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1.0

RECOMMENDATION

1.1

It is recommended that permission is refused for the reasons set out in this report.

2.0

INTRODUCTION
The Site

2.1

The application property is a large, two storey with single storey wings/additions,
Victorian building, with significant later extensions and alterations, set in large,
heavily treed grounds. Access to the property is via a short driveway which is shared
with the dwellings at 436 and 438 (both Grade 2 Listed Buildings) Simpson Road and
a footpath (adopted Highway) which links Simpson Road and Simpson Drive.

2.2

There is a large parking area laid out to the south of the main building which is largely
screened from the adjoining church by a number of mature trees. Further mature
trees screen the site from Simpson Drive to the east. Many of the trees are subject
to Tree Preservation Orders.

2.3

The building was originally the Rectory associated with the adjoining, Grade 2*
Listed, St. Thomas's Church. From the 1960s until 1987 the property was used for a
variety of residential and commercial purposes. In 1987 planning permission was
granted for the change of use of the property to a Nursing Home and this use
continued until March 2017, since when the building has been vacant. In its final
phase, the nursing home had 24 bedrooms with 20 full time staff and 15 part time.

2.4

The site is designated as residential in the Plan:MK proposals map.
The Proposal

2.5

The application proposes to provide 28 units of accommodation within the main
building. All the units would have a shared bedroom/living area and a toilet and
shower. Some of the units would also have their own kitchen area within the
bedroom/living area and a communal kitchen/living space is shown on the ground
floor. Each unit is shown as being provided with a double bed.

2.6

The application also shows provision for 21 car parking spaces (two for disabled
people) located to the south of the main building, largely in the area currently
occupied by parking and driveway. A small bin store is also shown located in this
area, close to the entrance to the site. Cycle stores are shown located to the east of
the main building, but it is not clear how many bikes could be stored in them. The
remainder of the area to the east of the main building would be a grassed area
providing communal amenity space.

2.7

The proposal includes largely minor changes to the external appearance of the
building, although the existing (relatively modern) conservatory would be demolished
as part of the development.
Reason for referral to committee

2.8

The application has been referred to committee at the request of Ward Councillors
Paul Trendall and Ric Brackenbury and the Parish Council. Ward Councillor Terry
Baines had requested that the application be referred to committee if the
recommendation was for approval.
Scope of debate/decision

2.9

This application proposal is a full planning application and so all matters are to be
considered.

3.0

RELEVANT POLICIES
National Policy

3.1

National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) (NPPF)
Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development
Section 4 - Decision Making
Section 5 - Delivering a sufficient supply of homes

Section 8 - Promoting healthy and safe communities
Section 9 - Promoting sustainable transport
Section 11 - Making effective use of land
Section 12 - Achieving well-designed places
Section 15 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Section 16 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
In addition, the Planning Practice Guidance is also a material consideration
The Development Plan
3.2

Neighbourhood Plan
There is no current Neighbourhood Plan for this area.

3.3

Plan:MK (March 2019)
Policy DS2 Housing Strategy
Policy HN1 Housing Mix and Density
Policy HN2 Affordable Housing
Policy HN4 Amenity, Accessibility and Adaptability of Homes
Policy HN7 Houses in Multiple Occupation
Policy CT2 Movement and Access
Policy CT3 Walking and Cycling
Policy CT6 Low Emission Vehicles
Policy C10 Parking Provision
Policy FR1 Managing Flood Risk
Policy FR2 Sustainable Drainage Systems
Policy NE2 Protected Species and Priority Species and Habitats
Policy NE3 Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement
Policy HE1 Heritage and Development
Policy D1 Designing a high-quality place
Policy D2 Creating a Positive Character
Policy D3 Design of Buildings
Policy D5 Amenity and Street Scene
Policy SC1 Sustainable Construction

3.4

Supplementary Planning Documents/Guidance
Parking Standards SPD (January 2016)
Sustainable Construction Guide SPD (April 2007)
Houses in Multiple Occupation SPD (April 2012)
Milton Keynes Drainage Strategy - Development and Flood Risk SPG (May 2004)

3.5

Human Rights Act 1998
There may be implications under Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol regarding
the right of respect for a person's private and family life and home, and to the peaceful
enjoyment of possessions. However, these potential issues are in this case amply

covered by consideration of the environmental impact of the application under the
policies of the development plan and other relevant policy guidance.
3.6

Equality Act 2010
Due regard, where relevant, has been had to the Milton Keynes Council's equality
duty as contained within the Equality Act 2010.

4.0

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1

Relevant Pre-application Advice
None.

4.2

Application Site
06/00782/FUL
Rear conservatory and new windows
Permitted 29.06.2006
07/01385/FUL
Erection of a rear conservatory
Permitted 02.10.2007
09/01873/FUL
Two storey side extension
Permitted 15.04.2010
13/00408/FUL
Extension of time limit on planning permission 09/01873/FUL for a two storey side
extension.
Permitted 02.07.2013
19/01851/FUL
Conversion of existing vacant nursing home building to create 9 self-contained
residential units
Permitted 17.09.2019

5.0

CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS

5.1

Simpson and Ashland Parish Council
The Parish Council objects to the proposal and requests that the application be
considered by Development Control Committee. The Parish Council consider that
the proposal is contrary to policy HN1 of Plan:MK in that it fails to provide a suitable
mix of dwelling size and the area does not possess adequate services or transport
links to serve such a high density of development. In addition, the Parish Council are
concerned that the proposal provides insufficient parking provision to serve the
development and that this will lead to increased on-street car parking.

The Parish Council are concerned that it is unclear whether the proposal would meet
policy HN2 of Plan:MK in respect of the provision of Affordable Housing. The Parish
Council are also concerned about the social impact of such a high density
development which is likely to introduce a large number of young people, with little
access to facilities, into a small area. The Parish Council consider that this is likely
to lead to anti-social behaviour.
The Parish Council are also concerned about the safety of pedestrians and cyclists
who would share the access with the vehicles that would be associated with the
residents of such a large number of units and the noise and disturbance, particularly
for the adjoining church, that would result from having so many units in this location.
5.2

Cllr Ric Brackenbury – Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward
I request that this application is considered by Development Control committee
because of the concerns the application raises locally.
Key issues are parking provision, unsustainable location due to poor access to public
transport, some units do not meet minimum size standards, impact of noise and antisocial behaviour on the surrounding area and the building would be out of character
with this part of Simpson.
Overall this feels like a budget proposal cramming as many units on the site as
possible, and I feel it would benefit from councillor scrutiny.

5.3

Cllr Paul Trendall - Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward (member of DCC)
I am aware of some strong local feeling about this proposed development. I would
therefore ask that it is called in, so the application can be considered by the full DCC.
I think the importance of this to the people in Simpson is such that it should be heard
by the full committee.

5.4

Cllr Terry Baines – Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward
I formally request that the application in Simpson be heard by the Development
Control Committee if you or any subsequent planning officer recommend the
application for approval. I feel with the amount of local concern and the public outcry
it must not be allowed under Officer Approval.

5.5

MKC Highways
No comments received.

5.6

MKC Landscape Services (Tree Officer)
No comments received.

5.7

MKC Landscape Architect
Object. Clarification is required on the design and construction of the bin store as
there is currently inconsistency between the submitted documents. Is it to be a plastic
ground reinforcement grid infilled with gravel, enclosed by 1.8m high timber panels?
Or, a brick built building with a ‘tile’ roof? An acceptable form would be a fenced area
or there are pre-fab bin stores of timber construction which could be specified. If the
visual appearance of a bin store is a concern it can be relocated somewhere but
away from tree RPAs.
Once this matter of design detail and layout is resolved satisfactorily other matters
can be dealt with by pre-commencement conditions.

5.8

MKC Countryside Officer
No comments received.

5.9

MKC Housing
The private sector housing team has had no previous involvement with this property.
An assessment of the property and a schedule of works is therefore required to
ensure that it meets necessary health and safety standards.
The owner/manager will be required to apply for a HMO licence and meet all licence
conditions. There are no other known HMOs in close proximity to the property (38
Hanmer road ceased to be a HMO as of June 2020).

5.10

MKC Archaeologist
No comments received.

5.11

Crime Prevention Advisor
Whilst I do not wish to object at this stage, I do have concerns in relation to community
safety/crime prevention design.
I am disappointed to see the DAS does not mention crime reduction.
I can find no documents relating to:
•
Boundary treatment around the site. And around the parking.
•
Defensible space.
•
Suitable access control to any communal doors and outside gates.
•
Bin store doors and locks.
•
Postal provisions
•
I have concerns around the parking court and all the entrance doorways to the
outside and to the individual rooms.
I would like the applicant to provide detailed documents for the above.
I recommend that the applicants provide a commitment to achieving accreditation
under the police’s Secured by Design (SBD) scheme.

5.12

Neighbour/ Third Party Representations
Comments have been received from 10 local addresses/neighbours. The material
planning considerations are summarised below:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

6.0

An inappropriately high density of living accommodation;
Inadequate access retail, health or leisure facilities to serve the development;
Inadequate mix of dwelling types;
Not clear that the development provides adequate affordable housing
A significant increase in traffic movement to and from the site as a result of the
number of units;
Impact on the character of the area
Inadequate parking provision;
Inadequate drainage/sewage system to serve the number of units proposed
Noise disturbance; and
Anti-social behaviour.

MAIN ISSUES
Principle and Compliance with Policy HN7
Highway matters and parking
Impact on character of the area
Impact on Heritage Assets
Design and Layout
Residential amenity
Landscape

7.0

CONSIDERATIONS
Principle and Compliance with Policy HN7

7.1

The application site is situated within an area identified for Residential Use in the
proposals map of Plan:MK. Furthermore, the previous planning permission
(19/01851/FUL) has already established the acceptability of using the site for
residential purposes. It is, therefore, considered that the principle of residential
development on the site is acceptable.

7.2

Policy HN7 of Plan:MK states that “proposals for Houses in Multiple Occupation will
be approved where they would not create an over concentration of such
accommodation resulting in an imbalance within local communities or other
significant adverse impacts”. Therefore, it is considered that the principle of using the
site as a House in Multiple Occupation could be in accordance with Plan:MK, but the
acceptability of the current proposal hinges on the details of the proposal and the
impact of the number of units proposed.

7.3

In determining applications for Houses in Multiple Occupation the Council’s Adopted
SPD states the proposal should “not adversely affect the character of the surrounding
area or lead to an unacceptable concentration of flats or Houses in Multiple
Occupation within the area”. The SPD goes on to state that “the number of Houses

in Multiple Occupation should not exceed 35% of the total number of properties within
a 100 metre diameter buffer of the application property”. In accordance with the SPD,
for the purposes of the calculation, each bedroom in an HMO is counted as a
separate dwelling.
7.4

In this case, the maximum number of dwellings that would fall within that buffer, are
10. One of those, 38 Hanmer Road, was used until June this year as a 6 bed House
in Multiple Occupation. It is not clear at this time whether that property has returned
to use as a single dwelling. However, if it is assumed that it has returned to a single
dwelling, the proposal would result in 73.6% of the dwellings within the buffer being
a House in Multiple Occupation.

7.5

The proposal would result in a concentration of House in Multiple Occupation
dwellings more than twice the limit set by the Council’s House in Multiple Occupation
SPD. It is therefore considered that such an excessive predominance of one type of
housing would unbalance the housing mix of the area to the detriment of community
cohesion and integration and the character of the area contrary to policy HN7 of
Plan:MK.
Highway matters and parking

7.6

The application site is situated within parking Zone B as identified in the Houses in
Multiple Occupation SPD. The Council’s Parking Standards SPD requires a House
in Multiple Occupation within Zone B to provide 1 less on site car parking space than
the number of bedrooms proposed. The proposal would fail to meet this standard by
6 spaces. Policy C10 of Plan:MK requires all development to meet the Council’s
parking standards unless mitigating circumstances dictate otherwise.

7.7

The applicants have stated that they consider the proposed 21 car parking spaces
to be adequate to serve the development because of the location of the site on a bus
route (Route 18). There are no shops or health facilities in Simpson and few
opportunities for leisure or employment within walking distance. It is therefore likely
that residents of the development would have to travel outside Simpson for
employment and many services.

7.8

The no 18 bus provides an hourly bus service to CMK or Bletchley and Woburn
Sands Monday to Friday between 8.15 and 17.49. It is not considered that this
service would be significantly useful for residents in terms of recreation and
employment. Whilst cycle parking would be provided, it is likely that the majority of
occupiers of the property would be reliant on private cars for transport for access to
employment, shops, health facilities and leisure. It is therefore considered that the
proposal, would fail to provide adequate on-site car parking to serve the proposed
development and this is likely to result in increased on-street parking.

7.9

There are no parking controls on the nearby roads and many of the houses in the
vicinity of the application site do not have off-street parking provision. It is therefore
likely that residents rely on the availability of on-street parking to enable them to park
close to their properties. This level of on-street parking is added to at times when
there are services at the Church, particularly weddings and funerals. In view of the
lack of on-site parking to be provided with the proposed dwelling units, it is

considered that the proposal would increase the level of on-street car parking to the
detriment of the free flow of traffic on nearby roads and contrary to policies C10 and
HN7 of Plan:MK.
7.10

Concern has been raised about conflict between vehicles entering and leaving the
site and pedestrians using the footpath (which shares the same driveway) that
adjoins the site and for pedestrians entering the site. Policy CT2 of Plan:MK requires,
among other things, that development should provide safe, suitable and convenient
access and protect and, where possible, enhance access to public rights of way.
However, that conflict between vehicles and pedestrians and cyclists already exists
and the proposal does not alter this access arrangement. It is therefore considered
that the proposal would not significantly increase the danger associated with that
conflict. Nevertheless, the significant increase in vehicle movements that is likely to
result from the proposal is likely to impact upon the ease of movement for pedestrians
and cyclists across the driveway. It is therefore considered that the proposal would
be contrary to Policy D5 and CT2 of Plan:MK.
Impact on Heritage Assets

7.11

The application property adjoins, and is historically associated with, the Grade 2*
Listed Church. In accordance with Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, in considering whether to grant planning
permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local
planning authority shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which
it possesses. However, the physical changes to the property included in the current
application would have little impact upon the setting of the Listed Building.
Design and Layout

7.12

The proposal would result in minimal changes to the external appearance of the
building. The most significant changes would be the removal of a 1980s conservatory
and the insertion of three roof lights in the roof of the single storey section. It is
therefore considered that the design of the proposal is acceptable and would not be
contrary to policies D1, D2, D3 or D5 of Plan:MK. The submitted drawings show
conflicting designs for the proposed bin store and no details of the design for the
cycle stores. However, it is considered that these issues could be dealt with by
conditions attached to any planning permission issued.

7.13

More significant changes are proposed to the car parking/driveway area which would
be enlarged and used more intensively. However, this area is largely hidden from
public view, except for glimpses from the adjoining churchyard. It is considered that,
because of the limited impact this change would have upon the appearance of the
site and the area in general, the changes to the car park/driveway would not in
themselves constitute a reason for refusal.

7.14

Nevertheless, the proposed changes to the car parking area would bring the car park
closer to many of the attractive and, in many cases, subject to Tree Preservation
Orders, trees. The impact of this change to the car parking area on the trees is
considered in detail in Landscape below.

Residential amenity
7.15

The proposal involves very few changes to the external fabric of the building that
could potentially impact upon the amenities of local residents. There are no changes
proposed which would result in any overshadowing of nearby properties. Two roof
lights are proposed in the roof plane of the southern single storey wing, facing west.
However, given their height, their orientation to and separation from nearby dwellings
it is not considered that these are likely to result in any significant loss of privacy for
nearby residents.

7.16

Given the greater level of occupancy of the property that would result from the
proposal, it is possible that local residents may feel more overlooked, but it is not
considered that the level of loss of privacy would be so significant as to warrant
refusal. It is considered that the proposal would not be contrary to Policy D5 of
Plan:MK in respect of overshadowing or overlooking.

7.17

It is considered that the proposal to create 28 dwelling units is likely to result in more
noise and disturbance for local residents than would have resulted from the previous
use as a nursing home or the previously approved scheme for 9 flats. Particularly
given the potential for up to 56 people to be living in the property. Given the size of
the site as a whole, the separation distance to adjoining properties and the location
of the outdoor amenity area it is considered unlikely that activities within the building
or within the outdoor amenity space would result in a significant impact upon
adjoining properties. However, it is considered that the noise and disturbance from
vehicles leaving and entering the site is likely to have a significant detrimental impact
upon the amenities of local residents contrary to Policy D5 of Plan:MK.
Landscape

7.18

7.19

7.20

Whilst the proposal would make some changes to the layout of the open space
around the main building these would have little impact upon the appearance of the
area except in so far as they impact upon the trees, particularly along the southern
boundary with the churchyard.
Trees
A detailed tree survey has not been supplied with the application. However, an
aboricultural report that has been submitted with the application identifies the need
to remove one Holly tree (although nothing in the submitted application indicates
which tree this is) and acknowledges that the proposed bin store and enlarged car
parking area would impact upon the root protection zones of a number of trees. A
number of trees have been identified as having disease which requires works to the
trees in question.
Plan:MK policy NE3 requires development to preserve and, where possible, enhance
the biodiversity of a site. Policy D1 requires development proposals to respond
appropriately to the context of the site and surrounding area whilst Policy D5 requires
development to protect a good standard of amenity for buildings and the surrounding
area. It is considered that the trees on the site contribute to the appearance and
amenity of the house, the adjoining church and the area in general.

7.21

Whilst the aboricultural report states that the impact of the development upon the
root protection zones could be managed to avoid any significant detrimental impact
upon the trees, details of the methods proposed have not been supplied. It is
considered that without this information there is a significant danger that the proposal
could have a detrimental impact upon the health of the trees to the detriment of the
appearance and biodiversity of the area. It is therefore considered that the proposal
would be contrary to policies NE3, D1 and D5 of Plan:MK.
Other Matters

7.22

Some concern has been raised about the potential impact of the proposal upon the
local sewerage system. This relates to problems with blocked drains/sewers that
have been experienced in the past. However, this is a matter for Building Regulations
and the drainage company and is not a material planning consideration.

7.23

The issue of compliance with the Council’s housing density and affordable housing
policies has been raised. A strict reading of Plan:MK policies HN1 and HN2 would
suggest that it does apply to the current application as it would provide more than 11
units. However, given the nature (House in Multiple Occupation) of the proposed
units it is not considered appropriate to apply policies HN1 and HN2 in this case, as
the application is for a change of use, and not for the provision of over 11 new
dwellings.

8.0

CONCLUSIONS

8.1

It is considered that the proposal represents an intensity of use, with large numbers
of residents and vehicle movements, which would be out of character with the area
and detrimental to the amenities of the residents of that area. In addition, the proposal
is likely to result in the loss of significant trees which contribute to the character and
appearance of the area and result in disruption and inconvenience for users of the
adjacent footpath/cycleway.

9.0

REASONS FOR REFUSAL
1. The proposal would result in an overall concentration of Houses in Multiple
Occupation dwelling units within 50 metres of the application property of
approximately 73.6%, which exceeds the threshold guide figure of 35% in order to
preserve the character of an area and to maintain a mix of dwelling types as set out
within the Houses in Multiple Occupation Supplementary Planning Document 2012.
The proposal would therefore unbalance the housing mix of the area to the detriment
of community cohesion and integration and the character of the area contrary to
policy HN7 of Plan:MK and guidance in the Houses in Multiple Occupation
Supplementary Planning Document, adopted April 2012.
2. The proposed intensity of occupation would result in a level of noise and disturbance
from people and vehicles leaving and entering the site is likely to have a significant
detrimental impact upon the amenities of local residents contrary to Policy D5 of
Plan:MK.

3. The proposal would result in an intrusion into the root protection zones of a number
of significant trees, some of which are protected by Tree Preservation Orders, which
is likely to have a detrimental impact upon the health of the trees to the detriment of
the appearance and biodiversity of the area. The proposal is therefore contrary to
policies NE3, D1 and D5 of Plan:MK.
4. The proposal would not provide adequate off street parking to serve the proposed
development and would therefore increase the level of on-street car parking to the
detriment of the free flow of traffic on nearby roads and contrary to policies C10 and
HN7 of Plan:MK.
5. The significant increase in vehicle movements that is likely to result from the proposal
would impact upon the ease of movement for pedestrians and cyclists across the
driveway serving the development and the adjacent footpath/cycleway. It is therefore
considered that the proposal would be contrary to Policy D5 and CT2 of Plan:MK.

A1.0 FULL CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
A1.1 Simpson and Ashland Parish Council
Initial comments received
“Simpson & Ashland Parish Council objects to the proposed conversion of the Five
Acres former nursing home into 28 residential units. In the view of the Parish Council
the proposed development is inappropriate for the location and out of character with
its surroundings. While the Parish Council is broadly pro-development and supported
the previous application for 9 units, this application proposes a much higher density,
poorer quality development which will have an adverse impact on the village1. We
request that the application be referred to Development Control Committee for
determination and rejected on the following material planning grounds:
Non-compliance with Plan:MK Policy HN1
Policy HN1 requires that developments providing over 11 homes provide a mix of
housing unit types. All the units created in this conversion are small, single-bed units.
The previous permission granted for this site demonstrates the viability of converting
this building into larger multi-bed residential units. A wider mix of unit sizes with a
number of larger units replacing some of the smaller ones currently proposed would
better fit Policy HN1 and would encourage a mix of tenants that would reduce the
potential for the development becoming socially isolated from the existing Simpson
village.
Policy HN1 also encourages higher density development in locations “with good
accessibility to facilities, that are well served by public transport, and where it can be
accommodated by existing or improved infrastructure.” Simpson village is not a
location that meets any of these criteria. The public transport service is minimal,
consisting of an hourly bus service (currently reduced to two hourly) with no evening
or Sunday service, supported by MK Council subsidy that could be withdrawn in the
future leaving the area with no public transport linkage. There are minimal shopping
facilities in the area, the nearest large shopping centres being at MK1, Kingston, and
in Bletchley. No improvements to public transport or road infrastructure are proposed
as part of this development.
Parking Provision
The developers are proposing 21 parking spaces for 28 units, some of which may be
occupied by more than one resident. As some are large enough for a double
occupancy, the total number of residents could reach 36. This also includes visitor
parking. The developers have indicated that car usage is low in their other properties
when the Parish Council raised this issue. This appears to reflect a lack of
understanding of the unique geography of Milton Keynes and Simpson in particular,
which is heavily car-dependent and poorly served by public transport. It is also
unlikely residents will be practically able to work from home in such small units.
There is no capacity on the surrounding road network for occupants of or visitors to
this development to park on the road. The Parish Council is deeply concerned that
residents and visitors will overcrowd the surrounding streets (which are largely older
properties with no off-road parking) and request that a planning condition be included

on this application to ensure that a number of the units are maintained as car-free
units.
Unclear compliance with Plan:MK Policy HN2
The applicant has not demonstrated that the application complies with Policy HN2’s
affordable housing requirements.
Social Impact
The Parish Council wishes to note that the population of Simpson, in particular the
area to the north of the site, contains a large proportion of older residents. The
introduction of 28 units into this environment presents a risk to both existing residents
and the new tenants at Five Acres, as there is the possibility of increased episodes
of antisocial behaviour. The application suggests that the accommodation might be
suitable for more vulnerable young people but given the potential transitory nature of
occupation at the site and the lack of any specialist support on site, the impact on
these already vulnerable young people could be negative. This allied with minimal
public transport and no ready access to facilities highlights that the proposed
development is not fit for purpose. There is mention on the application of the
appointment of an onsite caretaker but one person would not be able to provide the
specialist support that residents might require.
The Parish Council again requests that a wider range of unit sizes be considered to
reduce the overall number and provide a broader range of unit types and thereby a
mix of tenants. Furthermore, the Parish Council ask that a planning condition be
imposed to ensure adequate security precautions are put in place, including fencing
around the site, a formally employed caretaker, and CCTV provision. Some of these
have been indicated informally by the applicant, however when pressed for
management details they were unable to provide sufficient detail of how the security
arrangements would work, hence the need for a condition.
In a survey carried out for the production of the Simpson Vision in 2016, 65% of
respondents said they would welcome new developments that offered affordable
family or single occupant accommodation. This, together with the Parish Council’s
support of the previous 9-unit proposal, indicates that Simpson residents support new
development in principle, but that the particular issues of this proposal make it
impossible to support.
Other Considerations
The Parish Council is concerned about the safety implications of all 28 units being
accessed (by car, bicycle and pedestrian traffic) through a single-track access road.
Options for segregating pedestrian and vehicle access should be explored.
A Noise Report has been submitted by the applicant, some time after the other
documents appeared on the planning portal. We assume that this report is now
formally regarded as part of the submission. Regardless of internal soundproofing,
the prospect of noise from open windows and social gatherings (including music,
etc.) within the grounds is cause for great concern to neighbours, including the
immediately adjacent St Thomas’s Church and its churchyard.

The applicant advances a case that the 28 units will be attractive to ‘young
professionals’, especially those new to Milton Keynes. The Parish Council questions
the potential attractiveness of the proposed concentrated living environment in a
post-Covid-19 environment.
The Parish Council notes that, in the past, residents have highlighted sewage issues
from the nursing home, indicating that inadequate capacity has caused blockages in
the past. The new development at the corner of Hanmer Road, known locally as
Bowlers Bridge, is adding to the demand on the sewer system. We request that the
case officer seek an assessment of the drainage and sewer capacity on the site.
1 In a survey carried out for the production of a Simpson Vision in 2016. 65% of
respondents said they would welcome new developments that offered affordable
family accommodation or quality single occupancy.”
A1.2 Cllr Ric Brackenbury – Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward
“There is clearly concern with this application so can I request it is heard by
panel/committee please?
Key issues as I see them:
-does parking provision meet parking standards
-sustainable location. Public transport is poor (hourly slow bus through the villages
to Bletchley /CMK) So I am not convinced by applicant arguments on sustainability if
missing parking standards
-building regs issues. Smallest flats 18sq m, minimum standards should be 38sq m
I believe? Shared kitchens a particular concern.
-concerns re noise /anti-social behaviour and a building out of character for this part
of a Simpson village.
Overall this feels like a budget proposal cramming as many units on the site as
possible, and I feel it would benefit from councillor scrutiny.”
A1.3 Cllr Paul Trendall - Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward (member of DCC)
“As both one of the councillors in the ward where is this development is, and as a
member of the DCC, I am aware of some strong local feeling about this proposed
development. I would therefore ask that it is called in, so the application can be
considered by the full DCC.
Most importantly, individual members of the public, including the parish councillors,
will have the opportunity to speak at the hearing; remotely now of course. This allows
committee members to hear things which are sometimes difficult to communicate in
writing. It is important also, regardless of the outcome, for people to be able look
back and know that they were able to have their voice heard”.

A1.4 Cllr Terry Baines – Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward
Comments following re-consultation
“I formally request that the application in Simpson be heard by the Development
Control Committee if you or any subsequent planning officer recommend the
application for approval. I feel with the amount of local concern and the public outcry
it must not be allowed under Officer Approval”.
A1.5 MKC Highways
No comments received.
A1.6 MKC Landscape Services (Trees)
No comments received.
A1.7 MKC Landscape Architect
“Landscape raise a holding objection. Clarification is required on the design and
construction of the bin store which is within the RPA of trees. There is currently
inconsistency between the submitted documents. The site plan and tree report refer
to the bin store proposals being a plastic ground reinforcement grid infilled with
gravel, enclosed by 1.8m high timber panels but this is inconsistent with the bin store
drawing which clearly suggests a brick built building with a ‘tile’ roof. The DAS also
refers to the bin store as a building. The application form refers to the drawing
package. Clarity is required.
To protect existing trees being retained I suggest the bin store is not a building. An
acceptable form would be a fenced area or there are pre-fab bin stores of timber
construction which could be specified. If the visual appearance of a bin store is a
concern it can be relocated somewhere but away from tree RPAs.
Once this matter of design detail and layout is resolved satisfactorily other matters
can be dealt with by pre-commencement conditions.
To protect existing trees the tree report should be listed as an approved document
and cited in the tree protection condition.
In addition, I support the recommendation of the tree report in that additional /
extended car parking and the construction of a new (replacement) bin store
enclosure within RPAs can be addressed separately with an Arboricultural Method
Statement. Avoidance of significant harm to trees is certainly feasible and a such
detail is typically worked out post-planning permission, by a pre-commencement
condition. The report states: “British Standard BS5837 recommends that AMS’ be
provided and observed in respect of engineering operations to be undertaken within
RPAs of retained trees. To ensure efficacy of tree protection when working within
RPAs an AMS should be provided for the following items:
i. Permanent hard surfaces for car parking (existing and additional areas).
ii. New bin store enclosure.”

Mitigation of tree losses can be secured by a replacement tree planting condition.
Our tree officers usually require this. The tree report refers to this in paragraph 8.7.1.
Existing trees on site have TPOs and may also have ecological value therefore
please also gain the advice of MKC tree officers and ecologists.
Landscape raise a holding objection. Clarification is required on the design and
construction of the bin store as there is currently inconsistency between the
submitted documents. Is it to be a plastic ground reinforcement grid infilled with
gravel, enclosed by 1.8m high timber panels? Or, a brick built building with a ‘tile’
roof? An acceptable form would be a fenced area or there are pre-fab bin stores of
timber construction which could be specified. If the visual appearance of a bin store
is a concern it can be relocated somewhere but away from tree RPAs.
Once this matter of design detail and layout is resolved satisfactorily other matters
can be dealt with by pre-commencement conditions.
Pre-commencement conditions are recommended:
1.
To protect existing trees the tree report should be listed as an approved
document and cited in the tree protection condition.
2.
The recommendation of the tree report is that additional / extended car parking
and the construction of a new (replacement) bin store enclosure within RPAs can be
addressed separately with an Arboricultural Method Statement. Avoidance of
significant harm to trees is certainly feasible and a such detail is typically worked out
post-planning permission, by a pre-commencement condition. The report states:
“British Standard BS5837 recommends that AMS’ be provided and observed in
respect of engineering operations to be undertaken within RPAs of retained trees.
To ensure efficacy of tree protection when working within RPAs an AMS should be
provided for the following items:
i. Permanent hard surfaces for car parking (existing and additional areas).
ii. New bin store enclosure.”
3.
Mitigation of tree losses can be secured by a replacement tree planting
condition.
Existing trees on site have TPOs and may also have ecological value therefore
please also gain the advice of MKC tree officers and ecologists”.
A1.8 MKC Countryside Officer
No comments received.
A1.9 MKC Housing
“•
The private sector housing team has had no previous involvement with this
property. An assessment of the property and a schedule of works is therefore
required to ensure that it meets necessary health and safety standards.
•
The owner/manager will be required to apply for a HMO licence and meet all
licence conditions.

•
There are no other known HMOs in close proximity to the property (38 Hanmer
road ceased to be a HMO as of June 2020).
Subject to completion of all items on the schedule of works to be produced by the
private sector housing team and the owner/manager meeting all hmo licensing
requirements, the private sector housing team has no objection to the planning
application”.
A1.10 MKC Archaeologist
No comments received.
A1.11 Crime Prevention Advisor
“Thank you for consulting me on the above planning application. I have reviewed the
submitted documents. Whilst I do not wish to object at this stage I do have concerns
in relation to community safety/crime prevention design.
I am disappointed to see the DAS does not mention crime reduction.
I can find no documents relating to:
•
Boundary treatment around the site. And around the parking.
•
Defensible space.
•
Suitable access control to any communal doors and outside gates.
•
Bin store doors and locks.
•
Postal provisions
•
I have concerns around the parking court and all the entrance doorways to the
outside and to the individual rooms.
I would like the applicant to provide detailed documents for the above.
I recommend that the applicants provide a commitment to achieving accreditation
under the police’s Secured by Design (SBD) scheme Details can be found at;
https://www.securedbydesign.com/guidance/design-guides
To ensure this advice is followed and that the opportunity to design out crime is not
missed, I request that the following (or a similarly worded) condition be placed upon
any approval for this application;
Prior to commencement of development, applications shall be made for Secured by
Design on the development hereby approved. The development shall be carried out
in accordance with the approved details, and shall not be occupied or used until
confirmation of SBD accreditation has been received by the authority”.
A1.12 Third Party/Neighbour Comments
Comments have been received from 10 local addresses/neighbours. The material
planning considerations are summarised below:
An inappropriately high density of living accommodation;
Inadequate access retail, health or leisure facilities to serve the development;
Inadequate mix of dwelling types;
Not clear that the development provides adequate affordable housing

A significant increase in traffic movement to and from the site as a result of the
number of units;
Impact on the character of the area
Inadequate parking provision;
Inadequate drainage/sewage system to serve the number of units proposed
Noise disturbance; and
Anti-social behaviour.

