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Application Number: 16/02346/FUL
Other
Single storey side and rear extension and raised platform to rear
AT 3 Clarence Road, Stony Stratford, Milton Keynes
FOR Mr Martin Brown
Target: 12 October 2016
Ward: Stony Stratford

Parish: Stony Stratford Town Council

Report Author/Case Officer: Matthew Pearce
Contact Details: 01908 254819 matthew.pearce@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Team Leader: Sarah Hine West Team Manager
Contact Details: 01908 252283 sarah.hine@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Late paper for Item 1
1.0 Late submission
A document was submitted by Stony Stratford Town Council which
summarised the Town Councils points raised when speaking at the December
Panel. The summary is below:
1.1 “My name is Simon Cherrill, I am a member of Stony Stratford Town Council
and Chair of the Planning Committee.
Planning application No 16/02346 was considered at the Planning Committee
Meeting on Tuesday 27th September, the unanimous decision was to object on
the following grounds:


Overshadowing and loss of light in respect of both 1 and 5 Clarence Road;



The scale and mass of the proposed extension which is accentuated by the
fall in levels from the rear of the property, and;



The overdevelopment of the site.

The Town Council also recommended that the Members carry out a site visit.
The extension when viewed from the dining room of 5 Clarence Road will be
over 9.0 meters long and at the furthest point from the house 2.80 meters high
at the eaves and 3.70 meters high at the ridge.
The Case Officer in his report seeks to exclude those parts of the extension
that could in theory be allowed under permitted development rights. This
approach is clearly questionable as it effectively ignores the overall size and
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mass of the proposed extension and as a consequence the full impact it would
have on the Numbers 1 and 5 Clarence Road.
The Panel should therefore consider the proposed extension as a whole when
determining this application and effectively ignore Paragraphs 5.2 and 5.9 of
the Officers report.
I note from the Officers Update that this approach is known as - ‘the fall-back
position for planning decisions’ - this is not a policy or term I am familiar with
and requires further explanation.
The proposed extension is also out of keeping and relates poorly to the uneven
numbered properties on Clarence Road where two storey rear projections form
a prominent building line which is clearly visible from both Clarence Road,
where it adjoins Wolverton Road, and the service road to the rear.
It is the Town Councils view that the proposed extension does not comply with
Saved Policies D1 and D2 of the adopted Local Plan 2005 and as such
application should be refused.”
1.2 Officers comments
Clarification of the fall-back position:
When determining an application, consideration must be given to whether or
not the proposed development could be carried out under the provision of
permitted development. If a development can be carried out under the
provision of permitted development and is refused, the refusal is very likely to
be overturned by the Planning Inspectorate in any appeal as the development
could be carried out without planning permission.
In this instance, a large portion of the proposed development could be carried
out under the provision of permitted development as outlined in paragraph 5.2
of the Panel report. As such, heavy weighting must be given to this matter
when determining this application. For this reason, the main assessment of this
proposed development is focused on the part of the extension which could not
be built under the provisions of Permitted Development, namely the south
western corner which measures 3 metres deep and 1.7 metres wide.
1.3 The remaining points raised by the Town Council are discussed in the Panel
Report.

(4)

Submission from Mr and Mrs Franklin
In reference to 16/02346/FUL we (number 1 Clarence Road) would like to communicate
some concerns with the planning application and subsequent report from the planning
department at Milton Keynes Council.
The planning department have failed in it's report to address the issue of Right To Light as
previously mentioned in our correspondence. 1 Clarence Road was owned by Mr & Mrs
John Franklin prior to being purchased by Mr David Franklin from his parents. David grew
up in number 1 Clarence Road and as such he as enjoyed significantly more than 20 years
light and undisturbed view from the aperture at the rear of the property. This aperture will
be plunged into shadow all year round with the imposing overbearing wall and pitched roof
of the planned extension being added, which will also seriously damage the view from the
kitchen. The light will also be reduced at number 5 in the morning, this is in the Saved
Policy D1 of Milton Keynes Local Plan 2001 - 2011 which states that "Planning permission
will be refused for development that would be harmful for any of the following reasons... An
unacceptable visual intrusion or loss of privacy, sunlight and daylight". We have included
more photos, at the end of this document, of our view below to illustrate our issue.
20161228_145133.jpg - this photo has a post on the right hand side above the basket ball
hoop. The plaque is the height of the eves and the top of the ridge isn't shown in the photo
as the post extends past the range of the photo and this shows that the planned extension
is going to cause excessive overshadowing and obtrusive view. Also please note the time
of the photo as 14:51 and the sun has only just passed the end of the property and
therefore the area this photo is taken from has been in shade up to this point.

The above quote is also relevant to the comment in the report that "The doors will create
some overlooking to the rear gardens of No's 1 & 5 Clarence Road however the gardens
are already overlooked by rear windows on the first and ground floor" is incorrect. The
ground floor windows currently are blocked from view by a fence as property is currently
lower than the proposed internal floor height, due to the natural change in ground level.
The windows that can look into number 1 belong to a disused store room that cannot be
accessed from inside of the house. Yes the garden is overlooked from the first floor
window however the residents of number 3 would have to intentionally look out of the rear
bedroom window to gain a view into our garden. Any other windows that can currently be
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looked out from without leaving the property cannot currently look into the garden of
number 1 due to the current layout of the house. The planned windows and raised area of
number 3 will result in views into number 1's garden by simply being in the dinning area or
stepping out of the back door and therefore an excessive increase in overlooking.
The area that is going to be the most overshadowed in out property is the outside dining
space that has been used in this way for well over 40 years. Not to mention the damage
that will be done to grassed areas as they will receive no light throughout the year to dry
out the soil resulting in a reduced enjoyment and function of our property.
When assessing the size of the development in relation to the footprint of the property and
remaining garden it doesn't appear that the report is reflecting the true situation, and there
is no consideration been taken into account for the existing garage, and as such the
remaining garden space will not be as significant once this footprint is removed, therefore
adding to the overdevelopment of the plot. And if this off road parking is removed due to
the development then this will increase on road parking in an area that is already
overpopulated with cars. Also as the applicants have specified that they wish for this to be
a family home and they currently have a home with a large garden and a pet dog, we find
it unusual to want to reduce the garden size so much for their use.
As per Saved Policy D2 of Milton Keynes Local Plan 2001 - 2011 "...in scale with other
buildings in the immediate vicinity in terms of their height and massing, except where a
greater scale is necessary to reflect the development’s function and importance" the
developments scale is excessive for the size of the existing, and in relation to the
neighbouring properties, is not adding to the properties function as there is an existing
kitchen and dining area (the planned use of the extension) and therefore unnecessary.
The Local Plan also says "The extension of existing buildings will only be permitted
providing the scale of the proposed extension does not detract from the character of the
original building." In this instance the planned extension does detract from the character
and aesthetic of the original property in the area as no other properties in this postcode
have had any extension, and also given the age and character of the property it would be
highly unlikely to have this style of layout, even modern additions the more in character for
the area developments would be only a side infill or a loft conversion.
In the report it mentions that one extension up to 3 meters can be built without planning
permission however this is not a singular 3 meter extension, the plans should be looked at
as a whole as this is what is going to be built. The additional 3 meters from the rear of the
property is what's causing the largest part of the dispute. Breaking the application into
parts is unfair on those who have to live with the consequences of the decision, plus if all
the applicant wanted was a 3 meter extension to satisfy his desires for this as yet
uninhabited house he would have commenced building already but this is not what they
want and as such this application needs to be addressed in it's entirety.
We would like to know where the eves height is being taken from for this extension as the
planning department are splitting up the extension up to justify the majority of the plans
and discount a large proportion of the objections raised. If this were the case of separate
plans each section would give a different height to the eves as ground is not level and the
ground should not be made up from the original to justify this change between sections. It
is also in the planning officers report that the eves of the property will be inline with the
rear window of 1 Clarence Road, however this is not possible and where we have
measured it will fall will be 25-30cm higher than the glass thus creating greater
overshadowing and imposing view than the report implies.
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The reports states that the planned extension would not be seen from Clarence Road but it
will from the side of Number 1 when entering Clarence Road from the Wolverton Road
entrance as road wraps round Number 1's boundary. The planned extension will also be
seen from Wolverton Road when looking into Clarence Road around the even numbered
properties near the entrance to Clarence Road.
The report stated that "...10 other properties in the local area have infill..." but not the
additional extension out off the rear of the property, do any of these also have the same
north west facing garden on a decline (therefore making the eves height from the natural
ground floor higher than the raised internal floor height). There are no other developments
in our postcode (MK11 1JE) and actually there is no development to our side of the road
and therefore anything further a field is incomparable as per Saved Policy D2 of Milton
Keynes Local Plan 2001 - 2011 "...in scale with other buildings in the immediate vicinity
..."
The Saved Policy D1 of Milton Keynes Local Plan 2001 - 2011 also states that planning
permission will be refused if planning is harmful for the reason of " Inadequate drainage,
which would adversely affect surface water disposal, including flood control, or overload
the existing foul drainage system" we have already communicated that the size of the
garden will be reduced and the increased roof space will increase water runoff. Is the
remaining garden sufficient enough to absorb the additional water from guttering? We
have concerns that this additional run off will not be absorbed by the ground, due to the
soil type in the area, and therefore subsequently damage our outbuildings and pre-existing
wall. There is no mention or indication of this on the plans, we also mentioned this in our
objection and it has not been addressed by the planning officers report.
"Unacceptable pollution by noise, smell, light or other emission to air, water or land" (The
Saved Policy D1 of Milton Keynes Local Plan 2001 - 2011) light and noise are also
concerns for us. The planned rear extension also includes roof lights which will be shining
up into bedrooms and the noise level will be increased significantly from an unused store
room currently inaccessible from the main part of the house to a key room in any property,
which will, if built, be placed directly outside a very young child's bedroom.
The pitch of the roof is not in-keeping with the existing aesthetic of the property as the
angle is not the same or closely similar as the current angles of the existing roof line as
recognised in the report the roof is going to have a "shallow pitch".
The rear of the property will be visible regardless of the closed in board fence due to the
decline of the ground and the size/scale of the planned extension. The downstairs, dining
room, windows in their current placement are already visible from the road at the rear of
the property, and as such an increased internal floor height and extension will be clearly
visible from Clarence & Wolverton Road and the access road behind the property.
A main concern we have is that though Martin Brown (the applicant) and his partner
Natasha Bentley have claimed that they would like this to be a family home, they are yet to
inhabit the property. Number 1 Clarence Road have also had communication with an
workman at number 3 who claimed to have worked on other properties for Mr Brown, this
has lead us to make the conclusion that the property, that was acquired at auction in
November 2015, was brought for development rather than for personal use. The property
and gardens are slowly being left to degrade further the more time that passes, there is
even a hole in an upstairs window that happened around Christmas 2015 that has yet to
be repaired. Surely if this was somewhere that the applicant plans to live they would be
making more of an effort to maintain the property.
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We were also informed at the previous committee meeting attended in December 2016
that we would be notified of a site visit occurring prior to this meeting however the planning
officer didn't actually contact us at all in relation to this, despite emailing requesting a date
and time, which we are incredibly disappointed about.
And as a final point we would like to highlight that we were notified that this application
was meant to be at this committee in November and it is only because of going through
the process to request to speak, we were informed not to attend because the planning
application had actually, despite the planning departments correspondence, been rejected
on the basis of scale and that the planning officers decision had actually been overturned
by a more senior member of staff, as such we were very surprised that the decision was
changed again in favour of the applicant. It does give a feel that the plans are perhaps
being pushed through in favour of the applicant due to his and his partners positions within
the council.
Thank you for taking the time to read this.
Regards
Gemma & David Franklin
1 Clarence Road
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Photo descriptions.
20160918_144455.jpg - the whole section of sky from left to right will be removed from
view by the wall but also any light that can currently pass through the fence will also be
blocked.

20160925 _172324.jpg - this photo is the current view from the back door of number 1
Clarence Road. this view will be blocked apart from the top right hand corner of the photo
by the wall and the roof of the planned extension of 3 Clarence Road.
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Application Number: 16/01821/FUL
Regularisation of alterations to dwelling previously approved under planning
permission reference 12/01141/FUL (Part Retrospective)
AT 6 Weldon Rise, Loughton, Milton Keynes
FOR Mr & Mrs Gerra
Target: Extension of time until 23rd January 2017
Ward: Loughton And Shenley

Parish: Loughton & Great Holm Parish
Council

Report Author/Case Officer: Paul Keen
Contact Details: 01908 253239 paul.keen@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Team Leader: Sarah Hine Development Management Manager, West Team
Contact Details: 01908 252283 sarah.hine@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Item 4
Since the publication of the Development Control Agenda and the Officer’s report for
the above application from page 46 of the agenda, the following additional
representations have been received:
Paul Watson (Agent)
A rebuttal to some of the concerns raised. The letter forms part of the late papers.
The most notable comments made relate to ecology, specifically Great Crested
Newts which were previously present on the site. The agent confirms that the
species is no longer on the site, but most importantly that this was as a result of an
agreed translocation process under licence from Natural England. Following the
translocation of the newt population the old former on-site pond was no longer
required and so was filled in as permitted by Natural England.
The agent extends the applicants offer to provide an instant hedge along the
boundary with no. 3 Leys Road. This could be conditioned if members were minded
to approve the application.
Other issues raised are covered in the Case Officer’s Panel report.
Member Panel Site Meeting
A member site visit took place on 16th January 2017 at 10.00am. It closed at
11.05am. The case officer (Paul Keen), Cllr Andrew Geary, Cllr Andy Sargent, and
Cllr Dransfield were present, as well as Mrs Gerra (applicant) and Mrs Baine (no. 3
Leys Road). No. 3 Leys Road was visited on the advice of the case officer.
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16 January 2017
Members of the Development Control Panel

Dear Councillor
6 Weldon Rise – Agenda Item 8, Development Control Panel 19 January 2017
We are writing to you as a Member of the Development Control Panel and in respect of the
above matter which is due for consideration on Thursday the 19th of January 2017.
The purpose of the application
The application seeks to regularise some variations from the previously approved scheme
which resulted during the course of construction. As you will note your officers report
recommends that planning permission is granted.
Background
The house at 6 Weldon Rise is not a speculative development pursued for profit but rather
as a ‘self-build’ project of the very nature encouraged by government planning policy. The
owners, Mr & Mrs Gerra, have lived in the Loughton area for many years and their children
attend the local school where Mrs Gerra also works. The house has been constructed by
them as their family home.
The Council most recently granted planning permission for the construction of the dwelling in
October 2012 (12/01141/FULL) and construction work began in early 2015.
As you will have viewed on your site visit the house as constructed is no larger than that
which was approved in terms of its floor area, (footprint) nor is it higher than approved when
considered from its foundations to the roof. In these respects, it is as approved.
The issues which have given rise to this application are firstly that the excavation which was
undertaken prior to construction was inadvertently insufficiently deep resulting in a building
which sits higher on the site and secondly that the footings were set slightly out of alignment
such that the house has been rotated closer to its southern boundary.
These variations were not readily apparent during the construction process. Indeed, in
September 2015 the Council’s Enforcement Officer visited the site to review the works (at
that time the build was between ground and first floor level) and confirmed in writing that all
appeared correct and wished Mr & Mrs Gerra good luck with the rest of the build.
The variations were not planned or deliberate and simply a very unfortunate result of human
error when setting out took place. The changes have not resulted in any gain or benefit to Mr
& Mrs Gerra, quite the contrary
Neighbour concerns
Mr & Mrs Gerra have taken the concerns expressed by their neighbours (most specifically at
No. 3 Leys Road) very seriously.
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Where windows are now a little closer to the boundary than previously approved, these have
been fitted with obscured glazing. With a condition requiring the retention of the obscure
glazing it is a matter of indisputable fact that overlooking from these windows would be
prevented.
Secondly the previously approved terrace area between the rear wings of the house has
been reduced in size from the approved scheme and privacy screens have been added to
this and also the terrace to the east side of the house. Again, therefore with a condition
requiring the retention of these privacy screens, it is a matter of indisputable fact, there could
be no overlooking from the terraces or the windows which sit behind them.
As shown on the attached section details, (Please see Appendix 1 to this letter), the
approved scheme allowed for a greater level of potential views over the boundary fence
toward 3 Leys Road. Anyone standing taller than 1 metre (3ft 3 inches) would have been
able to see over the top of the boundary fence.
This relationship was considered acceptable by the Council at that time due to the significant
distance between the application site and the properties to the south and the intervening
landscaping. The as built scheme with the obscure glazing and screening introduces
measures which completely remove any overlooking and result in an improvement rather
than a detrimental impact. Your officers report acknowledges this fact.
Conservation and heritage
The site lies within the Loughton Conservation Area and listed buildings stand to the south.
The impact of the variations from the approved scheme which this application seeks to
regularise have been assessed by the Council’s head of conservation.
To provide some context in this respect the south-east corner of the dwelling was approved
at a distance of 54 - 55 metres from the rear of No. 3 Leys Road. The corner as constructed
is still 52 – 53 metres from No.3. The corner is therefore around 3.6% closer to the rear of
No. 3 than the approved scheme and still well over 50 metres distant from it. This is not
therefore a close relationship. (Please see aerial photographs at Appendix 2 to this letter)
In the professional opinion of the head of conservation the variations do not have any
material impact upon the listed buildings or conservation area and he recommends that
permission is granted.
Impact upon Trees
At paragraph 5.8 the officers report discusses impact upon trees. The only tree of quality
within the vicinity of the site is an Oak. The dwelling as constructed is not materially closer to
this than approved. The tree officer does not object to the application.
Landscaping
At paragraphs 5.9 and 5.10 of the officers report the potential to plant new landscaping
along the southern boundary is discussed but it is concluded that this is unlikely to survive
and / or that it could lead to adverse impacts upon the application dwelling.
Mr & Mrs Gerra have commissioned specialist landscape contractors to assess the potential
for landscaping in this location and they have recommended the provision of instant hedge
planting just inside the boundary fence. These hedges would be slim in profile but rise 3 – 5
metres in height and so would not encroach upon the garden of No. 3 or the house. Mr &
Mrs Gerra would be pleased to provide this further landscaping by way of condition should
members of the panel feel it appropriate. An example of the instant hedge planting is shown
at Appendix 3 to this letter.
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Ecology
At paragraph 5.15 of the report reference is made to the filling of a site pond containing
Great Crested Newts. There appears to be some confusion regarding this matter which we
would like to completely clarify.
When planning, permission was first granted for the construction of the dwelling it was
subject to a legal agreement which effectively prevented implementation until such time as a
new appropriate newt habitat on land adjacent to No. 4 School Lane was provided. Planning
permission for the construction of two ponds and associated habitat at that site was granted
by the Council on 8 September 2011 (11/00787/FUL).
The ponds were constructed during 2013 / 2014 and the translocation of the newts from the
application site to the new ponds was carried out under licence from Natural England.
Following the translocation of the newt population the old former on-site pond was no longer
required and so was filled in as permitted by Natural England. Copies of relevant
permissions and licences can be provided.
In summary, all works have been properly undertaken at all times and at great expense and
to the requirements of the governing body, Natural England.
OVERALL CONCLUSION
It is extremely unfortunate that variations from the originally approved scheme have resulted
during the course of the construction process. Mr & Mrs Gerra deeply regret the fact that this
has happened and was not picked up at an early stage of the build. As we have explained,
these variations were not planned nor an attempt to gain an advantage. The result has been
disastrous for the family from both a financial perspective and also practically as they have
remained in rented accommodation with four young children. Mr & Mrs Gerra’s third child,
Tilly, is blind and so requires stable, familiar surroundings. It had been intended that the
family would move into the house many months ago, but until this matter is resolved and the
build completed the family is now looking at moving into temporary caravan accommodation
on site as it is no longer practical to pay separate rent and a mortgage on the application
site.
As your officer’s report sets out I respectfully submit that in determining this application it is
necessary to consider the differences from the approved position and also to have regard to
the mitigation proposed to address them.
In terms of the impact upon the setting of the listed properties, the dwelling is so far removed
(50 plus metres) that at this distance the variations have no material impact. The Council’s
head Conservation Officer agrees with this assessment. In terms of overlooking, even
ignoring the boundary screening and the fact that any potential overlooking is of the very
rear of a long back garden and not toward habitable windows or main amenity areas, in
reality the obscure glazing and screens that are proposed remove any overlooking. In
contrast the approved scheme would allow overlooking from the large permitted terrace and
walkway around the house.
If the house as built were to be removed and rebuilt exactly in accordance with the
previously approved plans this would cause significant financial hardship to the Applicants
and for the reasons outlined it would not result in any material benefit to any neighbouring
properties, rather the potential to overlook would be increased.
Yours faithfully
PHILLIPS PLANNING SERVICES LTD.
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Appendix 1
THE APPROVED SCHEME

Person on
approved terrace
and pathway

Person in
house as
approved

Approved
view down
over fence

Top of fence
Ground floor level

Base of fence on
application site
Boundary

THE SCHEME AS BUILT ON SITE

Person in house
and / or east
terrace as built

As built view
with screen

Person on
pathway as built

As built view

Ground floor level

Top of fence

Privacy screen
to terrace

Base of fence on
application site
Boundary
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Appendix 2

The Site

Photograph 1 – Aerial view showing 3 Leys Road and the application site beyond

Leys Road

The Site

Photograph 2 – Aerial view from Weldon Rise shoeing application site and its
relationship with Leys Road
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Appendix 3

Photograph 3 – Example of instant hedge planting
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Application Number: 16/02611/FUL
Construction of new dwelling
AT 21 Lennox Road, Bletchley, Milton Keynes
FOR Mrs Burke
Target: 02 November 2016
Extension of time: 23 January 2017
Ward: Bletchley East

Parish: Bletchley & Fenny Stratford
Town Council

Report Author/Case Officer: Paul Keen
Contact Details: 01908 253239 paul.keen@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Team Leader: Sarah Hine North West Team Manager
Contact Details: 01908 252283 sarah.hine@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Item 5
Since the publication of the Development Control Agenda and the Officer’s report for
the above application from page 63 of the agenda, the following additional
representations have been received:
Cllr Alan Webb (Bletchley East Ward)
“As Ward councillor for this area I have visited the site to discuss this current
application and the previous plan, this plan for a single storey Bungalow I fully
support as it will be predominately designed around an elder couple and or easy
access for someone disabled the model could be further remodelled if required by
tweaking the front shrub/flowerbed to form another space, but being for an older
couple or person one vehicle one space could fit in well I FULLY support this
application the applicants have been very amenable to change the layout’s to
please those who were concerned and I ask you to accept what’s in front of you.”
The comments made do not raise further issues which are not covered in the case
officers Panel report.
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Submission from Cllr Alan Webb
As Ward councillor for this area I have visited the site to discuss this current application and the
previous plan, this plan for a single storey Bungalow I fully support as it will be predominately
designed around an elder couple and or easy access for someone disabled the model could be
further remodelled if required by tweaking the front shrub/flowerbed to form another space, but
being for an older couple or person one vehicle one space could fit in well I FULLY support this
application the applicants have been very amenable to change the layout’s to please those who
were concerned and I ask you to accept what’s in front of you.
Regards
Cllr Alan Webb
Bletchley East Ward
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Submission from Mr Ethan King
(Applicant for application 16/02393/FUL)
As our case is being reviewed this Thursday, I would be grateful if the committee could also include
this comments as part of their review process.
1. Regarding the development of the property, we have also indicated in the drawings that we
intend to use protective fencing during the construction of the property to ensure no harm
will come to the tress that are located in the garden of No.94 ( currently protected under
TPO’s).

With Best Regards

Ethan King
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Application Number: 16/01734/FUL
Change of use from residential dwelling (use class C3) to house in multiple
occupancy (use class C4) with 5 lettable rooms (part-retrospective)
AT 4 Herdman Close, Greenleys, Milton Keynes
FOR Mr Reza Kazemi
Target: 17 November 2016
Ward: Wolverton

Parish: Wolverton and Greenleys Town
Council

Report Author/Case Officer: Danika Hird
Contact Details: 01908 252926 danika.hird@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Team Leader: Debbie Kirk Team Leader Core Business Unit
Contact Details: 01908 252335 Debbie.Kirk@milton-keynes.gov.uk

1.0 INTRODUCTION
(A brief explanation of what the application is about)

1.1 Late Representations
A representation was received from the Council’s Highways Engineer.
Following a review of the application documentation, the Engineer has
recommended an additional condition requiring the installation of the dropped
kerb within 3 months of the date of permission, should the application be
approved.
The following condition is recommended should the application be approved:
Within three months of the date of this permission, the alteration to the access
which includes the installation of a dropped kerb shall be completed in
accordance with the approved plans and retained thereafter.
Reason: To ensure satisfactory facilities and to prevent harm to the amenities
of the area to comply with the Parking Standards 2016, Supplementary
Planning Document.
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Application Number: 16/02785/FUL
Erection of 1 x 2 bed bungalow with associated parking and amenity space
AT Land at, Ivy Close, Newport Pagnell
FOR Mrs Trudie Mundell
Target: 28th November 2016
Ward: Newport Pagnell South

Parish: Newport Pagnell Town Council

Report Author/Case Officer: Danika Hird
Contact Details: 01908 252926 danika.hird@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Team Leader: Debbie Kirk Development Management Manager East Team
Contact Details: 01908 252335 Debbie.Kirk@milton-keynes.gov.uk

1.0 INTRODUCTION
(A brief explanation of what the application is about)

1.1 Late Representations
One additional letter of objection have been received, the main observations
are:
 As a result of the 2 parking spaces that would be allocated on the plot,
existing on the road spaces would be lost. There are no road markings
or parking permits currently in action within Ivy Close, which could lead
to the blocking of the proposed site access.
 There are existing parking issues within Ivy Close and there are no
improvements offered by the proposed development.
 Existing highways issues may impact on the proposed development
should it be allowed.
 The personal circumstances of the applicant and the potential sale of
the land
1.2 With regard to the comments above the respondent was advised during a
neighbour site visit that the Highway Authority are the body that deals with road
markings and a request should be made to the Highways Maintenance should
the respondent consider road markings would be required.
1.3 The parking spaces shown on the submitted plans are independently
accessible and are in accordance within the spacing requirements outlined in
the Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document, 2016. As such, it is
considered unreasonable to impose a condition requiring further on plot spaces
or amendments to the existing parking spaces.
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1.4 Whilst it is noted that the respondent has identified existing highways safety
issues, the location of the proposed access and dwelling are located towards
the end of Ivy Close where the turning point is located. The siting of the new
dwelling is not considered to have a harmful impact on the existing turning area
or highway safety of Ivy Close.
1.5 The personal circumstances of the applicant or the future ownership of the site
are not material planning considerations. No weight should be applied in the
consideration of this concern.
It is recommended that Planning Permission is granted subject to the
conditions at section 6 of the report.
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Application Number: 16/03308/FUL
Part two storey, part single storey rear extension and loft conversion with
front and rear rooflights and new windows installed in each elevation
following the approval of application 15/02540/FUL
AT 135 Lynmouth Crescent, Furzton, Milton Keynes
FOR Mr Mark Lopez
Target: Extension of time until 27 January 2017
Ward: Shenley Brook End

Parish: Shenley Brook End and
Tattenhoe Parish Council

Report Author/Case Officer: Joanne Spurrell
Contact Details: 01908 254346 joanne-elizabeth.spurrell@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Team Leader: Sarah Hine Development Management Manager, West Team
Contact Details: 01908 252283 sarah.hine@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Late Paper for Item 12
Since the publication of the Development Control Agenda and the Panel report for
the above application from page 182 of the agenda, the following additional
representations have been received.
Late Submission from Stephen Narborough (Arboricultural Officer)
The Arboricultural Officer comments were received on 10th January, see below. A
condition was requested regarding the replacement planting of the trees.
“The proposals will result in the loss of one tree and the likely loss of another due to
excavation of a large portion of its rooting area. This will have a negative impact on
the character and setting of the location so replacement planting is appropriate; I
request a Prunus ‘Amanogawa’ tree is planted to the frontage of the finished
development to mitigate for the loss and integrate the development into the locality.”
Officer’s Response
It is noted from the Case Officer’s site visit that the trees to the front of the
application dwelling have been removed, seemingly at some point within the last
year. The trees were not subject to a Tree Preservation Order nor were they in a
conservation area, therefore it is not reasonable or necessary to condition the
replacement of these trees as part of this application.
Third Party Representation
A third party representation was received on 17th January from no. 133 Lynmouth
Crescent. The comments raised in the representation are found below.
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“I believe the extension to the extension will be bulky and overbearing. It will
adversely affect our ability to enjoy our outdoor amenity and garden. Despite
reassurances with this latest application, I have concerns with regard to
overshadowing and privacy issues. Had this further application been added to the
original application, I don’t believe it would have been approved due to the bulk and
size of the overall proposed development upon development. This is a piecemeal
application and my concern is what will be next, if this application is approved?”
Officer’s Response
The points raised with regard to the development being bulky and overbearing are
covered in paragraph 5.4 of the Panel report. The points raised with regard to
overshadowing and privacy issues are covered in paragraphs 5.8 to 5.10 of the
Panel report. In response to comments regarding this application extending a
previously approved application, there are no limitations as to the number of
applications which can made by an applicant. Each application is assessed on an
individual basis and must be considered on its own merit.
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