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SPEAKING LIST
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Submission from Emma and Oliver Tracey, Oakridge Park

Dear Sirs,
Please find below our written representations which we would ask are considered at the meeting of
the above application on 22 September 2016.
We will not be attending the meeting so would be grateful to receive a copy of the full minutes in
due course.
Written Representations
One of the main concerns we expressed in our original comments to the local authority regarding
this development was the elevation/height of the proposed properties. The properties proposed are
substantial in any setting but particularly so given the small parcel of land it is intended they are built
on.
The properties which will be directly opposite our house (plots C and D) would be two and a half
stories high. Having considered the local authority's recommendation report, although it is stated
this point was addressed at sections 5.5 and 5.9 of the report, we do not consider that this is the
case. The explanation provided is hardly adequate and largely focuses on the impact the properties
would have upon the barn conversions in Stantonbury Farm Park. This is not the point we raised.
Above all, we believe that the proposed properties are too large for the parcel of land on which it is
intended they be built.
We would therefore be grateful if the panel would consider these points fully at its meetings on 22
September.
We look forward to receiving a copy of the full minutes in due course.
Kind regards
Emma and Oliver Tracey
Lanolin a Close, Oakridge Park
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Submission from David and Doreen Boddy, Olney
High Street South
Olney
12th March 2016

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: Ref: 16/00126/FUL
Re: Breaking through party wall to create doorways at CROSS KEYS HOUSE, High Street South,
Olney. Bucks MK46 4AA

1) We are concerned about the above planning as this is a Residential Area and understood Cross
Keys House is a Listed Building which has had work stopped previously due to its importance.
2) Having such a large building which will be used as a Wine Bar/Restaurant/Pub does not fit in with
the character of a Small Market Town.
3) This is the narrowest part of the High Street and we have in the past experienced a large number
of people smoking outside and walking into the road causing danger to themselves and others.
4) Parking where will an extra 50 cars park?
5) Taxis stopping on this narrow part of the road cause problems.
6) Licencing hours until 2.am. in Residential Area too unsociable .

David and Doreen Boddy
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BOW BRICKHILL PARISH COUNCIL
C/o. 35 The Nortons
Caldecotte
Milton Keynes
MK7 8HQ
Tel: 07904 339391, E-Mail: parish.clerk@bowbrickhill.org.uk
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Application No: 16/01377/FUL Demolition of existing house and construction of
5 residential dwellings and all ancillary works (resubmission 16/00524/FUL).

21st September 2016

Dear Members of the Committee

Unfortunately Bow Brickhill Parish Council are unable to attend the meeting on the
22nd September 2016 to speak in objection to the above application. We would
however respectfully ask the following points are taken into consideration.

1. The proposed site is divided by the Settlement Boundary defined within
Milton Keynes Local Plan. Whilst plot No1 is within the settlement boundary
plots 2, 3, 4 and 5 are outside of it, on land listed as S10 Open Countryside.
Policy S10 states, ”in the open countryside, planning permission will only be
given for development that is essential for agriculture, forestry, countryside
recreation or other development which is wholly appropriate to a rural area
and cannot be located within a settlement”.
Clearly the proposal within the site defined as Open Countryside does not
address any of the identified criteria and is therefore contrary to adopted
policy.
2. Bow Brickhill is identified as a “selected village” in the Settlement Hierarchy
established by CS1 of the Core Strategy, and that no new allocations will be
sought for new housing.
3. The Blind Pond Farm Site (Brickhill Sands) has been allocated within the
emerging Neighbourhood Plan (entirely within the Settlement Boundary) and
it is considered the substantial 12% increase in the number of homes
provided by it will adequately address local housing needs over the coming
years. Whilst there may be issues to address in terms of housing supply
across wider Milton Keynes, there are clearly far more sustainable locations
where housing supply can be increased. Therefore further development
outside of the Settlement Boundary and within the area defined as Open
Countryside is currently unnecessary.
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4. NPPF states that a shortfall in urban housing numbers will not be met by
Rural Areas. Whilst Milton Keynes is currently unable to provide a 5 year
housing supply, land supply required from rural areas currently exceeds 5
years. Priority must be to achieve sustainable land supply in urban areas
rather than unsustainable numbers in rural areas.
5. Residents of Bow Brickhill have spent a considerable amount of time
producing its emerging Neighbourhood Plan to ensure the village can allow
for sustainable future growth. By breaching the defined Settlement Boundary
the application is in conflict with Neighbourhood Plan Policy and the
aspirations and wishes of the community.

To summarise, Bow Brickhill Parish Council believes the application does not comply
with policies within NPPF, Milton Keynes Core Strategy, Milton Keynes Local Plan
and Bow Brickhill's emerging Neighbourhood Plan and should therefore be refused.

Yours Sincerely

Mrs D Mayer
Parish Clerk
Bow Brickhill Parish Council
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Sumission from Tanya Potts - Penning Close, Oakridge Park

Comments for Development Control Panel 22/09/16 – 16/02181/ADV

MSC3 Banner Sign








This is virtually the same as the previous refused sign and therefore approving it
would be contrary to the Councillors previous decision.
This double sided banner sign is large measuring 6.1m by 0.93m. It is also up to a
height of 1.6m so will have a raised prominent position from the residential properties
opposite.
This sign does not relate to any built structure and the only approved landscaping
around it is flat grassland which will not help soften its appearance.
Having this double sided sign will still result in a proliferation of unacceptable signage
leading to a cluttered appearance and is very harmful to visual amenity and the
character of the area.
It is also directly in front of residential properties causing harm to their amenity.

T1 Totem Sign









Still too large and visually unacceptable in a prominent corner position.
This sign is not viewed in context with any buildings (the land adjacent has no current
approval for any building) making it more prominent.
The sign is not “fundamental to sufficient customer presence for a food store and the
other units within the District Centre”, as the site has approval for numerous adverts
that provide adequate customer presence.
The store is in a prominent location on a busy road so the public are well aware of
the store location and the other units are also visible from the Wolverton Road.
This advert will still lead to a proliferation of too many signs in a sensitive location
(e.g. Area of Special Advertisement Control, close to residential and a country park).
It is also unacceptable that Asda have already put the footings and electrics in for this
sign on the presumption that they will get approval.
There are no details on the type/appearance of the external illumination.

With regard to the proliferation of signs, the Asda store has already put up nine unapproved
signs around the delivery compound fronting Wolverton Road. It is unclear if these are in
lieu of the two 6m x 0.92m banner signs that were previously approved by the DC Panel, or
if these are in addition, but in any case they show that the banner signage is not essential
and just adds to a cluttered unattractive appearance on a public facing road frontage (photos
attached below).
If minded to grant approval, a condition should be imposed for details of the advertisements
external lighting to minimise light pollution.
It is understood that for operational reasons the advertisements being on an hour before or
after store opening would be easier for the store, however it needs to be remembered that
the store has long opening hours and the residents nearby will only have five hours at night
when the lights are not on (with the exception of Sunday).
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Original Objection I am disappointed (but not surprised) that Asda have come back in with a new application.
Unfortunately they seem ruthless in pursuing what they want and are not taking into account
the views of local residents.
There are a number of inaccuracies in the submission which I will list briefly for your
information:
1) The agent keeps on stating this is a ‘district centre’. According to the latest Local
Plans – this is a ‘local centre’ and should be judged as such and therefore a less
intensive approach is required.
2) The agent has again ignored the fact that this is an Area of Special Advertisement
Control to which some weight needs to be given and again ignored Milton Keynes
Council’s SPD ‘Outdoor Advertising Policy’ (OAP).
3) There are no details included of the type/appearance of the external illumination so I
am unable to give a view on this.
4) The site plan shows an Asda store over the corner plot, which has not got approval
and gives a false impression of the totem positioning.
5) I was at the planning Committee that refused the previous banner sign (now MSC3)
and Councillors refused this sign as it was adjacent to residential properties, it was
not confused with a sign facing the country park, which the agent suggests.
6) It is not clear if the totem sign is internally illuminated (as the plans suggest it is) or
externally illuminated (as the agents covering letter suggests).

L2 - This sign has been relocated to the fascia of the building which is much more
appropriate, however there are no details of the means of external illumination, so I can not
say if I would object to this or not. If granted, the previous conditions should be reimposed
e.g. restricting the illumination to 600 cdm² and turning the sign off outside of opening hours.
L1 – This is probably an improvement on the previously approved sign, however no details
are given on the means of external illumination. If granted, the previous conditions should
be reimposed e.g. restricting the illumination to 600 cdm² and turning the sign off outside of
opening hours.
T1 - The totem sign at the junction of Selkirk Drive and Newport Road has been reduced
from 5 metres to 3.2 metres. Obviously this is reduced in terms of height, but in my opinion
is still too large and visually unacceptable in a prominent corner position. This sign is not
viewed in context with any buildings (the land adjacent has no current approval for any
building) making it more prominent. The sign is not “fundamental to sufficient customer
presence for a food store and the other units within the District Centre”, as the site has
approval for numerous adverts that provide adequate customer presence. Furthermore the
store is in a prominent location on a busy road so the public are well aware of the store
location and the other units are also visible from the Wolverton Road. This advert will still
lead to a proliferation of too many signs in a sensitive location (e.g. Area of Special
Advertisement Control, close to residential and a country park). It is also unacceptable that
Asda have already put the footings and electrics in for this sign on the presumption that they
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will get approval. Again there are no details on the type/appearance of the external
illumination.
MSC3 – This is virtually the same as the previous refused sign and therefore approving it
would be contrary to the Councillors previous decision. This double sided banner sign is
large measuring 6.1m by 0.93m. It is also up to a height of 1.6m so will have a raised
prominent position from the residential properties opposite. MKC’s OAP states that “the
planning authority will try to discourage signs which are purely promotional rather than
informative”. This sign does not relate to any built structure, will result in a proliferation of
unacceptable signage leading to a cluttered appearance and is very harmful to visual
amenity and the character of the area. MCS3 is also directly in front of residential properties
causing harm to their amenity.
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