amenity of the neighbouring properties will be negligible.
Only minimal weight should be given to this issue (6.6.28).

7} The impact of noise and vibration can be more appropriately addressed in a submission of
reserved matters. The proposals will not be significantly and demonstrably harmful. Limited
weight should be given to this issue (6.7.20).

8) The Impact upon drainage and hydrology has been adequately addressed. The development
will not give rise to increased flood risk on site or land downstream. Limited weight should be
given to drainoge and hydrology issues (6.8.16).

The proposals have understandably given rise to an extensive assessment of a wide range of planning
considerations. | have distilled the planning balance into the table overleaf. | believe the proposal brings
ather benefits which | have identified with a pre-fix ‘dbs’ for clarity. | believe a table is a useful way to
identify the issues for the planning balance.
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Officers have also undertaken the planning balance cumulatively with an assessment of the benefits and
impacts of the |DI Gazeley scheme and conclude that there are no adverse impacts that outweigh the
benefits,

Accordingly, we therefore support the Officer recommendation that planning approval should be granted
{7.15).

Conditions

The Government encourages discussion between Applicants and the LPA on the precise wording of
planning conditions. Presently, we have not had the opportunity to consider the precise wording. Would
it be the normal practice of the Committee {in a resolution to grant planning permission) to delegate the
precise wording of the conditions to the Head of Planning and Regeneration? For instance, | note that
Condition 2 (Reserved Matters) does not have a time period when all matters of detail have to be
submitted. | believe other conditions require some revision to the wording. For example, Condition 11
requires the details of secure cycle parking facilities for ‘the development’ to be approved ‘before
development sholl commence on site’, Cycle parking details would ordinarily form part of the details for
each phase of the development. Ina similar concern, | question whether the details of foul water drainage
necessarily should be a ‘pre-commencement’ condition.  Site preparation work could be usefully
undertaken including the formation of the access from the A4303 in advance of these details being
approved.

These comments highlight that it would be expedient to discuss in detail the wording of the conditions, so
a5 to accord with national planning guidance [PPG).

| hope these comments are considerad helpful.

Yours sincerely

Peter ] Frampton
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APPENDIX E: Now Planning Supplemental Statement
Now Planning

Supplemental to Officer Reports on Behalf of Gazeley
Hybrid Application 15/01531/0UT

21.11.17

This Supplementary Statement

The following statements correct or clarify as appropriate inconsistencies and errors of fact in the
Officer Reports: Main Report - Hybrid Application (H-MR); Overview Report (OR); and Summary
Report [SR).

1.

The Hybrid Application Main Report (HMR): General Matters for Clarification

The Landscape Phasing Plan MPL410-AL-5K038-04 is submitted for approval, and we
request that it is included in the plans listed at HMR 3,20 (Mote that the Landscape Phasing
Plan is referred to by Condition 10 in any case. )

The Hybri lication §s an nsion na Park (HMR 1.2, 3.7, 3.13, 3.18, 6.1, 6.3,
6.5); As these H-MR paragraphs explain, the Hybrid Application complies with the first
sequeantial preference in the SDS evidence base for meeling the needs for additional
strategic distribution space, and creale on & single site a ‘logistics cluster’ (HMR 6.4.83, and
OR 4.116).

HMR para 6.2 therefore is not correct.

The layout of the Hybrid site is nof a reserved matter. HMR 6.2.2 is not comect, and HMR
6.11.1 fails to point out that planning permission is sought for the details of the submitted
Parameter Plans. The details for which planning permission in Zone 1 are sought are as

Tollows:

+ the siting, maximum extent and use of each parcel;

[s0 that the impact of the development proposals can ba assessed with certainty
from the outset, so the gquantum (49% of the site) and siting of green infrastructure
can be established with certainty and its mitigation value fully assessed, and so the
extent of the Country Park and Meadow can be defined and so, as set out in HMRE
6.14.86, its benefits can be established with certainty)

(5o that the maximum visual impact of the buildings can be assessed with certainty
80 as to ensure the proposed mitigation is adequata)

« [he restnctions on the siting of yards, HGV circulation, offices and car parking areas.

(s0 that the associated impacts will be limited to the spaces between buildings and
to the AL frontage, and so it is certain that the planting and other mitigation
proposals will be effective).

Therefore, while HMR 6.2.20 is not correct to say that layout of the site is a reservad matter,
it is correct in saying that the Parameters Plans set out a strong framework for the
development of the site.

Change of use for Bittesby House is soughl for conference facilities and estate office; the
Local Heritage Centre and Country Park toilets are to be in a converted outbuilding {barn).
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Thus HMR 6.1.34 and 6.2.48 are correct, but HMR 3.12 and 6.1.36 are not {a new estate
office is no longer proposed, but will be accommodated in the restored Bittesby House, and
the Local Heritage Centre will be in a restored barn not in Bittesby House).

Planning permission for the demolition of Lodge and Emmanuel Cottages has already been
granted (15/0091%/FLUL as part of the DHL Supply Chain scheme). Therefore the justification
in the public interest for the demolition of these non-designated heritage assets has already
been established. While HMR &.1.34 is correct, HMR 6.1.32, 6.9.2 and 7.3 fail to note that
planning permission is in place for the demolition of these buildings.

All of the tree lined avenue to Bittesby House would not be lost. HMR 6.1.38 is not correct.
Part of the tree lined avenue would remain as illustrated in Figure 8 (HMR page 57).

requested by HOC (HMR §.5.5-6.5.8)

viil. There is no revised assessment that indicates all air quality impacts in 2025 would be

negligible. HMR &.59 final sentence should be disregarded.

Overview Report (OR): Matters for Correction and Clarification

OR Figure 1 illustrates (site edged red) the building plot only, and not the whole of the red
line boundary of the permitted development for DHL 15/00818/FLIL.

OR 4.91 is incorrect. The Magna Park Employment Sensitivity Study is not "emerging’, but
was published in October 2017 as OR 4.123 explains.

OR 4.99 should refer to OR Figure 5 (not Figure 9).

OR Figure 3, in comparing 15/00865/0UT to 15/01531/0UT, omits key parts of the Hybrid
application — including:

« The fact that the Parameter Plans for Zone 1 include details for which planning
permission is sought (siting, extent and use of each parcel, maximum building
guanta and heights in each parcel, restrictions on the siting of yards, HGV
circulation, offices and car parking areas).

« The 139m ACD maximum height applies to one parcel only (G) — and is already
permitted by 15/00918/FUL.

+ The highest building still to be permitted is 18.5m to ridge, 139m AOD which is in
Parcel H only, which lies along the AS and is the closest parcel both to the permitted
building on Parcel G and to Magna Park now;

+  Omitted from Figure 3 are:
- the HQ for Holovis {up to 7,000 sq m) in Zone 1
- the Local Heritage Centra in Zone 1

- the relative scale of the Country Park and Meadow — 70 ha — and the fact that it
is supported by 2 small public car parks and. in a conversion of Bittesby House
Barn, toilets and would share the Innovation Centre café
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Now Planning

- the improvement scheme for Whittle junction

- the improvement scheme for Gibbet Hill.

OR 4.109 and Figure & omit key information:

Figure & refers solely to the quantum of land needed — and not the floorspace in sq
metres. The 152 ha need in 2031 (in Figure 8) equates to 608,000 sg m.

OR 4.108 omits to state that the forecast need is the minimum quantum required.

OR 4,108 omits to point out that the "supply” figures in Figure 6 have not been
assessed against the criteria in OR 4.111.

3. Summary Report (SR)

SR 2.3.4 refers solely to symmetry park and its applicant.

The SR very significantly underplays the socio-economic impacts of the Hybrid application -
although these are rehearsed in the HMR, most particularly:

the creation of the logistics cluster which is the application's purpose (as
summarised by HMR 6.4.83);

the purposes, in creating the cluster, including the Logistics Institute of Technology
({LIT), the Magna Park Innovation Centre and Holovis HQ (neither of which is
mentioned in the SR) and, in Zone 2, the Railfreight Shuttle and Terminal, low-and-
no-carbon fuelling facility (not mentioned in the SR) and HGY park;

no mention is made of LIT's applied research facility — a key element in achieving
LIT's objectives of driving up innovation in the sector and reducing its environmental
footprint;

the small business creation value of the Innovation Centre and its contribution,
alongside LIT and the Holovis HQ, in driving up the knowledge-intensity of the
Harborough economy (as explained in HMR 6.4 48 - 6.4.53); and

the Holovis HQ (as explained in HMR 6.4.54 — 6.4.59).

SR 3.7 does not refer to the share of jobs that are created by LIT (83 jobs), Innovation
Centre (145 jobs), Holovis (219 further jobs), Railfreight Shuttle and Terminal (12 jobs).

The SR omits any reference to the Implementation Plan for the delivery of the non-
warehouse uses and Gazeley's undertakings for their delivery and phasing (as described in
HMR 6.14.1 = 6.14.12, a summary of which is provided in HMR Appendix E)

The SR omits any reference to Gazeley's Carbon Meutrality Innovation Plan or the
assessment of the performance of the proposals in respect fo reductions in carbon
emissions (as explained in HMR 6.14.14 = 6.14.25, also in the Implementation Plan
Summary at Appendix E to the HMR). Mor is there any reference to the associated 5106
undertaking (Appendix, 10.1-10.2, to the HMR).
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APPENDIX F: Correspondence from Mr Stringer (Bittesby Stables)
Objection to IDIGazeley Amended Application 15/01531/0UT and Supplemental information

by
M G Stringer, Bittesby Stables, Watiing Street, Bittesby, LE17 58Q

1 OBJECT to the above application on the following grounds:
1. Sustainable development |s reguired to perform a number of roles and including:

a soclal role — supporting strong, vibrant and healthy
communities... . and reflect the

community’s rludt and tunl-nd MWM
2. "“Sustainable” lhummsmﬂnnmmhmlmluromummnm
Ilv-lnrfumumlﬂm: lication prevents w ining of the

3. This application |s a SPECULATIVE APPLICATION which by definition means based on
conjecture rather than knowledge ( good evidence) and involving a high risk of loss.

5. The application as a whole has to be considered, since application 15/00919/FUL although an
extant consent is now subsumed into this application. The supplemental information therefore
refers to the total impact. This can only be so as the individual aspacts of incremants coukd
wall be diluted when compared with the appiication as one antity. The attached updated
landscape and cumulative assessment conclusions are highly significant in this respect. The
overall conclusion seems {o indicate that whatever works of mitigation are undertaken there
will be a profound adverse effect on the locality in general and certain locations in
particular. The degree of injurious affection being dependent on who is presenting the case.

6. Air quality is an important factor as recently illustrated in the NICE study relating to diesel
particulates, nitrous dioxide and degraded debris such as tyre rubber and similar
emissions.The proposal is to have a new northern roundabout serving this development where
the HGV traffic fully laden will be decelerating under load into the road junction and conversely
accelerating under load uphill from the new junction. Both these situations will produce the
maximum emissions. Compare the NICE study regarding the removal of speed bumps and
stopping and starting. It is my understanding there wili imes during the 24 hour period where
emissions will exceed the acceptable norms although the average throughout will be below.
Although the mean is below acceptable norms | question whether any excess is acceptable
in this regime,

7. The noise studies are difficult to comprehend. This house is in a particularly sensitive location
regarding noise. The prevailing wind is south westerly, funnels up though a valley (the reason
for the line of the Roman road) and develops in strength as a resull. When this house was built
a wind post had to integrated into the structure to take account of this factor. In given conditions
the road nolse can well exceed 80db. An average over an 18/24 hour period cannot be
representative of the real impact on residents. it has to follow the actual circumstances such as
the pattern of the traffic which is geared to shift changes. In addition the above factors will play
a significant part in the noise generated during construction and the subsequent 24 hour
waorking with audible warnings on moving vehicles.

M G Stringer objection Application 15/001531/0UT
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8. The criteria adopted for the assessment of visual impact beggar bellef. The view points and
analysis chosen give far greater importance to people walking footpaths, driving along the AS
and a depopulated Scheduled Ancient Monument, than to the weifare and well being of
residential properties juxta position to the application site. The impact caused by the proximity
of the units K to L proposed by the application together with the new road junction are entfirely
disproportionate as contemplated within the NPPF and Human Rights legislation.

9. |draw the commitiee’s attention to the proposed parapet heights AOD of the units K to
memmwmmummum_mammmmmmm
110 m from our house with a parapet height of

nearest point will be approximately

132.5m AQD and a length of circa 275 meters. The roundabout 175m distant.

10.

1.

12.

13.

Malcolm Stringer
Bittesby Stables
Walling Street
Bittesby

LE17 580

The attached drawing sections and adapted photographs show the overwhelming impact
the development in this form would have on our lives.

I would ask therefore that any development in its built form takes place no closer
than 400 metres from our house, in fact the removal of buildings K and L or if they
were to be permitied in this location that the parapet height of the bullding is no
higher than 120 metres AOD.

The alternative wold be to construct a bund with planting similar to the MP phase 1
eastern boundaries to at least height of the buildings that may be permitted,
Although creating a closer and higher horizon it would lessen the visual and audible
impacts. To have the maximum effect this should be undertaken in year 1 of any
development within the red line of this application.

| invite the members of the Planning Committee to visit our house and stand on the
terrace at the rear, where they will very quickly be able to make their own assessment of
the profound effect this development will have on our lives.

The mitigation works proposed are nowhere near adequate to preserve the status quo and
is admitted as such in the applicant's submissions. How can a development for profit
contemplate the worsening of individual situations and welfare to this extent? Please
refer to Gazeley's own supplemental information which admit to a worsened situation.
These assessments of course are made by their own consultants and | suspect may be
somewhat anodyne. | however do not have the resource nor axperience to challenge them,
only the apprehension of the devastating impact it will have on our lives here at Bittesby.

5 November 2017
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Planning Committee Speakers List — 23 November 2017

Speakers please note that the Council's constitution requires evening meetings to end at
9.30pm, unless the Committes votes to continue the meeting. If a mesting does adjourn at
9 20pm, remaining business will be considered at atime and date fixed by the Chairman or at
the next ordinary meeting of the Committee and the existing speakers list will be carried

fonmard.
Application Parish Speaker/ Type Subject Area Allotted time for
Organisation speaking
18/00885/QLIT Lutterworth Cllr Jonathan o Effect on Local amin
Eaterman FHesidents
18/00B65/OUT Lutterworth Edmund Hunt — PC amin
Coteshach Parish
18/00865/0UT | Lutterworth and | Magoie FPankhurst — @] Localisation dmin
and Bitteswell Magna Park iz Big
15/01531/0UT Enough (MPISEE)
18/00865/0UT | Luttensorth and Edmund Hunt - o Highways amin
and Bitteswell MPISEE
15/01531/00UT
18/00865/QUT | Lutterworth and Tim Ottevanger - o MNeed Armin
and Bitteswell MPISBE
15/01531/00UT
18/00365/0UT | Luttensorth and sheila Carlton - o Employment and amin
and Bitteswell MPISEE skills
15/01531/0UT
189/00865/0UT | Lutterworth and Mick Heseigh - o Air Cluality amin
and Bitteswell MPISBE
15/01531/0UT
18/00865/OUT | Luttensorth and Chris Faircliffe — @] Heritage dmin
and Bitteswell MFISEE [(obo
15/01531/QUT Bitteswell PC)
18/008365/0OUT | Luttersorth and | Micholas Jenkins - o Countryside armin
and Bitteswell MPISEE
15/01531/00UT
15/00865/QUT | Lutterwarth and | Claire Gill - MPISEE ) Sustainable amin
and Bitteswell Development
15/01531/0UT
18/00365/0UT | Luttensorth and Mick Feseigh — o lmpact on amin
and Bitteswell MPISEE (obo Yillages
18/01531/0UT Claybrooke Magna
PC)
18/00865/CQUT | Lutterworth and Tim Ottevager — 2 Strategic Armin
and Bitteswell (MPISEE) (obho Framewaork
15/01531/00UT Ashby Parva PC)
19/008365/0UT | Luttensorth and Chris Faircliffe — o Chverview amin
and Bitteswell (MPISEE)
15/01531/0UT
189/00865/0UT | Lutterworth and Tim¥Washington o Traffic and amins + 3mins
and Bitteswell Infrastructure
15/01531/00UT
18/008R5/2UT | Luttensorth and Eill Piper @] dmins + 3mins
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and Bitteswell
15/01531/QUT
18/00865/0UT | Luttensorth and Simon Smith o amins + 3mins
and Bitteswell
15/01531/0UT
18/00865/CQUT | Lutterworth and Foger Brooks 2 dmins + 3mins
and Bitteswell
15/01531/0UT
18/01531/0UT Bitteswell lan Fobertson o dmins
18/01531/0UT Bitteswell Malcolm Stringer o Meighbour dmins
impacts
18/00885/QLIT Lutterworth Henry Chapman (DE | A dmins
Symimetry)
18/008385/QUT Luttersarth Peter Frampton A Flanning issues dmins
(Framptans
Planning)
18/008R5/2UT L uttenmorth Michael Parkinson EC Transport dmins
18/008365/QLIT Luttensorth Charles Mylchreest EC Environmental dmins
lzsues
18/012231/00UT Eitteswell Mora Galley (Mow A Flanning dmins
Flanning)
18/01531/QUT Bitteswell Simaon Martimer EC Heritage dmins
(CGMS)
15/01531/2UT Bitteswell Andy Cooper (MFPA) EC Landscape Jmins
18/01531/0LT Bitteswell Jdohn Ashcroft EC Highways dmins
(AECCOM)
18/012231/00UT Eitteswell John Baird EC Legal dmins
(Cshourne Clark)
18/01531/0UT Bitteswell Gwnyn Stubhings A Overview dmins
(Gazeley)
18/008B5/0LIT Luttensorth Clir Geraldine WA amins
Hohinson
18/01531/2UT Bitteswell Clir Fosita Fage I amins

People Registered to speak on both applications can speak for 3 minutes on
15/00865/0UT followed by 3 minutes on 15/01531/0UT. There can be no overlap of
discussion from one application to the next.

Representatives of Magna Park is Big Enough are registered to speak on both
applications, and are therefore entitled to speak for three minutes on 13/00865/0UT
followed by 3 minutes on 15/01531/0UT, however, in the interests of expediency, the
group have opted for each representative to only speak to 3minutes covering both

applications

Key to Speaker Types:
A= Applicant/on behalf of applicant; AG = Agent; EC = Expert Consultant,;
O = Objector; PC = Parish Council; 5 = Supporter; WM = Ward Member,
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