AGENDA
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
When:

19:00hrs – 3 SEPTEMBER 2020

Where:
https://www.youtube.com/user/MiltonKeynesCouncil
Membership of the Committee
Councillor
Councillors

Brown (Chair)
Alexander, Bint, Exon, Lancaster, Legg, McLean, Petchey, Trendall
and Wallis and 1 vacancy from the Conservative Group

Public attendance/participation and Covid-19 advice
Given the current Government advice in relation to public gatherings, members
of the public will not be able to physically attend this meeting to observe
proceedings. A live stream of proceedings is available at the above link.
For those registering or entitled to speak, facilities will be in place to do so via
video/audio conferencing, via a pre-recorded message, or alternatively, a
written submission can be made in the usual way.
Speaking at this meeting
Please email dc-speaking-requests@Milton-keynes.gov.uk if you would like to
speak or submit a written representation about a planning application on this
agenda.
Deadline to request to speak: 12:00 noon, Friday 28 AUGUST 2020
Deadline for written submissions: 12:00 noon, Wednesday 2 SEPTEMBER 2020
Enquiries on this agenda
Please contact Peter Brown, Head of Democratic Services, on 01908 253671 or
dc-speaking-requests@milton-keynes.gov.uk.
This agenda is available at https://milton-keynes.cmis.uk.com/miltonkeynes/Committees.aspx
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Milton Keynes Council, Civic, 1 Saxon Gate East, Milton Keynes, MK9 3EJ Tel: 01908 691691

Health and Safety
There will not be facilities for members of the public to observe the meeting in
person, because of Government restrictions on public gatherings. A live stream of
the meeting will be available online at the web address provided above.
Facilities will be in place for public participation via video/audio conferencing.
Agenda
Agendas and reports for the majority of the Council’s public meetings can be
accessed at: http://milton-keynes.cmis.uk.com/milton-keynes/
Recording of Meetings
The proceedings at this meeting (which will include those making representations by
video or audio conference) will be recorded and retained for a period of six months,
for the purpose of webcasting and preparing the minutes of the meeting.
In accordance with the Openness of Local Government Bodies Regulations 2014, you
can film, photograph, record or use social media at any Council meetings that are
open to the public. If you are reporting the proceedings, please respect other
members of the public at the meeting who do not want to be filmed. You should
also not conduct the reporting so that it disrupts the good order and conduct of the
meeting. While you do not need permission, you can contact the Council’s staff in
advance of the meeting to discuss facilities for reporting the proceedings and a
contact is included on the front of the agenda, or you can liaise with staff at the
meeting. Guidance from the Department for Communities and Local Government
can be viewed at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/34
3182/140812_Openness_Guide.pdf
Comments, Complaints and Compliments
Milton Keynes Council welcomes feedback from members of the public in order to
make its services as efficient and effective as possible. We would appreciate any
suggestions regarding the usefulness of the paperwork for this meeting, or the
conduct of the meeting you have attended. Please e-mail your comments to
meetings@milton-keynes.gov.uk
If you require a response please leave contact details, ideally including an e-mail
address.
A formal complaints / compliments form is available at http://www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/complaints/
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AGENDA
Item No:
1.

Chairs Welcome and Introduction

2.

Apologies.

3.

Minutes
To approve, and the Chair to sign as correct record, the Minutes of the meeting
of the Development Control Committee held on 6 AUGUST 2020 (Item 3) (Pages
5 to 14).

4.

Declaration of Interests.
Members to declare any disclosable pecuniary interests, or personal interests
(including other pecuniary interests), they may have in the business to be
transacted, and officers to disclose any interests they may have in any contract
to be considered.

5.

Public Participation: Questions.

To consider the following item in accordance with the written Rules of Procedure
for Public Participation in the Determination of Planning Applications:
Questions
To receive questions from members of the public, in accordance with Standing
Orders, not related to planning applications.
6.

Planning Applications

To consider Planning Applications and receive representations from objectors, of
which notice has been given, and replies from applicants in accordance with the
Council’s Procedure Rules. The deadline for requests to speak in objection to a
planning application is 12.00 NOON on FRIDAY 28 AUGUST 2020. Any additional
written representations must be received by 12:00 noon on WEDNESDAY 2
SEPTEMBER 2020.
7.

Appeals update and Planning Service: Interim Improvement Plan
To comment on and note Item 7 (Pages 195 to 255)

8.

Report on implications on the update to the Town and Country Planning
(Use Classes) Order and the implications on the update to the Town and
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order
To note Item 8 (To Follow)
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INDEX OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS TO BE CONSIDERED AT THIS MEETING
Item

Application
Reference

Item 20/00133/OUTE
6a IS

Address
Tickford Fields Farm,
North Crawley Road,
Newport Pagnell

Bletchley Landfill Site,
Item 20/00678/FULM
Guernsey Road,
6b MA
Newton Leys,
Milton Keynes
Site to the West of
Item 19/02141/FUL
1, London End Lane,
6c
Bow Brickhill

Ward

Town/Parish

Report
Page

Plan Appendix
Page Page

Newport
Pagnell South

Newport
Pagnell

17

50

53

Bletchley East

Bletchley and
Fenny
Stratford

98

127

129

Danesborough
and Walton

Bow Brickhill
Parish
Council

161

185

190
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ITEM

3

Minutes of the meeting of the DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE held on
THURSDAY 6 AUGUST 2020 at 7.00 pm.
Present:

Councillor Brown (Chair)
Councillors Alexander, Baines, Bint, Exon, Lancaster, Legg, McLean,
Petchey, Trendall and Wallis

Officers:

T Darke (Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking), J
Lee (Senior Planning Officer), K Lycett (Senior Planning Officer), P
Van Geete (Tariff Programme Manager), E Gineikiene (Principal
Lawyer) and D Imbimbo (Committee Manager)

Apologies:

J Palmer (Head of Planning)

DCC18

INTRODUCTIONS AND WELCOME
The Chair welcomed members of the public and councillors to the
meeting and explained that the meeting was being held remotely and
would be broadcast live on YouTube he further explained the
procedures to be adopted.

DCC19

MINUTES
RESOLVED;
That the minutes of the meetings of the Development Control
Committee held on 18 June 2020 and 2 July 2020, and the meeting of
the Development Control Panel held on 16 July 2020 be agreed as
accurate records subject to Minute DCC17 being amended to delete
the words ‘and Lancaster voting against and Councillor Trendall
abstaining from the vote.’ At the end of the final paragraph before the
resolution.

DCC20

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS
None were made

DCC21

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Questions
Mr Endersby asked the following question;
‘I would like to ask a question regarding the development at 64
Challacombe, Furzton, MK4 1DP.
Work commenced on the property shortly after the lockdown was
announced in late March and a Building application made to build side
and rear extensions. This received a total of 8 objections to varying
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aspects of the proposed development, but building was now
underway.
It was clear in April that in size this would exceed any application made
and the first application was withdrawn and what appeared to be an
almost identical application entered which was also later withdrawn
before a decision was required.
Since then work has continued and in May the local Parish Council
held a meeting and maintained their objection and wrote to the
council highlighting how this was contrary to Milton Keynes Planning
Regulations and asking that a Hold order be made preventing further
work. For my part I had been updating the council planning
department since April 22nd with pictures showing what was
happening at 64.
The building continued and on 15th June the MK Planning Department
said that it could not be built under Permitted Development (which
the owner had said it was) and referred it to Planning Enforcement.
Planning Enforcement also said that it would not come under
Permitted Development and a Hold order would be made and
planning permission would need to be applied for.
This was on 9th July and the work now continued at an increased pace
over the weekend and the following week the scaffolding was
removed to reveal that both extensions had been joined, effectively
wrapping what had been a one-bedroom bungalow in a new
structure. This had not been on any building application. I informed
Planning Enforcement and on 16th July I was told that a hold order
was now in place.
Since then the building work continued and the roof was finished,
windows put in and the development is nearing completion. I
informed Planning Enforcement that the hold order was being
ignored, along with pictures to show this, on 23rd, 24th, 28th, and
29th July with no response as yet and with work still continuing.
The work at 64 now appears to be all but finished, built with no
planning permission even applied for let alone given, and had been
completed after a belated ‘Hold’ order had been put in place.
Obviously I feel let down by Milton Keynes Planning Department, as I
am sure do the other objectors to this, and my question is what does
the council intend to do now?’
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking, replied
that following the submission of previous applications at the site,
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which were withdrawn, Enforcement Officers had visited the site and
informed the applicant that he should cease works and submit a
planning application to seek permission for the development. The
applicants have this week submitted a new application to
retrospectively apply for permission for the works that they have
undertaken on site. The application was currently considered invalid,
as the submitted plans are different to what has been built on site. In
accordance with DM procedures, the applicants will have 28 days to
provide sufficient information in order to make the application valid.
Once the application is valid, members of the public will have the
opportunity to comment on the retrospective application and it will
be assessed by the case officer as to whether it would be acceptable.
It would be premature to comment further on whether the proposal
would be likely to gain planning permission at this stage, or what
further action might be taken if permission was refused.
As a supplementary question Mr Endersby referring to
communications, he had had with the Planning Enforcement Team,
asked what enforcement action would be taken?
The Chair told the Committee that as a retrospective planning
application had been submitted that would go through the usual
process and a decision made. The Director, Growth, Economy and
Culture, told the Committee that should planning permission be
granted as a result of the retrospective application then the
development would be deemed lawful, however, if the application
was refused a decision would then have to be made in respect of
whether it was expedient to take action and what action, if any, should
be taken.
Mr Tooley asked the following Question;
‘Referencing the Independent Review of Blakelands Planning
Application, at its meeting in July 2019, members of MKC's audit
committee were told: "Officers estimate that the independent review
will cost in the region of £20,000, and the Council will fund this from
within existing resources."
My question is: What are the cost estimates for the independent
review now?’
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking, replied
that the budget earmarked for the review was estimated in the region
of £20,000 and it would be kept within that cost. The Council would
not be paying anymore to Mr Marc Dorfman, who was carrying out
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the review, than the agreed cap on the total cost for the investigation
irrespective of how many days it took.
As a supplementary question Mr Tooley asked how the Council would
reassure itself that the review would be value for money?
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking, replied
that, as everyone was aware the review had taken considerably longer
than it had been anticipated, but there was clearly a range of work
that had been undertaken under the review and it is clear from that
that it had taken a lot longer than estimated but the cost had been
capped at £20,000.
Mrs L Sung – Clerk to Walton Community Council asked the following
question;
‘The Blakelands Residents Association and some local Councillor have
asked the government to conduct an independent inspection into the
Council's planning dept. These concerns call into question the
departments ability to make the right recommendations to the
Committee.
What is the Council doing to allay these concerns and does the Council
think it should now review some of its recent decisions, such as the
controversial granting of planning permission at the Hindhead Knoll
site?’
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking, replied
that there was an ongoing review being undertaken of the warehouse
on Yeomans Drive and it would not be appropriate to pre-empt that
independent review process. It is also not appropriate to comment on
a matter that had been formally passed to the police. They will decide
if there was a case to investigate or not. A Planning Improvement
Board has been set up and was led by the Deputy Chief Executive. It
was already proposed to report the role and activity of this board to
the September DCC meeting, alongside the committee’s regular sixmonthly performance report.
As a supplementary question Ms Sung asked that her thanks be noted
for the Chair and Vice Chair agreeing to look into the reasons for the
changes to the local plan in respect of the increased density of
dwellings on the Hindhead Knoll Site, a request had been submitted
to the Secretary of State to review the decision on the Hindhead Knoll
application and she asked what the status was in respect of issuing the
decision notice in respect of that application.
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking,
explained that in respect of the call-in process, the Secretary of State
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had a period of time within which to decide whether to call the
application in, the Council had received notification of the call in
request but no timescale had been indicated as to when a decision
would be forthcoming. The Council does not issue a decision until such
time as notice is received in respect of whether or not the application
is called in. If it is called in then the Secretary of State would make a
decision on the application, if it is not called in the Committee decision
will stand and that decision notice will be issued.
A question was read by the Committee Manager on behalf of
Councillor Hosking, who asked;
‘My question relates to the Mounts Farm application in Emberton:
DCC asked officers to provide a ‘case history’ for this application when
it was granted in April. What progress has been made in drafting this
report and when will a final version be available for members?’
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking, replied
that the Development Management Manager had left the Council and
there was a short-term capacity constraint within the team that was
being addressed with a job advert that was currently out at the
moment. An Interim Development Management Manager would be
in post in August which should address this issue and allow work on
the review to be completed.
DCC22

REPRESENTATIONS ON APPLICATIONS
Parish Councillor Tenant (Newport Pagnell Town Council) and
Councillor P Geary (Ward Councillor) spoke in objection to application
20/00835/REM, Reserved Matters relating to outline planning
permission 17/00939/OUT for 250 dwellings and associated public
open space at Bovis Homes Northern Home Counties Region.
The Applicant, Ms V Southern, exercised the right of reply.
Town Councillor A Thomas (Central Milton Keynes Town Council)
spoke in support of application 18/00160/FUL, Deed of variation to
the S106 agreement attached to application 18/00160/FUL to vary the
transfer of the affordable units at Medina House, 302-340 Silbury
Boulevard, Central Milton Keynes.

DCC23

PLANNING APPLICATIONS
20/00835/REM RESERVED MATTERS RELATING TO OUTLINE
PLANNING PERMISSION 17/00939/OUT FOR 250
DWELLINGS AND ASSOCIATED PUBLIC OPEN SPACE
AT RESERVED MATTERS RELATING TO OUTLINE
PLANNING PERMISSION 17/00939/OUT FOR 250
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DWELLINGS AND ASSOCIATED PUBLIC OPEN SPACE
FOR BOVIS HOMES NORTHERN HOME COUNTIES
REGION.
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the
application with a presentation.
The Committee heard that the recommendation
remained to grant the application subject to the
conditions as detailed in Committee report with
Condition 1 amended as detailed in the published
update report.
The Committee heard from a representative of the
Town Council and a Ward Councillor who raised the
following concerns;
• The proposals were in conflict with the
Neighbourhood Plan policy ONP4 which
required a minimum of 4 hectares of open
public land to be provided, together with a
32m deep landscape buffer area around the
entire boundary of the site, the two features
are required to be separate.
• The Proposals were in conflict with PlanMK
policies in respect of infrastructure, in
particular relating to drainage and electric
vehicle charging points.
• There were material changes from the
outline planning permission and should not
include a strategic reserve site within the
public green space.
• The proposals should include a large playing
pitch within the open public space, the plans
indicate a small pitch. The provision of the
proposed reserved area would require the
Council to agree a further application on a
neighbouring site.
• The area set aside for the pitch is on an
incline and unsuitable.
• There are concerns in respect of the design
of some of the proposed houses, in particular
those with a third storey, which will stand
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out.
The Applicant told the Committee that a written
submission, which had been published with the
Committee update papers, had been made
addressing the concerns raised by the Town Council.
The Committee heard that in respect of the playing
fields, a junior pitch, which will be graded, was to be
provided, however the reserved land was part of the
s106 relating to the Outline Planning Permission and
was not part of this application.
It was further confirmed that the reserved land
would be available to the Town Council as soon as
the site was completed.
It was also noted that the issues of drainage was
covered in the Outline Application and an
application would be submitted in due course.
In response to a question the Senior Planning Officer
confirmed that no public amenity land was
proposed to be sold as part of the dwellings to be
built.
In response to a question from Councillor McLean
The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that the s278
arrangements were part of the Outline application
and would be completed prior to the development
being commended, It was further clarified that
condition 1, as amended, sought to address the
internal roads detail and ensure they were delivered
at appropriate stages of the development,
Members of the Committee held concerns that the
wording of the condition, as amended was
ambiguous and required further amendment to be
clear.
Councillor McLean, referring to Condition 3, held a
concern that the proposed 205 unallocated parking
spaces roll out phasing was not clear, and asked that
when the Chair propose a motion for debate he
include reference to delegating the final wording of
condition 3 to the Head of Planning, in consultation
with the Chair and Vice Chairs to take account of the
phases of the development of the site.

06 AUGUST 2020

(11)

In response to a question in respect of the design
and proportions of some of the proposed dwellings,
the Senior Planning Officer confirmed that he
believed them to be policy compliant.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Exon,
proposed that the application be granted subject to
the conditions in the Committee report, with
Condition 1 amended as detailed in the published
update papers.
The Chair invited any amendment to that proposal.
Councillor McLean, seconded by Councillor Bint
proposed that the motion be amended to read,
‘That the Application be granted subject to the
Conditions in the Committee report, with the final
wording of condition 3 being delegated to the Head
of Planning, in consultation with the Chair and Vice
Chairs, to be amended to reflect the requirements
to apply the requirements of the condition in
accordance with the phases of the development of
the site.
The amendment was agreed by acclamation.
Members of the Committee recognized that the
proposals did not deliver on all the expectations of
the Town Council, however, indicated that on
balance the proposals were acceptable.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application was carried with all members voting in
favour and Councillor McLean abstaining from the
vote.
RESOLVED:
That the Application be granted subject to the
Conditions in the Committee report, with the final
wording of condition 3 being delegated to the Head
of Planning, in consultation with the Chair and Vice
Chairs, to be amended to reflect the requirements
to apply the requirements of the condition in
accordance with the phases of the development of
the site.
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18/00160/FUL

DEED OF VARIATION TO THE S106 AGREEMENT
ATTACHED TO APPLICATION 18/00160/FUL TO
VARY THE TRANSFER OF THE AFFORDABLE UNITS
AT MEDINA HOUSE, 302-340 SILBURY BOULEVARD,
CENTRAL MILTON KEYNES.
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the
application.
The Committee heard that the recommendation
remained to agree the deed of variation.
The Committee heard from a representative of the
Town Council who Stated that, whilst the Town
Council had objected to the original application, it
was in support of the application that seemed the
most sensible way forward.
Councillor Brown proposed that the Officer
recommendation to approve the Deed of Variation
to the Section 106 agreement attached to
application 18/00160/FUL, subject to any Legal
requirements. This was seconded by Councillor
Exon.
It was recognized that the proposal was not in
compliance with the Councils Policies, however the
reasons for agreeing the variation were fully
explained in the Committee report and this would
now offer an opportunity for the Council to see how
an alternative means of providing affordable
housing could work.
On being put to the vote the motion to agree the
deed of variation was carried unanimously
RESOLVED: That the Deed of Variation to the Section 106
agreement attached to application 18/00160/FUL,
subject to any Legal requirements be agreed.

DCC24

APPEALS UPDATE AND RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL QUESTION
ASKED AT DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE ON THE 7TH
MAY 2020
The Committee considered the quarterly performance report in
respect of Planning Appeals. The Director, Planning, Strategic
Transport and Placemaking, explained that the report was
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presented to the Committee, in part, to act as a learning process
to seek to identify any lessons that could be learnt from previous
decisions. The Committee heard an explanation of the outcomes
of recent decisions. Further the Members of the Committee were
encouraged to be involved in any appeal enquiries.
The Chair told the Committee that he had seen the work
conducted in defending appeals and recognised that Officers
went to great lengths to do so and supported the call for Member
involvement.
It was further noted that the report had appended a draft
procedure for the handling of Appeals. Members of the
Committee were invited to submit any comments in respect of the
procedures that were proposed prior to any formal adoption.
Councillor Bint stated that he welcomed the document and
advised that he had submitted comments to the Head of Planning
and asked that other Members of the Committee consider doing
likewise.
RESOLVED;
That the report be noted and any comments be submitted to the
Head of Planning by 14 August 2020

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 8:45 PM
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ITEM

6

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
3 SEPTEMBER 2020

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL
MAJOR APPLICATIONS
Major Applications – Major applications are those
proposing 10 dwellings or more and for all other types of
development those proposing 1000 square metres or
more of additional floor space.

MINOR APPLICATIONS
Minor Applications – Minor
residential dwellings of less
new commercial, industrial,
proposals of less than 1000
space.

applications are proposed
than 10 dwellings or other
retail office or warehouse
square metres of new floor

OTHER APPLICATIONS
Other Applications – Other applications include most
changes of use, all householder development, Listed
Buildings and Conservation Area Consent applications
and a variety of other types of generally small-scale
development proposals
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Glossary of Planning Application Suffixes
Suffix
Description
ADV
Advert Application
ADVMK
Advertisement on Council Land
AFF
Affordable Housing Agreement Amendment
CLUE
Certificate of Lawful Use (Existing)
CLUP
Certificate of Lawful Use (Proposed)
CON
Conservation Area Consent
CONINF
Major Infrastructure Application
CONMK
Conservation Area Consent Council Application
CONS
Consultations From Adjoining Authorities
DISCON
Discharge of Conditions
FUL
Full Application
FULEIS
Full Application - Environmental Impact
FULMMA
Minor Material Amendment
FULR3
Regulation 3 Application
HAZ_D
Hazardous Substance (Deemed Consent)
HAZ_EX
Hazardous Substance (Express Consent)
HNOMK
Hedgerow Notification Council Land
LBC
Listed Building Consent
MIN
Minerals Application
MINMK
Minerals and Waste Application Council
NMA
Non Material Amendments
NOTAGR
Agricultural Notification
NOTDEM
Demolition Notification
NOTECC
Ecclesiastical Exemption Notification
NOTTEL
Telecom Notification
NOTTMK
Telecoms Notification - MK Council Land
OUT
Outline
OUTEIS
Outline PP - Environmental Impact Statement
PANA1C
Prior - Retail/Sui Generis to Residential (C3)
PANAGC
Prior - Agricultural (AG) to Residential (C3)
PANAGF
Prior - Agricultural (AG) to Flexible Use (FL)
PANB1C
Prior - Office (B1) to Residential (C3)
PANOTH
Prior - Other Prior Notifications
PANSOL
Prior - Solar/Photovoltaic Panels
PANVSC
Prior - Various use (V) to School/Nursery (SCN)
PIP
Planning In Principle
REM
Reserved Matters
TCA
Tree in Conservation Area
TCAMK
Work to Trees in a CA Council Land
TPO
Tree Preservation Order
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ITEM

6(a)

Application Number: 20/00133/OUTEIS
Description Outline planning application (all matters reserved except access) for the
demolition of the existing farm buildings on site and the development of up to 930 dwellings
(including affordable dwellings), primary school, local centre, open space, sports pitches,
play areas, pavilion/wellbeing centre and other associated works.
At Tickford Fields Farm, North Crawley Road, Newport Pagnell, MK16 9HG
For Milton Keynes Council
Statutory Target: 20.04.2020
Extension of Time: Yes - 15.10.2020
Ward: Newport Pagnell South
Report Author/Case Officer:

Contact Details:

Team Manager:

Parish: Newport Pagnell
David Buckley
Senior Planning Officer

07775 110877
david.buckley@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Jon Palmer
Head of Planning
jonathan.palmer@milton-keynes.gov.uk

1.0

RECOMMENDATION

1.1

It is recommended that permission is granted subject to conditions set out in this
report and signing of the Memorandum of Understanding.

2.0

INTRODUCTION
The Site

2.1

The application site is a plot of land 45.17 hectares in area, which lies approximately
1km to the east of the centre of Newport Pagnell. The site is allocated for
development in the adopted Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan (NPNP) under
policy NP2 and comprises most of the site allocation.

2.2

The remainder of this site allocation, formerly part of the North Crawley Industrial
Estate to the south-west of the application site, is now the Tickford Mews residential
estate, a Bellway homes development of 73 dwellings approved under planning
reference 14/02799/FUL. Adjacent to this, to the southwest of the site lies a Council
owned, public waste recycling facility.
1
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2.3

The site is owned by Milton Keynes Council.

2.4

The development proposal was screened for Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) under MK planning reference 17/00340/EIASCR and this concluded that EIA
was required to assess potential impacts on ecology and the local landscape, as well
as considering impacts on noise, air quality and waste (construction waste). The
application was thereafter subject to a Scoping Opinion to agree the amount of
information required, and accompanied by an Environmental Statement.

2.5

The nearest schools are Tickford Park Primary (750m to the west) and Ousedale
Secondary (1.75 km to the west). A new 2 form entry (2FE) primary school is
proposed as part of the application.

2.6

The site is relatively flat with only minor changes in topographical levels. The northern
edge of the site lies within flood zones 2 and 3. The site is located within a Milton
Keynes Wetland Corridor follows the alignment of Chicheley Brook. There is a Milton
Keynes Road Corridor, outside the site to the north associated with the A509. Both
are a form or wildlife corridor. The closest listed buildings to the site are the Grade II
listed Tickford Abbey to the northwest of the site and Grade II listed shop buildings
on Tickford Street to the west of the site.

2.7

The site is currently accessible by road from North Crawley Road, which runs along
the southern boundary of the site. There is a separate pedestrian access to the site
from Chicheley Road on the western side of the site, with public footpaths FP10 and
FP15 running through and adjacent to the site. There are areas of archaeological
interest scattered across the site.
The Proposal
Summary

2.8

The proposal provides for a mixed, residential led development of up to 930
dwellings, including affordable housing together with ancillary commercial (local
centre), 2 form entry primary school, community and recreation development and
greenspace and ancillary access and infrastructure works.
Residential Development

2.9

The submitted Density Parameter Plan shows the residential element of the proposal
(up to 930 units) will be developed with densities varying from 40-50 adjacent to
industrial areas on North Crawley Road to the south, down to a density of 25-30
dwellings per hectare to the north and north west of the site, adjacent to the open
countryside, recreation areas and existing settlements. An average density of circa
37.5 dwellings per hectare will be achieved, based on 930 dwellings on the net
developable area of 24.74 hectares (submitted Land Use Budget Schedule). The
housing mix and tenure has not been specified as this is an outline application, but it
is stated in the Planning Statement that 31% affordable housing would be provided
in line with Plan:MK policy.
2
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Primary School
2.10

A 2.6-hectare site has been designated on the Indicative Masterplan for a 2-form
entry primary school, expected to be for children aged to 2 to 11, adjacent to the main
spine road and the local centre. Further details of the school have not been provided
and this will be finalised with the Council and Education Authority, secured under
condition and legal obligation.
Local Centre

2.11

A 1-hectare area of the site has been identified for the development of a local centre
to accommodate a small supermarket up to 1000sqm and other small shops up to
1000sqm in total.
Landscape, Open Space, Play and Sports Facilities

2.12

The Indictive Masterplan shows that the proposal will incorporate landscape buffers
along the site boundaries, extensive tree planting across the car parks and at key
points within the public realm, and will create a natural area along the Chicheley
Brook to provide opportunities to introduce native planting, including wildflower
species. Also, pedestrian routes will be created through public realm to access the
wider countryside.

2.13

The main open space for the site is located alongside the Chicheley Brook, which is
proposed to form a linear park, in keeping with the existing linear park running
through the Ouzel Valley nearby. The location of this linear park is largely within
Flood Zones 2 and 3, with a section in Flood Zone 1 to accommodate surface water
attenuation and the sports facility area, which will occupy a 2-hectare site.

2.14

As required by the Neighbourhood Plan, a Locally Equipped Play Area (LEAP) would
be close to the local centre and school. An additional LEAP will combine with a
Neighbourhood Equipped Play Area (NEAP) in the in the east of the site, forming a
recreation cluster with the proposed sports facility.
Highways and Movement

2.15

Access is a matter for approval as part of this application. Three points of access into
the application site are proposed. Two new principal access points have been
provided from North Crawley Road, which will allow a public transport loop through
the site. A third access point is via Morello Way, which links through via the recent
Bellway development, which will include traffic calming measures.

2.16

As required by the Neighbourhood Plan a series of Redways are proposed
throughout the site to provide access to the school, local centre and the
sports/recreation facilities. These connect to the main spine road, along the North
Crawley Road site frontage and also through the existing residential road of
Chicheley Way. The scheme will secure offsite Redway provision that will connect to
the existing network within Newport Pagnell town centre, Ousedale School, and
Willen Road sports ground.
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Flood Risk and Drainage
2.17

Most of the site and all of the residential development will lie within Flood Zone 1,
with a smaller section of Flood Zone 2 and 3 adjacent to Chicheley Brook. The site
has been submitted with a Flood Risk Assessment which was revised based on
consultation with MKC and the Environment Agency.
Reason for referral to committee

2.18

The application has been referred to committee due its scale.
Scope of debate/decision

2.19

This application is for outline planning permission and access; therefore, the principle
of development and the access are for consideration. Layout, scale, appearance and
landscaping are reserved matters, to be submitted for later approval if outline
permission is granted.

3.0

RELEVANT POLICIES
National Policy

3.1

National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) (NPPF)
Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development
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
In addition, the Planning Practice Guidance is also a material consideration
The Development Plan

3.2

Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan (2016) (NPNP)
NP1: Preferred Sites for Housing Development
NP2: Tickford Fields Development Site Specific Policies
NP5: Affordable housing and tenure
NP6: Cycle and Pedestrian Routes

3.3

Plan:MK (March 2019)
Policy DS1 - Settlement Hierarchy
Policy DS2 - Housing Strategy
Policy ER14 - New Local Centres
Policy HN1 - Housing Mix and Density
Policy HN2 - Affordable Housing
Policy HN4 - Amenity, Accessibility and Adaptability of Homes
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Policy CT1 - Sustainable Transport Network
Policy CT2 - Movement and Access
Policy CT3 - Walking and Cycling
Policy CT6 - Low Emission Vehicles
Policy CT8 - Grid Road Network
Policy CT10 - Parking Provision
Policy EH1 - Provision of New Schools – Planning Considerations
Policy EH2 - Provision of New Schools – Site Size and Location
Policy EH5 - Health Facilities
Policy EH6 - Delivery of Health Facilities in New Development
Policy INF1 - Delivering Infrastructure
Policy FR1 - Managing Flood Risk
Policy FR2 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) and Integrated Flood Risk
Assessment
Policy NE1 - Protection of Sites
Policy NE2 - Protected Species and Priority Species and Habitats
Policy NE3 - Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement
Policy NE4 - Green Infrastructure
Policy NE5 - Conserving and Enhancing Landscape Character
Policy HE1 - Heritage and Development
Policy L4 - Public Open Space Provision in New Estates
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 CC1 - Public Art
Policy CC2 - Location of Community Facilities
Policy CC4 - New Community Facilities
Policy SC1 - Sustainable Construction
3.4

Supplementary Planning Documents/Guidance
Parking Standards SPD (January 2016)
New Residential Development Design Guide (April 2012)
Affordable Housing SPD (January 2020)
Sustainable Construction Guide SPD (April 2007)
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.
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4.0

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1

Application Site
17/00340/EIASCR - Screening opinion request for approximately 1,100 homes, a
two-form entry primary school and 1-hectare local centre, along with associated open
space, sustainable urban drainage, landscaping and highways.
Decision: EIA Required
Date: 04/05/2017

4.2

Adjacent Site
14/02799/FUL - Redevelopment of site to provide 73 dwelling units with associated
car parking and new access from North Crawley Road
Application Permitted: 25/08/2016

5.0

CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS

5.1

Publicity and Consultation Undertaken:
Site notices were displayed in the vicinity of the site
Newspaper advertisement was undertaken
673 neighbour letters were sent

5.2

Newport Pagnell Town Council
The Committee acknowledges that the Town Council’s Neighbourhood Plan
Implementation Group had held numerous meetings with the applicants and their
agents over the past three and a half years, and therefore had no further comments
to add.

5.3

Moulsoe Parish Council (adjacent parish)
No response received

5.4

Chicheley Parish Council (adjacent parish)
No response received

5.5

Lathbury Parish Council (adjacent parish)
Flooding
Concerns over flood risk at north/north west of the site, notes that Sherington Road
floods significantly and flood areas have significantly increased in recent years.
Concerns as to whether all surface run-off water from the new development would
be directed to the Chicheley Brook, flowing into the River Great Ouse and the
adjoining disused gravel pit lakes (which at places are only metres from the roadside
verge). Also note Anglian water concerns on this issue.
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Traffic
Concerns raised over increased level of traffic caused by the development from the
B526 towards the A509 and A422 and thereon to Junction 14.
Raises questions as to whether the subject scheme and MK East should come
forward with a joint highways infrastructure plan i.e. provision of a new junction on
the A509 at the point the Crawley Road crosses the A509 (similar to the proposed
Eastern Expansion Junction for the new road to Junction 14).
5.6

Cllr Alexander - Newport Pagnell South (DCC Member)
No comments received

5.7

Cllr McCall - Newport Pagnell South
No comments received

5.8

Cllr Carr - Newport Pagnell South
No comments received

5.9

MKC Highways Development Control
Initial comments (28 February 2020)
Concerns raised in relation to traffic impacts, pedestrian and cycle access.
Comments following re-consultation (6th August 2020)
Proposal is acceptable subject to planning conditions and legal agreement.

5.10

MKC Urban Design
No objection, subject to condition requiring the submission and approval of a sitewide design code prior to the submission of individual reserved matters applications.
Other comments/recommendations for detailed design/reserved matters stage:
•
The school site, as currently configured, cuts through a key north-south open
space, which has the potential to link the local centre and school with the linear park
and sports field. The school site would be better configured with the school outside
space located to the east of the proposed school building. This would have the
benefit of retaining the whole of the linear landscape feature in the public realm;
providing a north-south green open space link incorporating pedestrian/cycle routes,
connecting the site’s key community facilities; and providing higher density housing
close to the local centre.
•
The attenuation basin to the north of the school is too large. It is likely to result
in an over-engineered feature, rather than something more naturalistic. A better
solution would be to have two smaller linked basins, either side of the spine street.
•
The small area of residential development in the north-west corner is poorly
related to the rest of the development, and would result in an isolated group of
housing accessed by a road over the floodplain with no development frontages. This
area would be better used to accommodate flood attenuation.
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5.11

MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority)
Initial comments (18th February 2020)
An initial objection was raised by the MKC Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) based
on insufficient water drainage strategy.
Comments following re-consultation (30th July 2020)
Revised documentation was submitted comprising Flood Risk Assessment and
Hydraulic Modelling Report, prepared by Hydrock Consultants Limited, reference
15552-HYD-XX-XX-RP-FR-0001, issue P2, dated 16 July 2020 and SuDS
Management & Maintenance Plan, prepared by Hydrock Consultants Limited,
reference TKF-HYD-XX-XX-RP-C-5000, revision P01. Based on these and subject
to conditions, the Lead Local Flood Authority has no objection in principle to the
proposed development.

5.12

MKC Landscape Architect
No objection to the proposal subject to conditions on the following areas:
Design Code; Landscape scheme; Levels; Boundary Treatment; Tree Protection

5.13

MKC Conservation
No objection to the proposal, draws attention to non-designated heritage interest of
one of the farm buildings on site.

5.14

MKC Landscape Services Trees
No objection subject to conditions concerning tree protection, replacement planting,
method statement, etc.

5.15

MKC Archaeology
Areas of significant medieval settlement activity, including some structural remains,
in the north and west of the site, requires further mitigation, by preservation in situ
(where feasible) and by a targeted programme of archaeological excavation, postexcavation assessment & analysis and publication. A broad approach to an
acceptable scheme for mitigation has been discussed with the applicant’s
archaeological consultants and should be detailed in a written scheme of
investigation secured with an appropriate condition.

5.16

MKC Development Plans
In this instance, it is considered that that the principle of development is in
accordance with Plan:MK and the Neighbourhood Plan, but for a recommendation of
approval to be made, consideration will need to be given to the detailed policies
outlined in both Plan:MK and the neighbourhood plan and to the points outlined in
this response.
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5.17

MKC Countryside Officer (Great Crested Newt Officer)
There is a reasonable likelihood of great crested newts being present and therefore
affected by the proposed development.
The following options are available:
1. An EPS site-based mitigation licence should be applied for in respect of GCN; or
2. The District Licence scheme (administered by the NatureSpace Partnership)
should be applied for. Under MKC’s district licence, development works that may
cause impacts upon GCN can be authorised as part of the planning process.

5.18

MKC Countryside Officer (Ecology)
Original comment (4th March 2020)
Raised concerns in relation to impact of the proposal on protected species and
biodiversity impact/uplift
Revised comment (14th July 2020)
The proposal is acceptable subject to conditions.

5.19

MKC Environmental Health- Contaminated Land/ Noise/ Air Quality
No objection subject to relevant conditions

5.20

MKC Footpath/Rights of Way Officer
No objection to the proposal, comments made in relation to:
1. Potential diversion of Newport Pagnell Footpath 10, so
2. Existing footpath infrastructure on the ground. The removal of the gates and stile
would create a more open and accessible footpath which is advised.
3. The bridge on Newport Pagnell Footpath 15 is assessed and likely replaced with
a structure more appropriate for scale of the development proposed and
anticipated usage.
4. Clarification is required regarding the redway proposed at Newport Pagnell
Footpath 15. It is recommended that the footpath is retained as a natural surface
and the redway is provided parallel to it with a buffer strip in between. A minimum
width of 1.5 metres is required for the footpath

5.21

MKC Housing Strategy
No objection to the proposal, subject to a condition to ensure that an acceptable
housing mix is provided.

5.22

MKC Economic Development
No comment received.
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5.23

MKC Waste Disposal
No objection, subject to financial contribution.

5.24

MKC Travel Planner
No objection subject to suitable condition to secure travel plan.

5.25

Health Safety Executive
No comment received

5.26

Central Bedfordshire Council
Response notes that the site is close to the Milton Keynes East site allocation and
notes that the application documents do not consider the cumulative impact of the
proposal development with the allocation.
Officer note: a response to these comments was provided by MKC Planning and
Highways Officers and no further comment has been received from CBC.

5.27

Northamptonshire County Council
No response received

5.28

Bedford Borough Council
No response received

5.29

Anglian Water
No objection subject to conditions related to foul water drainage works and
requirement to liaise with Anglian Water at appropriate stage.

5.30

Ramblers
No formal objection but drew attention to possible short diversion of footpath 10 and
a redway by the route of footpath 15. A redway would change the usage and
character of a footpath and may not be a suitable option.

5.31

Beds, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust
No response received.

5.32

Anglian Water
No objection subject to appropriate conditions and informatives.
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5.33

Bedford Internal Drainage Board
The scheme is outside the boards area of interest, therefore no comments.

5.34

British Pipeline Agency
BPA Pipelines - Not Affected.

5.35

Buckingham and River Ouzel Internal Drainage Board
No response received

5.36

Canal and River Trust
No requirement to consult/no comment

5.37

Crime Prevention Design Advisor
No objection, requests condition to build schools, local centre, dwellings, play areas,
public centres to the appropriate Secured by design standard. Further design guides
and best practice, utilising the principles of CPTED (crime prevention through
environmental design), can be found on the Secured By Design website.
https://www.securedbydesign.com/guidance/design-guides

5.38

Environment Agency (13/02/2020)
Initial Response
In the absence of an acceptable Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) we object to this
application and recommend that planning permission is refused.
Updated Response
To be provided as part of a later update paper

5.39

Highways England
No response received

5.40

Natural England
No objection- based on the plans, the development would not have significant
adverse impacts on designated site.

5.41

RSPB
No response received

5.42

Cranfield Airport
No response received
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5.43

Historic England
No objection/comment on the application

5.44

Third Party Representations and Petition
Comments have been received from 16 addresses/neighbours and a petition signed
by 85 people, which relates specifically to the Morello Way access.
The material planning considerations raised are summarised below and will be
addressed in the relevant section of the report:
Traffic and Parking
• Morello Way Access- the proposed development would have a significant number
of cars and household and as the only access with a roundabout and first access
point will become a priority access and a rat run. Residents are not convinced by
proposed traffic calming measures mentioned by local Councillors.
• Tickford Mews loss of access- Tickford Mews consist of just over 70 dwellings
and the only area of soft landscape will be lost through creation of the new access.
This area is used by adults and children for recreation and provides visual
amenity, location for wildlife, etc.
• Traffic Generation & Road Access - North Crawley Road, additional harmful
impact
• School Safety/Parking - Lack of safety planning for crossing North Crawley Road
to reach new school.
• Recycling Centre – traffic backs up leading to limited to Morello Way and the
development will exacerbate this.
• Newport Pagnell Town Centre – extra provision is required to satisfy extra
demand this will place on parking spaces.
Other Considerations
• Drainage/Flooding
• Overlooking/light pollution
• Wildlife
• Overdevelopment
• Public Rights of Way
• Visual Impacts

6.0

MAIN ISSUES
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

Principle of Development
Access and Highway Matters
Impact on Character of The Area /Design and Layout
Heritage and Archaeology
Residential Amenity
Housing Mix/Affordable Housing
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g)
h)
i)
j)
k)
7.0

Landscape and Trees/Footpaths
Ecology/Biodiversity
Drainage and Flood Risk
Legal Agreement/Planning Obligations
Other Matters

CONSIDERATIONS
a) Principle of Development

7.1

Plan:MK, which is more recent than the Neighbourhood Plan identifies the site as
being capable of delivering 930 dwellings in Appendix A ‘Housing Sites’ of policy
DS2.

7.2

The principle of development is established through the Newport Pagnell
Neighbourhood Plan Policy NP1 ‘Preferred Sites for Housing Development’, which
allocates inter alia, sites b) Tickford Fields Farm Strategic Reserve Site and c)
Tickford Fields Farm East Site, which together comprise the application site. These
are identified as one development site covered under the site allocation policy NP2
‘Tickford Fields Development Site Specific Policy’. This allocation also includes the
North Crawley Road Industrial Estate (site a in policy NP1), which has already been
developed for housing under planning reference 14/02799/FUL. Policy NP2 identifies
required development principles under paragraphs a) to p) of the policy, which
includes the non-residential uses proposed as well.

7.3

The final quantum and mix of development are secured by planning condition to be
delivered at reserved matters stage. A condition is also included for inclusion of a
design code. However, the submitted outline application is considered to meet or be
capable of meeting the requirements of the site-specific policy. Therefore, subject to
other planning considerations to be addressed in the remainder of the report, the
proposal is acceptable in principle.

7.4

The key principles and requirements of the site allocation policy are amplified in the
Development Brief attached to the Neighbourhood Plan as Appendix 2. Key elements
of the policy and Development Brief will be highlighted as appropriate within the body
of this report.
b) Access and Highways Matters

7.5

Plan: MK Policies CT1 and CT2 require the decision maker to have regard to any
additional traffic generation a development may cause and the resulting impact on
the surrounding road network/parking provision/access.

7.6

The Neighbourhood Plan site allocation policy NP2 has several access and highways
requirements as follows:
d) requires a Transport Assessment to assess and mitigate cumulative traffic
measures;
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e) requires vehicular access to be taken solely from North Crawley Road through
minimum of two junctions, one of which shall be through the North Crawley Road
Industrial Land (now the Bellway Homes development Morello Way)
f) requires the main distributor road to accommodate a bus route, shelters and
proximity to housing with a financial contribution to secure a satisfactory service for
a minimum of 5 years.
g) requires Redways along North Crawley Road, through the development to link
the school, play areas, Chicheley Street, Keynes Close and Tickford Street as a
minimum.
7.7

Plan:MK policy CT3 Walking and Cycling and Neighbourhood Plan Policy NP6 Cycle
and Pedestrian Routes state that major developments will be planned with integrated
cycle and pedestrian routes, which where possible should integrate with and expand
existing networks and forge new routes into the town centre. The proposal complies
with the identified policies, which will be addressed in detail below.
Vehicle Access Arrangements
Main Access Points

7.8

Access is a detailed matter and so will be assessed as part of the planning
application. The proposal includes three vehicle access points into the application
site, with the two principal access points from North Crawley Road. Junction 1 is a
simple junction with North Crawley Road and Junction 2, the primary access to the
site, is a signalised (traffic lights) T junction with North Crawley Road. This will allow
a public transport loop through the site.

7.9

The applicant has provided justification for the traffic signals at the primary access
that it would not be possible to provide a roundabout junction with sufficient scale
and capacity within land controlled by either the applicant or the highways authority.
This design solution is supported by MKC Highways and is technically acceptable
and has the advantage of offering priority to pedestrians, unlike a roundabout. The
case officer has no reason to disagree with this advice. Both junctions will require a
road safety assessment which will be undertaken as part of the s.278 Highways
Agreement.
Tertiary Access at Morello Way

7.10

A third access point is via Morello Way, which links through the recent Bellway
development. Several neighbour objections and a petition signed by over 80 people
have been made in relation to this access, primarily over concerns that it would
become a rat run (summary of comments provided in section 5.24 above).

7.11

This access will include traffic calming measures. Fig. 26 and paragraph 6.61 of the
Transport Assessment explain in greater detail a range of measures that can be
applied to the design of this area to prevent it being used as a rat-run. A condition
has been included to ensure that design measures are provided to encourage only
local traffic for the area immediately adjacent to the access use this point. MKC
Highways Officers have advised that they would expect to see a robust set of
measures provided via the approval of this condition to ensure that the impact on
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existing occupiers are mitigated as far as possible. Therefore, while the level of traffic
would increase and the impact on existing residents are acknowledged, the access
would not result in an unacceptably harmful impact.
7.12

In addition, the Morello Way access is based on the Development Brief attached to
the Neighbourhood Plan which requires an access at this point. This is slightly
complicated by the fact that the Site Allocation and Development Brief had envisaged
the application site and the Bellway development, which includes Tickford Mews and
Morello Way, being delivered as a single scheme. The inclusion of this access is
consequently based on the Neighbourhood Plan requirement and to increase
permeability for future residents into Newport Pagnell. Therefore, it is considered that
subject to the condition for traffic calming measures within the site the scheme is
acceptable in this regard.

7.13

The objections also included concerns over the loss of existing trees where this
access would be located. However, based on the Neighbourhood Plan policy
requirement and the lack of protected status for these trees, this would not result in
unacceptable harm. A further objection was raised by the Management Company of
the Tickford Mews site that the proposal does not have land rights to access from
this point. Land ownership is not a material planning consideration and is outside the
scope of this assessment, furthermore Officers do not believe there is clear evidence
to support the objection.

7.14

MKC Highways Officers have also advised that there is an awareness of traffic
queuing on North Crawley Road to access the Household Waste site and that
queuing does extend back over Renny Park roundabout in the busiest times.
However, this would not have a detrimental effect on the signalised Primary access
junction into the application site. The case officer has no reason to disagree with this
advice.
Redway and Pedestrian Access Summary

7.15

The Access & Movement Parameter plan shows five points of cycle access into the
development area, 3 from North Crawley Road, 1 from Chicheley Street and another
from Keynes Close. With regard pedestrian access, the same plan shows 5 points
of pedestrian access, as well as the availability of pedestrian access along the joint
use redways. With sufficient permeability into the site capable of being provided, the
proposal is considered to accord with Policy CT3 of Plan: MK.
Chicheley Street Public Right of Way

7.16

The access to the site from Chicheley Street links to an existing public right of way
(FP15) which will be developed as a joint pedestrian/cycling route onwards from the
eastern extent of Chicheley Street. Although Chicheley Street is acceptable as a
cycling route it cannot be improved to allow segregated cycling due to its width and
the level of on-street car parking. Redway access is also proposed via an existing
leisure route which then becomes public highway at its interface with Keynes Close.
A neighbour objection was made that there would be excessive use of this access,
but no concerns were raised by MKC Highways Officers who consider this
arrangement acceptable. The Council’s Rights of Way Officers and Ramblers
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Association have raised concerns over whether the redway would be a shared
surface with the footpath through the site and that this may need a separate
permission external to planning. This is an issue that relates to detailed internal layout
and would be established at the reserved matters stage.
7.17

Detailed junction layout plans show the redway along North Crawley Road that will
be built as part of the proposed development. Detailed plans/access arrangements
have not been provided for the redway as it passes the existing household waste
site. MKC Highway officers have inspected North Crawley Road and have confirmed
that the northern verge of North Crawley Road can accommodate a 3-metre-wide
redway and verge in front of the recycling centre, which will be secured via s.278
highways agreement. The redway annotated on the Access and Movement
Parameter plan (dwg. 5078-PL05 Rev. B) will be built as part of the proposed
development.
Offsite Redway Works

7.18

Plan 1(Offsite Redway Routes) is submitted as part of the planning application.
Redway works will be undertaken on a phased basis with the redways on North
Crawley Road and Tickford Street being completed prior to any occupation of
dwellings. These improvements will be secured via a s.278 highways agreement,
with a phasing plan and details to be secured via planning condition. l agreement
and condition.
Traffic and Junctions

7.19

Junction J4 (B526/North Crawley Road) was assessed and found to operate
overcapacity. Based on lack of space for a roundabout, traffic signal controls have
been proposed to mitigate the impact on this junction. MKC Highway Officers have
noted that some properties on the west of Tickford Street would access the highways
within the operational area of the signal-controlled junction. However, this is
considered acceptable by MKC Highways Officers and will be dealt with as part of a
Road Safety Audit under the s.278 Highways Technical Assessment.

7.20

Junction J5 St Johns Street/High Street is a mini roundabout which does have
capacity issues and the development will negatively impact this junction. However,
mitigation would result in other negative impacts on existing footways due to limited
space at this junction. Therefore, while acknowledging the impact from the
development, MKC Highways Officers do not support undertaking an improvement
scheme in this location and consider that the impacts of the development would not
be unacceptably harmful.

7.21

Junction J7 Tickford Roundabout will operate over capacity by 2031 and the
application has proposed part signalisation of this junction. While there would still be
large queues on the A422, the works would sufficiently mitigate impact of the
development to an acceptable degree, in accordance with policy CT2 of Plan:MK
which request develop proposal to mitigate impacts on highways networks. Other
junctions are considered to operate within capacity and so further comment on these
within the MKC Highway Officer’s consultation response was not included in this
report.
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Cumulative Impact with Milton Keynes East
7.22

A query was raised by Central Bedfordshire Council as to whether the traffic impacts
should be addressed cumulatively with that of Milton Keynes East. MKC Highways
Officers have responded that this would not be necessary as the current timeframes
show the proposed application will be in advance of Milton Keynes East and so this
would not be necessary. A response was sent to Central Bedfordshire Council to
indicate this and no further correspondence has been received.
Vehicle Parking

7.23

As an outline application, onsite parking is not considered as part of this scheme and
this will be required as part of reserved matters as a layout consideration. A financial
contribution has been provided for parking in Newport Pagnell town centre to mitigate
impacts of the development, in agreement with Newport Pagnell Town Council.
Electric vehicle charging will be secured via a planning condition.
Highways Conclusion

7.24

In summary, MKC Highways Officers have no objection in principle to the proposals
within the current planning application subject to the imposition of planning conditions
and works secured via s.278 highways agreement. The case officer agrees, and the
scheme is considered to meet the relevant Plan:MK policies CT1, CT2, CT3, CT6
and the Neighbourhood Plan and is considered acceptable.
c) Impact on Character of The Area /Design and Layout

7.25

Plan:MK policies D1, D2, D3, D5, and HN1, in conjunction with the Residential
Design Guide, seek high quality design and appropriate density that relates well to
the surrounding area, with a high level of residential amenity and design out
opportunities for crime. In addition, section 12 of the NPPF, and paragraph 127,
provides guidance in respect of design considerations for development. Policy NP2
of the Neighbourhood Plan identifies, as required design principles, that the
development shall be developed with an average density of 37.5 dwellings per
hectare within the developable area. This includes higher densities along main roads
and at focal points, with lower densities adjacent to open spaces and countryside
beyond, and that the development shall adequately screen or relocate the waste
recycling facility, under paragraphs b and n. The policy also makes references to the
Development Brief, which forms Appendix 2 of the Neighbourhood Plan.

7.26

The Development Brief linked to the Neighbourhood Plan includes a number of
character, design and layout requirements in relation to landmarks and frontages.
The Brief also includes requirements in relation to community facilities, landscaping,
public open space, nature conservation, which are all included in the indicative
masterplan. It specifies that the main access points should form gateways on North
Crawley Road and suggest a green edge as the site moves towards open countryside
in the east.
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7.27

The Brief requires development to be undertaken in a cohesive and comprehensive
manner, also that building should be of two to three storeys in height with high quality
design and materials, with a density of 35 dwellings per hectare, while the
development exceeds this slightly at 37.5 dwellings per hectare, this is considered
acceptable on balance as it would allow a higher level of housing delivery for only a
slightly higher level of density.

7.28

The Indicative Masterplan takes accounts of all of these requirements and the details
will be secured through a Design Code which will be conditioned as part of this outline
to inform the final appearance of the development.

7.29

The Council’s Urban Design Officer has commented that the proposal is acceptable
subject to a site-wide design code to be submitted and approved prior to the
submission of individual reserved matter applications which will be secured via
condition. The Urban Design Officer also provided more detailed comments on
design which are recorded in the consultation section of the report.

7.30

As an outline application, detailed layout issues do not form part of the assessment,
but these comments will need to be addressed at the Design Code and reserved
matters stage to ensure an acceptable detailed layout. However, subject to these
considerations the scheme is acceptable in accordance with Plan:MK policy D1 and
Neighbourhood Plan policy NP2.
d) Heritage and Archaeology

7.31

Plan:MK Policy HE1 addresses heritage, while Neighbourhood Plan policy NP2
requires applications to be accompanied by an Archaeological Assessment to
demonstrate that the development is acceptable or to provide appropriate mitigation
measures.

7.32

The site has been subject to a desk-based heritage assessment, a subsequent
geophysical investigation and archaeological evaluation. The archaeological trial
trench evaluation detailed in the submitted report has identified defined areas of
significant medieval settlement activity, including some structural remains, in the
north and west of the site. The heavily truncated probable remains of a post-medieval
tomb were also located in the south-west of the site.

7.33

MKC’s Archaeologist has advised that the archaeological remains in the above
defined areas are of sufficient significance to require further mitigation, by
preservation in situ (where feasible) and by a targeted programme of archaeological
excavation, post-excavation assessment & analysis and publication. A broad
approach to an acceptable scheme for mitigation has been discussed with the
applicant’s archaeological consultants and should be detailed in a written scheme of
investigation. This has been secured through a planning condition.

7.34

The site is not within a conservation area and does not contain listed buildings. There
is a stone-built storage shed within the farm located on the site. The Council’s
Conservation Officer has advised that this meets the definition of a non-designated
heritage asset as set out in Annex 2 of the NPPF and that the removal of the building
will result in harm being caused. Based on the Indicative Masterplan and
18
(34)

development description it does not appear that this building will be retained,
although this would be confirmed through a reserved matters application. However,
based on the designations and the site allocation it is not considered that the loss of
this building would result in unacceptable harm in planning terms, based on the
limited heritage value of this asset and the significant benefits of the proposal which
are supported by the site allocation policy NP2 in the Neighbourhood Plan and the
benefits that would result from the housing and other aspects of the scheme. On this
basis, the benefits of the scheme clearly outweigh the harm, taking in to account the
value of the assets and the scheme is in accordance with Plan:MK policy HE1 F.
e) Residential Amenity
7.35

Plan:MK policy D5 details that planning permission will be refused for development
where it would adversely affect residential amenity of neighbouring properties. In
addition, the New Residential Development Design Guide SPD (2012) provides
guidance on achieving acceptable levels of amenities for future occupiers. Further,
the National Planning Policy Framework details that planning decisions should seek
to secure a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land
and buildings.
Neighbouring Occupiers

7.36

Concerns have been raised by neighbours in the form of representations and a
petition. These mainly related to highways and related impacts, which have been
addressed in that section of the report.

7.37

In terms of issues of outlook, privacy, etc, the Indicative Masterplan shows the
housing is set away from boundaries with existing residential occupiers. This will be
subject to more detail at Design Code, which is secured by condition, and will be
considered at the reserved matters stage. However, in principle the scheme can
provide an acceptable impact for neighbouring occupiers in this regard. There is
nothing to suggest that this cannot be achieved.
Future Occupier Amenity

7.38

As with the neighbouring occupier impacts, the details of layout, etc, will be
determined at reserved matters stage. However, it would be possible to achieve a
layout that can be designed to ensure an acceptable impact in relation to light,
privacy, etc, and also to meeting national space standards which is a requirement of
Plan:MK policy HN4 ‘Amenity, Accessibility And Adaptability Of Homes’.

7.39

A significant concern for future occupiers is in relation to noise, both from the
recycling plant to the south-west of the site and also the A509 Road which runs along
the south-eastern corner and eastern boundary of the site. Mitigation measures have
been proposed, which comprise glazing and ventilation strategy and a 4m high
acoustic barrier along part of the southern, south-west and eastern boundary, which
will mitigate these impacts satisfactorily. subject to a condition to secure these noise
mitigation measures, MKC Environmental Health Officers have no objection to the
proposal in this regard. Regarding the proximity to the recycling centre, the Indicative
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Masterplan does not show the housing near this and no objection has been made in
this regard by MKC Environmental health officers.
f) Housing Mix and Density/Affordable Housing
7.40

Policy HN1 Housing Mix and Density requires major schemes to provide a mix of
tenure, type and size of dwellings that reflect the Council’s latest evidence of housing
need and market demand and of different housing types. The policy also expects
later proposal to provide a wider mix of tenure, type and size of dwelling and a range
of net densities commensurate with the greater potential to created mixed
communities. The policy requires densities to balance efficient use of land with the
surrounding character and context. Policy HN2 Affordable Housing requires inter alia,
that 31% of homes should be affordable and of the total number of units, 25% should
be at affordable rent levels and 6% as shared ownership.

7.41

The Neighbourhood Plan policy NP2 requires an average density of 35 dwellings per
hectares, with higher levels at focal points, and lower densities adjacent to open
spaces and countryside beyond, as set out in the Development Brief. Policy NP2
also states that the housing mix (in terms of size and tenure) should deliver a mixed
and balanced community on this large site and address housing needs specific to
Newport Pagnell and refers to policy NP5 of the Neighbourhood Plan. Plan:MK,
which is more recent than the Neighbourhood Plan requires 31% affordable housing
and this level will be secured via legal agreement Policy NP5 requires 10% of all
new affordable housing to be reserved for people with a strong local connection
which will be secured via legal agreement. NP5 also requires the affordable housing
split to be one-third shared ownership and two thirds affordable rent, which has been
provided. This does deviate from Plan:MK requirements in policy HN2, which
requires a slightly higher rate of affordable ownership and lower rate of shared
ownership. However, the affordable housing spilt is supported by MKC Housing
Officers and the Town Council and is not considered to result in harm to the wider
policy aims.

7.42

The proposal would have a net density of 37.5 dwellings per hectare which is not
significantly higher than the policy requirement and the Indicative Masterplan shows
a layout in line with the principles laid out above. The housing mix itself has been
secured under condition to be appropriate to the local context and take consideration
of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment, with details to be provided at reserved
matters stage. As a larger site it should be able to provide an appropriate mix.

7.43

Requirements in terms of affordable housing have been secured via the legal
agreement and are considered acceptable by MKC Housing Officers and Newport
Pagnell Town Council. Based on the above subject to the legal agreement
requirements on affordable housing and condition requiring appropriate housing mix,
the scheme is considered acceptable in this regard.
g) Trees, Landscaping, Open Space and Play and Sports Areas

7.44

A primary aim of the NPPF is to contribute to and enhance the natural and local
environment and requires decision makers to not only conserve but enhance
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biodiversity. Plan: MK policies D1, D2, D3, D5 and L4 seek to ensure high quality,
well designed places which include planting on streets and in public open spaces.
7.45

The Indicative Masterplan shows that the proposal will incorporate landscape buffers
along the site boundaries, extensive tree planting across the car parks and at key
points within the public realm. This will create a natural area along the Chicheley
Brook providing opportunities to introduce native planting, including wildflower
species. Also, pedestrian routes will be created through public realm to access wider
countryside.

7.46

The main open space for the site is located alongside the Chicheley Brook, which is
proposed to form a linear park, in keeping with the existing linear parks through the
town. The location of this linear park is largely within Flood Zone 2 and 3, with a
section in Flood Zone 1 to accommodate surface water and the sports facility area,
which will occupy a 2-hectare site.

7.47

As required by the Neighbourhood Plan a Locally Equipped Play Area (LEAP) would
be close to the local centre and school, with additional LEAP combined with a
Neighbourhood Equipped Play Area (NEAP) in the in the east of the site, forming a
recreation cluster with the proposed sports facility.

7.48

As an outline application, the scheme will be required to provide details in this regard
at the reserved matters stage. MKC Landscaping and Tree Officers and the Town
Council have been consulted and the scheme is considered acceptable in these
considerations subject to details of layout, landscaping etc at reserved matters stage.
h) Ecology/Biodiversity

7.49

Plan:MK polices NE1, NE2, NE3 and NE5 seek to protect and provide a net
enhancement to biodiversity through sustainable development.

7.50

Initial concerns were raised by MKC Ecology Officers both regarding net biodiversity
gain and protection of species within the site. However, an acceptable Biodiversity
Impact Assessment Matrix was submitted that showed the site could provide a net
gain in biodiversity within the site. This will be subject to detailed layout and a
condition has been included to ensure that this will be undertaken at reserved matters
stage.

7.51

Also, concerns were raised regarding lack of up to date species surveys and data on
protection of species within the site, including bats, owls and otters. Based on a
revised submission of details, it is considered by MKC Officers that the scheme can
be acceptable in relation to protected species subject to conditions for updated
surveys and mitigation measures for the construction and operational phases. While
it is recognised that a large development will have an impact on wildlife, the
requirements secured via condition are considered appropriate and acceptable in
planning terms to mitigate the impact to an acceptable degree.

7.52

It is considered that on this basis, the scheme is still acceptable in terms of ecology
and biodiversity in accordance with the NPPF and policies NE1-NE3 and NE5 of
Plan: MK.
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i) Drainage and Flood Risk
7.53

Plan:MK policies FR1 and FR2 addresses issues related to managing flood risk and
sustainable drainage systems. Policies FR1(D) of Plan:MK and NP2: (p) of the
Neighbourhood Plan state that any application shall be accompanied by a Flood Risk
Assessment, to demonstrate that the development is acceptable or to provide
appropriate mitigation measures.

7.54

The application site falls largely within Flood Zone 1, but part of the application site
is partly within Flood Zones 2 and 3- all buildings would be entirely within Flood Zone
1.

7.55

An initial objection was raised by the MKC Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) based
on insufficient water drainage strategy.

7.56

Revised documentation was submitted comprising Flood Risk Assessment and
Hydraulic Modelling Report, prepared by Hydrock Consultants Limited, reference
15552-HYD-XX-XX-RP-FR-0001, issue P2, dated 16 July 2020 and SuDS
Management & Maintenance Plan, prepared by Hydrock Consultants Limited,
reference TKF-HYD-XX-XX-RP-C-5000, revision P01. Based on these and subject
to conditions, the Lead Local Flood Authority have no objection in principle to the
proposed development.

7.57

The LLFA also commented that the applicant proposes that surface water run-off
from the development will be managed through attenuation basins and swales with
an outfall to the Chicheley Brook and associated watercourses, which will be
restricted to what Driange Offices considered to be an acceptable extent and will
provide storage for up to the 1% AEP event ( a once in 100 year flood event) plus an
appropriate allowance for climate change. Whilst not demonstrated at the outline
stage, the applicant states that the site will use infiltration techniques where testing
confirms feasibility and future phase developments must take into consideration the
use of further SuDS features such as permeable paving and swales for source
control. The report also confirms that no building or structures will be located within
the fluvial floodplain.

7.58

The Environment Agency also raised an objection initially due to concerns that the
development may include some development within the Flood Zone 3. The
Environment Agency were re-consulted on the updated documentation which
confirmed, as per the LLFA comment that none of the more vulnerable uses,
including dwelling houses, would take place within the Flood Zone 3. Formal removal
of objection is still pending from the EA, but is expected prior to September’s
Development Control Committee meeting.

7.59

The Drainage Board have raised no objections. A response from Anglian Water
stated that the scheme is acceptable subject to drainage conditions.

7.60

Objections and concerns have been raised by neighbours in relation to flooding
issues and by a neighbouring Parish Council. However, while the proximity to the
Flood Zone 3 is noted, based on the assessment above and the proposed condition,
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the scheme is concerned acceptable in accordance with Plan:MK Polices FR1 and
FR2 and neighbourhood plan requirements.
j) Legal Agreement/Planning Obligations
7.61

Plan:MK Policy INF1 Delivering Infrastructure requires that the necessary on and offsite infrastructure required to support and mitigate the impact of that development is
either already in place or that there is a reliable mechanism in place to ensure that it
is delivered. Policy CC1 requires contributions towards public art. Policy SC1
requires Sustainability and carbon offsetting to be addressed, this has been secured
through a planning condition and the proposed legal agreement details.

7.62

In this instance, the Council is the current landowner of the application site and
therefore it is unable to enter into the s.106 agreement with itself in the usual way.
However, is agreed that the Council the Landowner will sign a Memorandum of
Understanding (to be entered into by the Council under the enabling powers under
Section 111 of the Local Government Act 1972 or Section 1 Localism Act 2011) to
agree that any transfer of the land will not be completed until there is in place a
section 106 agreement containing the heads of terms set out below to ensure that
any outstanding planning obligations continue to bind the land and successive
owners and the obligations are complied with.

7.63

Contributions are sought to mitigate the impact of this development on local
infrastructure including primary education, leisure, recreation and sports, social
infrastructure and carbon neutrality. These contributions meet the tests for
obligations as outlined at paragraph 204 of the NPPF and are in accordance with CIL
Regulations 122 and 123, and are considered reasonable, acceptable and
appropriate to offset the impact from the development.

7.64

Affordable housing requirements have been set out in section f above. A highways
s.278 agreement will be secured to ensure provision of the agreed offsite redways
works and highways mitigation works.
Education
Total Early Years and Primary Pupils
Secondary pupils
Post 16 pupils

Contribution
£7,750,000
£3,503,939
£760,018

Leisure, Recreation & Sports
Offsite Playing Fields
Onsite Playing Fields
Local Play
Neighbourhood Play
Community Hall
Local Parks
District Parks
Allotments
Sports Hall
Swimming Pool
Social Infrastructure:
Crematorium/Burial Grounds

£2,000,000
£907,796
£732,375
£697,500
£215,927
£93,000
£186,000
£87,188
£108,404
£294,794

Maintenance Cost
£0
£0
£520,800
£892,800
£0
£134,850
£269,700
£0
£0
£0
Contribution

£85,188
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Museums and Archives
Health Facilities 1
Health Facilities 2
Waste Management
Waste Receptacles
Emergency Services/Thames Valley Police
Public Art - 1% (Estimated)
Town Centre Improvements

£149,079
£255,000
£1,203,845
£240,656
£93,000
£47,430
£465,000
£492,100

Public Transport:
Public Transport

Contribution
£2,000,000

Carbon Offsetting:
Carbon Neutrality
(Estimatee)

Contribution
£200/tonne of carbon where policy compliant offsetting cannot
be provided

Other Contributions
Pedestrian and Cycling

s.278 works

Total Contribution:
Per Unit:

£25,479,690 (excl of carbon offsetting)
£27.4k per house

Contribution

k) Other Considerations
7.65

The Neighbourhood Plan policy NP2 requires a local centre, health and wellbeing
facility, sports facility and a site for a primary school. These have all been shown on
the Indicative Masterplan that they can be provided on site while achieving an
acceptable density level and these requirements will also be secured through the
legal agreement in agreement with the Town Council, with further details to be
provided at reserved matters or another appropriate stage as specified in the draft
legal agreement.

8.0

CONCLUSIONS

8.1

On this basis, in accordance with the policy context, in particular Plan:MK policies
and Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan policies, the scheme is considered to
comply with policy and is considered acceptable, subject to the attached conditions
and proposed legal agreement.

9.0

CONDITIONS

1.

Reserved Matters
Approval of the details of the appearance, landscaping, layout and scale (hereinafter
called ''the reserved matters'') shall be obtained in writing from the Local Planning
Authority before any development is commenced on the relevant phase or part
hereby approved.
Reason: This is outline permission only and these matters have been reserved for
the subsequent approval, (in three relevant phases) of the Local Planning Authority.
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2.

Time
Application/s for approval of all the reserved matters shall be made to the Local
Planning Authority before the expiration of five years from the date of this permission.
The development hereby permitted shall be begun no later than the latest of the
following dates:i.

The expiration of three years from the date of this permission; or

ii.

The expiration of two years from the date of the approval of the last of the
reserved matters to be approved

Reason: To prevent the accumulation of planning permissions; to enable the Local
Planning Authority to review the suitability of the development in the light of altered
circumstances; and to comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990.
3.

Number of Dwellings
The development hereby permitted shall not exceed 930 dwellings (Use Class C3).
The use classes are those set out in the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes)
Order 2010 or in any provision equivalent to that Class in any statutory instrument
revoking or re-enacting that order with or without modification.
Reason: To ensure development conforms to the outline planning permission and
what has been assessed as part of this permission.

4.

Overall Phasing
Prior to the commencement of development of any phase or part of the development,
a phasing plan for the whole site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. For the avoidance of doubt the phasing plan shall include
the timing and delivery of:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Housing
NHS/wellness centre
Local centre
All roads, footways and Redway
Recreational and Play Facilities/Areas
Open Space
School

The development shall take place in accordance with the approved phasing plan.
Reason: In order to clarify the terms of this planning permission and ensure that the
development proceeds in a planned and phased manner, in accordance with
Plan:MK policies DS2 and SD1 and Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan policy
NP2.
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5.

School Phasing
At a date no later than six months from the date of this permission, a phasing plan
for delivery of the school site within the application boundary, shall be submitted in
writing for approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the
Local Education Authority and delivered in accordance with the approved details
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority in accordance with
the Local Education Authority.
Reason: To ensure that the school on site can be delivered within an acceptable
phasing plan, in accordance with Plan:MK policies SD1, EH1 and EH2 and Newport
Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan policy NP2.

6.

Affordable Housing
Any housing reserved matters application shall include details of the location and
type of affordable housing pursuant to the development parcel for which approval is
sought. Each phase or part of the development should be carried out in accordance
with the approved details.
Reason: In order to ensure that the development and location of the affordable
housing is appropriate

7.

Housing Mix
Any relevant reserved matters application containing residential units shall include
details of:
a. development density, and
b. the mix of type and size of market dwellings to be provided in that phase, informed
by the Council's most up to date Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
evidence and Policy HN1 of Plan:MK
to be approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that the proposed development provides an adequate variety of
housing mix to reflect need within the District, and to comply with Policy HN1 of Plan:
MK.

8.

Secure by Design
Prior to the occupation of 95% of the dwellings hereby approved evidence confirming
the achievement of Secured by Design as shown on the approved plans shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with these agreed details, unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the LPA.
Reason: In the interests of reducing crime and disorder in accordance with Polices
D1, D2, D3, D5 and SD1 of Plan: MK
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9.

CEMP
No development, including any works of demolition, shall take place until a
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The CEMP shall include site
procedures to be adopted during the course of construction including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

routes for construction traffic
Method of prevention of mud being carried onto the highway
location of site compound
loading and unloading of plant and materials
the erection and maintenance of security fencing/hoardings and lighting
proposed temporary traffic restrictions
parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved CEMP.
Reason: To ensure there are adequate mitigation measures in place, in the interests
of highway and pedestrian safety and in order to protect the amenities of existing and
future residents in accordance with policy NE6 of Plan: MK.
10.

Noise
As part of any reserved matters application, full details of a noise mitigation scheme,
produced with reference to the measures described in the submitted Appendix 7.1
Noise Assessment (March 2018), to protect the residential amenity of the residential
occupiers and the school within the proposed development shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved mitigation
measures shall be fully implemented prior to the first occupation of the use hereby
permitted and shall thereafter be maintained and retained as approved.
Reason: To safeguard the amenity of existing and future residents in accordance
with Policies D5 and NE6 of Plan:MK (2019).

11.

Ecology/Biodiversity
Any reserved matters application shall be accompanied by an updated:
• Biodiversity Impact Assessment Matrix,
• Ecological Baseline & Ecological Impact Assessment, and
• Biodiversity Enhancement Scheme and Management Plan including lighting
levels.
The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved
details prior to the occupation of the relevant phase or part of the development.
Reason: To maintain and enhance local biodiversity and ecology in accordance with
Policy NE3 of Plan: MK (2019).
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12.

Species Surveys- Bats
As part of any relevant reserved matters application, a bat survey, produced within
12 months prior to the submission- together with details of proposed bat commuting
and foraging proposals on site, and any necessary mitigation proposals shall be
submitted for approval in writing by the Local Planning Authority and carried out in
accordance with the approved details
Reason: To ensure an acceptable impact on the protected species, in accordance
with Plan:MK policy NE2.

13.

Species Surveys -Otters and Barn Owl
As part of any relevant reserved matters application, a survey of:
a) Otters
b) Barn Owls
and any necessary mitigation proposals, produced within 12 months prior to the
submission shall be submitted for approval in writing by the Local Planning Authority
and carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure an acceptable impact on protected and priority species, in
accordance with Plan:MK policy NE2.

14.

Wildlife Buffer
Any relevant reserved matters application shall indicate a land buffer area adjacent
to Chicheley Brook, to be kept free of activity detrimental to the use of the brook by
otter during the construction and operational phase and shall include a maintenance
plan. The scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details and
retained and maintained in that form unless agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.
Reason: To ensure an acceptable impact on Otters, a protected and priority species,
in accordance with Plan:MK policy NE2.

15.

Sustainability
Reserved matters applications for each phase or part of the development hereby
permitted shall be accompanied by a Sustainability Statement for that phase or part
including, as a minimum, details required by Policy SC1 of Plan: MK. The approved
details shall be implemented for each dwelling prior to the first occupation of that
dwelling.
Reason: To ensure that the development complies with the sustainable aims and
objectives of the Plan: MK policy SC1 and the NPPF.

16.

Levels
Any reserved matters application shall be accompanied by details of the existing and
proposed finished floor levels of all buildings and the finished ground levels of the
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site, in relation to existing site levels of surrounding property, has been submitted to
and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall thereafter be
carried out in accordance with the approved levels.
Reason: To ensure that construction is carried out at suitable levels having regard to
drainage, access, the appearance of the development and the amenities of
neighbouring properties in accordance with Policies D3 and D5 of Milton Keynes
adopted Plan: MK (2019).
17.

Archaeology
Prior to the commencement of each phase/parcel of the development a Written
Scheme of Investigation (WSI) for a programme of archaeological mitigation in
respect of any identified areas of significant buried archaeological remains shall be
submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in writing. For land that is
included within the WSI, no development shall take place other than in accordance
with the agreed WSI, which shall include a statement of significance and research
objectives; and:
a) The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording and the
nomination of a competent person(s) or organisation to undertake the agreed works;
b) The programme for post-investigation assessment and subsequent analysis,
publication & dissemination and deposition of resulting material. This part of the
condition shall not be discharged until these elements have been fulfilled in
accordance with the programme set out in the WSI.
Reason: To ensure the appropriate recording of any archaeological remains affected
by the development in accordance with: Paragraph 199 of the National Planning
Policy Framework and Policy HE1 of Plan: MK.

18.

Contamination
No development shall take place until an assessment of ground conditions to
determine the likelihood of any ground, groundwater or gas contamination of the site
has been carried out in accordance with the Environment Agency's 'Model
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination'. The results of this survey
detailing the nature and extent of any contamination, together with a strategy for any
remedial action deemed necessary to bring the site to a condition suitable for its
intended use, shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority
before construction works commence.
Any remedial works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved strategy
and validated by submission of an appropriate verification report prior to first
occupation of the development.
Should any unforeseen contamination be encountered the Local Planning Authority
shall be informed immediately. Any additional site investigation and remedial work
that is required as a result of unforeseen contamination will also be carried out to the
written satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.
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Reason: To ensure that the site is fit for its proposed purposed and any potential
risks to human health, property, and the natural and historical environment, are
appropriately investigated and minimised in accordance with Part B of Policy NE6 of
Plan:MK (2019).
19.

Design Code
Prior to the submission of the first reserved matters application (excluding the primary
infrastructure - attenuation ponds, primary roads and associated landscaping) for
approval of Reserved Matters, a Site Wide Design Code shall have been submitted
to the Local Planning Authority for approval. The design code will cover the entire
site. Reserved matters applications shall accord with the principles set out in the
Design Codes.
Reason: In order to clarify the terms of this planning permission and ensure that the
development accords with the principles submitted in support of the outline planning
application

20.

Drainage
Prior to commencement of development of each phase or parcel of the development,
in accordance with the submitted Flood Risk Assessment and Hydraulic Modelling
Report, prepared by Hydrock Consultants Limited, reference 15552-HYD-XX-XXRP-FR-0001, issue P2, dated 16 July 2020 detailed designs for the surface water
drainage scheme for that phase or parcel shall be submitted to and agreed by the
Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Lead Local Flood Authority. The
detailed designs will include elements of source control and a programme for the
incremental implementation of the surface water drainage design for the phase or
parcel. This must ensure sufficient surface water drainage infrastructure is in place
for the amount of development which has taken place in that phase or parcel of the
development at any point in time unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. Once implemented the surface water drainage infrastructure shall
be retained for the lifetime of the development.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory method of surface water drainage, and to
prevent the increased risk of flooding to third parties in accordance with Plan:MK
policies FR1 and FR2.

21.

Drainage
Details for the long-term maintenance arrangements for the surface water drainage
system (including all SuDS features) to be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority prior to the first occupation of any building. The
submitted details should identify run-off sub-catchments, SuDS components, control
structures, flow routes and outfalls. In addition, the plan must clarify the access that
is required to each surface water management component for maintenance
purposes. The maintenance plan shall be carried out in full thereafter.
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Reason: To ensure the satisfactory maintenance of drainage systems that are not
publicly adopted, in accordance with the requirements of paragraphs 163 and 165 of
the National Planning Policy Framework and Plan:MK policies FR1 and FR2.
22.

Highways Layout
Prior to the commencement of the development details of all accesses shown on
Parameter Plan 5078-PL05 (Revision B) shall be submitted to and be approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The accesses shall be laid out and
constructed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the
highway and of the development in accordance with policy CT1 of Plan: MK.

23.

Traffic Calming Measures North Crawley Road
No part of the development hereby permitted shall commence until such time as
details of traffic calming proposals for North Crawley Road have been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall not
be brought into use until the traffic calming proposals have been laid out and
constructed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the
highway in accordance with policy CT1 of Plan: MK.

24.

Offsite Redways 1
No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until details of the
proposed redways on North Crawley Road and Tickford Street (identified as sections
1 to 5 on the Proposed Offsite Redways Plan) have been submitted and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority and the required works completed.
Reason: In order to provide sustainable modal links between the development and
Newport Pagnell town centre in accordance with Plan:MK policy CT3 and Newport
Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan policy NP2 (g).

25.

Offsite Redways 2
No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until a phasing plan
including timings for the submission of detailed drawings and completion of works
for the offsite redways west of Tickford Street (identified as sections 6 to 12 on the
Proposed Offsite Redways Plan) have been submitted and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The redways shall be laid out and constructed in
accordance with the approved details and phasing plan.
Reason: In order that residents have sustainable modal choice as a means of
transport to and from the proposed development, in accordance with Plan:MK policy
CT3 and Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan policy NP2 (g).
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26.

Offsite Junction Works
No part of the development shall commence until plans for the improvement of offsite junctions have been submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. No dwellings shall be occupied until such time as the works to improve
the off-site junctions have been laid out and constructed in accordance with the
approved plans.
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the
highway and of the development, in accordance with Plan:MK policy CT1.

27.

Morello Way Calming Measures
As part of future reserved matters, details of traffic calming measure works to
discourage use of the Morello Way access shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Prior to first occupation of the development
hereby permitted, the traffic calming works shall be laid out in accordance with the
approved details.
Reason: To limit use of the Morello Way access by residents and visitors to the
proposed development, in accordance with Plan:MK policy CT1 and Newport Pagnell
Neighbourhood Plan.

28.

Travel Plan
No part of the development shall be occupied until a Travel Plan has been submitted
and approved. Within three months of occupation of the development a Travel Plan
Coordinator shall be nominated to manage the Travel Plan. The plan shall be
produced utilising the Stars for online platform. The approved full travel plan shall
be implemented in accordance with the timetable and targets contained within and
shall continue to be implemented as long as any part of the development is occupied
with a minimum of annual reporting for the first five years, every two years thereafter.
Reason: To support sustainable transport objectives including a reduction in single
occupancy car journeys and the increased use of public transport, walking and
cycling in accordance with Plan: MK Policies CT2 and CT3.

29.

Amenity, Accessibility and Adaptability of Homes
Any relevant reserved matters applications containing residential units shall be
informed by the Nationally Described Space Standard and the requirements of
Plan:MK policy HN4 in regard to accessibility and adaptability of homes.
Reason: To ensure and acceptable level of future occupier amenity, in accordance
with Plan:MK policy HN4.

30.

Electric Vehicle Charging Points
Any relevant reserved matters applications shall contain details of electric charging
points, to be informed by the requirements of Plan:MK Policy CT6.
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Reason: To maximise the use of sustainable modes of transport in accordance with
Plan:MK policy CT6.
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A1.0 FULL CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
A1.1 Newport Pagnell Town Council
The Committee acknowledged that the Town Council’s Neighbourhood Plan
Implementation Group had held numerous meetings with the applicants and their
agents over the past three and a half years, and therefore had no further comments
to add.
A1.2 Moulsoe Parish Council (adjacent parish)
No response received
A1.3 Chicheley Parish Council (adjacent parish)
No response received
A1.4 Lathbury Parish Council (adjacent parish)
Lathbury Parish Meeting has the following concerns regarding the above-mentioned
Planning Application/Notification.
Flooding
We question what measures will be enacted to mitigate against flooding caused by
the development - in particular the risk of flooding to the north/north west of the site
towards the River Great Ouse between North Bridge (Newport Pagnell) and the
Sherington Bridge.
Currently, during times of flood, the Sherington Road (from the B526 to the
Sherington Bridge) becomes impassable causing traffic disturbance both to and from
Newport Pagnell. This also affects the properties on the Sherington Road.
Over the past 10 years we have seen incidents of flooding in the area increase
dramatically. We can only see these occurrences of flooding increasing if all the
surface run-off water, from the new development, is directed to the Chicheley Brook
and therefore flowing into the River Great Ouse and the adjoining disused gravel pit
lakes (which at places are only metres from the roadside verge).
We note Anglian Water have raised questions on this point too.
Traffic
We have concerns over the increased level of traffic caused by the development in
particular congestion from the B526 towards the A509 and A422 and thereon to
Junction 14.
What consideration has been taken regarding the impact of this development on the
proposed highways works as part of the eastern expansion area? would it not make
more sense to combine the two proposals with a joint highways infrastructure plan
i.e. provision of a new junction on the A509 at the point the Crawley Road crosses
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the A509 (similar to the proposed Eastern Expansion Junction for the new road to
Junction 14).
A1.5 Cllr Alexander - Newport Pagnell South (DCC Member)
No comment received
A1.6 Cllr McCall - Newport Pagnell South
No comment received
A1.7 Cllr Carr - Newport Pagnell South
No comment received
A1.8 MKC Highways Officer
Initial comments (28 February 2020)
Application needs amending and/or further information required
Introduction
This planning application seeks outline planning permission with all matters reserved
other than for access, for the development of up to 930 dwellings, a primary school,
local centre, open space, sports pitches, play areas, pavilion/wellbeing centre and
other associated works.
Summary
Highways have been involved in pre-application discussions with the applicant and
their planning team for several years and as a result, much of what is now contained
within the Transport Assessment (TA) has been the subject of detailed discussions.
Highways have no objection in principle to the proposals within the current planning
application. However, the following comments raise issues for which the applicant’s
response is required.
The comments are largely in response to the TA submitted in support of the
application but also provide some comment on the plans,
The TA is split into sections and to avoid lengthy repetition of what is said in that
document, comment is only given where there is an issue that isn’t agreed or that
requires clarification.
Transport Assessment (TA)
1.Introduction
No comment
2.Transport Policy Context
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Para 2.2 - Given that the TA is dated 14 October 2019 there is an expectation that
reference would have been made to NPPF 2019, published in February of that year
and not NPPF 2018.
Para 2.3.15 – This refers to the New Residential Design Guide SPD (2012) providing
highway design guidance. The applicant should use the council document ‘A
Highway Guide for Milton Keynes’ dated September 2018 for all highway design
guidance in preference to the stated document.
3. Site Description & Existing Conditions
Table 3.1 – there are two PRoW crossings of the A422 west of the application site.
Para 3.7.8 – the paragraph states that accident statistics have been reviewed for the
most recent time period. Is no data available for 2019? No concern with the
conclusion that the data shows no prevalence of significant road safety issues across
the local highway network.
4. Accessibility to The Site by Non-car Modes of Travel
The details of existing accessibility to the site are agreed and are discussed further
on in these comments.
5. Development Proposals
Para 5.2.3 – the applicant is requested to provide justification regarding his choice of
traffic signal control at the primary site access junction rather than the Milton Keynes
Council preference of roundabouts.
5.3 – The council has its own set of design criteria for residential and other roads and
these are contained in the council document ‘A Highway Guide for Milton Keynes’
dated September 2018. The applicant should use this document and not Manual for
Streets.
Para 5.4.2 – parking will be conditioned as part of any planning consent for this
application.
Para 5.5.1 – the production of a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) is
acknowledged and it is presumed that this will be a separate document to any
Construction Environmental Plan (CEMP)?
6. Trip Generation
Traffic surveys have been carried out at the following junctions: i. Jenna Way/North Crawley Road (priority)
ii. Howard Way/North Crawley Road (priority)
iii. North Crawley Road/Renny Park Road (roundabout)
iv. B526/North Crawley Road (mini-roundabout)
v. Renny Park Road/A509 (Renny Lodge roundabout)
vi. A422/A509/B526 (Tickford roundabout)
vii. A422/Willen Road/Marsh End Road (Marsh End roundabout)
viii. Brickhill Street/A422 (Blakelands roundabout)
ix. St John’s Street/High Street (mini-roundabout) - 2015
x. B526/Chicheley Street (priority) – 2015
The 2015/2016 count data has been converted to 2018 base and future year 2031
using the TEMPRO program. The rates shown in Table 6.1 are acceptable.
Two committed development sites (Site A in local plan – 73 houses, Aston Martin
site – 86 houses) have been included before analysing the impact of the proposed
development in 2031.
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The 2011 Census Travel to Work Area (TTWA) data has been used for MK 004
MSOA area to calculate the distribution. This is acceptable.
Primary school trips have been assumed to be internal and have no effect on the
junctions
The residential trip rates obtained using TRICS for morning & evening peak hour
are acceptable.
7 Traffic Impact
For Traffic impact analysis the following junctions were agreed for assessment with
MKC Highways: J1 – Eastern Site Access/North Crawley Road priority (proposed)
J2 – Western Site Access/North Crawley Road/Howard Way Signalised (proposed)
J3 – North Crawley Road/Renny Park Road/Morello Way
J4 – B526/North Crawley Road
J5 – St Johns Street/High Street
J6 – Renny Lodge Roundabout
J7 – Tickford Roundabout
Roundabout and priority junctions have been analysed using ARCADY and
PICADY respectively. LINSIG has been used for signalised junctions. Comments
for each junction are as follows: J1 Eastern Site Access/North Crawley Road (proposed), this operates within
capacity as to be expected.
J2 Western Site Access/North Crawley Road/Howard Way (proposed), the LINSIG
input is acceptable and the junction operates within capacity.
J3 North Crawley Road/Renny Park Road/Morello Way, the roundabout junction
operates within capacity.
J4 (B526/North Crawley Road) was tested in its current mini-roundabout form but
was found to operate over capacity. There is insufficient road space to enable a
larger, conventional roundabout to be used and therefore the applicant had no
choice but to analyse the junction under traffic signal control. Whilst the junction is
shown to operate well in the evening peak hour with the additional development
and committed development traffic, modelling for the morning peak hour shows the
junction to be operating close to capacity. Further to this it was agreed with MKC
Highways that MOVA (Microprocessor Optimised Vehicle Actuation) would be fitted
to the traffic signal controller. This is identical to some other junctions in MK where
capacity issues have been overcome using the same equipment. TRL Research
Report 279 identifies that MOVA has the potential to offer an average of 13% delay
reduction at signalised junctions and it is reasonable to assume that it would offer
this level of benefit at this junction. MOVA will therefore be fitted as part of the
junction improvement.
The layout for the signal controlled junction shows that some properties on the west
side of Tickford Street will have accesses to the highway within the operational
area of the signal controlled junction. The applicant is requested to respond on
what difficulties, if any, he sees for vehicles emerging from these individual house
accesses.
J5 St Johns Street/High Street, as a mini-roundabout, excessive queues are shown
even in the 2018 morning peak hour base analysis. The TA comments that impact
from the development at the junction is 2.9% and 4.3% for the morning and evening
peak hours respectively. For the High Street approach, impact is 2.2% and 6.3%
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for the morning and evening peaks respectively. Further analysis is required
together with mitigation measures.
J6 Renny Lodge Roundabout, the junction operates within capacity.
Tickford roundabout (J7) was found to operate over capacity in 2031 and as a
result the applicant proposes a partial signalisation of the junction. The LINSIG
output is acceptable but large queues still remain on the A422. However, the
applicant confirms the partial signalisation represents an improvement over the
existing junction performance as observed prior to the introduction of the proposed
development.
The proposed arrangements of approach lanes on the London Road approach to
Tickford roundabout are acceptable and any change to these as a result of partial
signalisation is unnecessary.
Access
Access to the site is proposed from two new junctions. The eastern most junction
(junction 1) is a simple priority junction with north Crawley Road and junction 2, the
primary access to the site, is shown in the form of a signalised ‘T’ junction with
North Crawley Road. Access is also proposed from Morello Way. This is a tertiary
access and is discussed in more detail below.
The applicant has chosen to use traffic signals to control traffic flows at the primary
access into the site from North Crawley Road. The applicant is required to explain
why this option has been chosen in preference to a simple priority junction or a
roundabout. The access junction further east on North Crawley Road has been
designed as a simple priority junction. Both junctions will require a road safety
assessment.
The Design and Access statement explains that an access into the site via the
existing Morello Way could be tertiary in nature and will be designed to ensure that
it is a less preferable route for traffic, compared to the primary access. However, at
paragraph 6.48 the D&A statement refers to ‘along the south western edge of the
site’ the Tickford Mews development’ and at paragraph 6.50 states ‘The area
provides the Primary access to the site….’. This is misleading and may lead to
those reading this section, that Tickford Mews will form the primary access to the
site when in reality this isn’t the intention. The applicant is requested to revisit this
section of the D&A to clarify further what is meant.
Fig,26 and paragraph 6.61 explain in greater detail a range of measures that can
be applied to the design of this area to prevent it being used as a rat-run and at
reserved matters stage, MK Highways will expect to see a robust menu of
measures to ensure this doesn’t become the case.
There is an awareness of traffic queuing on North Crawley Road to access the
Household Waste site. The queuing does extend back over Renny Park
roundabout in the busiest times. However, this is not seen as having a detrimental
affect on the signalised Primary access junction into the application site.
The access to the site from Chicheley Street links to an existing public right of way
(FP15) which will be developed as a joint pedestrian/cycling route onwards from the
eastern extent of Chicheley Street. Although Chicheley Street is acceptable as a
cycling route it cannot be improved to allow segregated cycling due to its width and
the level of on-street car parking. Redway access is also proposed via an existing
leisure route which then becomes public highway at its interface with Keynes
Close. This is acceptable.
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Whilst detailed junction layout plans show the redway along North Crawley Road
that will be built as part of the proposed development, there are no plans to show
the redway as it passes the existing household waste site and what the
arrangements will be at the access to that site. In order to provide an assurance
that cycle access to the site from North Crawley Road is entirely feasible the
applicant is requested to submit details of the 3 metre wide redway along the whole
site frontage with North Crawley Road as part of this application.
Plan 1(Offsite Redway Routes) is submitted as part of the planning application.
There is an expectation that the works to deliver the redway network shown on the
plan will form part of this planning application. The applicant’s confirmation of this
is required.
Conclusion
The above comments raise issues that require a response from the applicant.
Please consult highways again when responses have been provided.
Highways Comments following re-consultation (6th August 2020)
No objection subject to condition(s)

The following comments are provided following extensive correspondence and online
(virtual) meetings with the applicant.
Prior to this activity there were a number of issues that MKC Highways were not
entirely happy with. These weren’t issues where an objection was likely but more of
an issue around areas where the applicant needed to carry out further work in order
to provide greater clarification.
Introduction
This planning application seeks outline planning permission with all matters reserved
other than for access, for the development of up to 930 dwellings, a primary school,
local centre, open space, sports pitches, play areas, pavilion/wellbeing centre and
other associated works.
Summary
Highways were fully involved in pre-application discussions with the applicant and
their planning team for several years and as a result, much of what is now contained
within the Transport Assessment (TA) has been the subject of detailed discussions.
Highways have no objection in principle to the proposals within the current planning
application subject to the imposition of planning conditions.
The comments are largely in response to the TA submitted in support of the
application but also provide some comment on the plans, together with a Technical
note provided by the applicant’s transport consultant and the productive discussion
through virtual, online meetings.
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The TA is split into sections and to avoid lengthy repetition of what is said in that
document, comment is only given where there is an issue that isn’t agreed or that
requires clarification.
Transport Assessment (TA)
1.Introduction
No comment
2.Transport Policy Context
No comment
3. Site Description & Existing Conditions
Table 3.1 – there are two PRoW crossings of the A422 west of the application site.
These are picked up on the Access and Movement Parameter Plan (dwg. 5078-PL05
Rev. B)
4. Accessibility to The Site by Non-car Modes of Travel
The details of existing accessibility to the site are agreed and are discussed further
on in these comments.
5. Development Proposals
Para 5.4.2 – parking will be conditioned as part of any reserved matters planning
consent for this application.
Para 5.5.1 – the production of a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) is
acknowledged and it is presumed that this will be a separate document to any
Construction Environmental Plan (CEMP)?
6. Trip Generation
Traffic surveys have been carried out at the following junctions: i. Jenna Way/North Crawley Road (priority)
ii. Howard Way/North Crawley Road (priority)
iii. North Crawley Road/Renny Park Road (roundabout)
iv. B526/North Crawley Road (mini-roundabout)
v. Renny Park Road/A509 (Renny Lodge roundabout)
vi. A422/A509/B526 (Tickford roundabout)
vii. A422/Willen Road/Marsh End Road (Marsh End roundabout)
viii. Brickhill Street/A422 (Blakelands roundabout)
ix. St John’s Street/High Street (mini-roundabout) - 2015
x. B526/Chicheley Street (priority) – 2015
The 2015/2016 count data has been converted to 2018 base and future year 2031
using the TEMPRO program. The rates shown in Table 6.1 are acceptable.
Two committed development sites (Site A in local plan – 73 houses, Aston Martin
site – 86 houses) have been included before analysing the impact of the proposed
development in 2031.
The 2011 Census Travel to Work Area (TTWA) data has been used for MK 004
MSOA area to calculate the distribution. This is acceptable.
Primary school trips have been assumed to be internal and have no effect on the
junctions
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The residential trip rates obtained using TRICS for morning & evening peak hour
are acceptable.
7 Traffic Impact
For Traffic impact analysis the following junctions were agreed for assessment with
MKC Highways: J1 – Eastern Site Access/North Crawley Road priority (proposed)
J2 – Western Site Access/North Crawley Road/Howard Way Signalised (proposed)
J3 – North Crawley Road/Renny Park Road/Morello Way
J4 – B526/North Crawley Road
J5 – St Johns Street/High Street
J6 – Renny Lodge Roundabout
J7 – Tickford Roundabout
Roundabout and priority junctions have been analysed using ARCADY and
PICADY respectively. LINSIG has been used for signalised junctions. Comments
for each junction are as follows: J1 Eastern Site Access/North Crawley Road (proposed), this operates within
capacity as to be expected.
J2 Western Site Access/North Crawley Road/Howard Way (proposed), the LINSIG
input is acceptable and the junction operates within capacity.
J3 North Crawley Road/Renny Park Road/Morello Way, the roundabout junction
operates within capacity.
J4 (B526/North Crawley Road) was tested in its current mini-roundabout form but
was found to operate over capacity. There is insufficient road space to enable a
larger, conventional roundabout to be used and therefore the applicant had no
choice but to analyse the junction under traffic signal control. Whilst the junction is
shown to operate well in the evening peak hour with the additional development
and committed development traffic, modelling for the morning peak hour shows the
junction to be operating close to capacity. Further to this it was agreed with MKC
Highways that MOVA (Microprocessor Optimised Vehicle Actuation) would be fitted
to the traffic signal controller. This is identical to some other junctions in MK where
capacity issues have been overcome using the same equipment. TRL Research
Report 279 identifies that MOVA has the potential to offer an average of 13% delay
reduction at signalised junctions and it is reasonable to assume that it would offer
this level of benefit at this junction. MOVA will therefore be fitted as part of the
junction improvement.
The layout for the signal controlled junction shows that some properties on the west
side of Tickford Street will have accesses to the highway within the operational
area of the signal controlled junction. This matter will be dealt with as part of the
Road Safety Audit carried out as part of the Highway Technical Assessment for the
S278 submission. That said, it is not unusual for this scenario to occur and
movements from individual properties within the zone of traffic signal controlled
junctions become habitual and motorists well versed in the timings of the signals
themselves.
J5 St Johns Street/High Street.
As a mini-roundabout, excessive queues are shown even in the 2018 morning peak
hour base analysis. The TA comments that impact from the development at the
junction is 2.9% and 4.3% for the morning and evening peak hours respectively.
For the High Street approach, impact is 2.2% and 6.3% for the morning and
evening peaks respectively. Highways required further analysis for this junction
and this became the subject of lengthy debate. The development does have a
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negative impact on the capacity of the junction which already operates at over
capacity. MKC Highways requested the applicant develop a scheme of mitigation
for the peak hour impacts on queuing (an additional 70 vehicles in the PM peak and
58 vehicles in the AM peak). The applicant has designed a scheme of mitigation
for this junction which, when modelled offers betterment in the 2031 future
scenario. However, the scheme itself is relatively minor and will result in some
negative impacts on the width of existing footways around the periphery of the
junction. As such, although providing a theoretically acceptable scheme, it is
recommended that these works or a financial contribution are not progressed.
J6 Renny Lodge Roundabout, the junction operates within capacity.
Tickford roundabout (J7) was found to operate over capacity in 2031 and as a
result the applicant proposes a partial signalisation of the junction. The LINSIG
output is acceptable but large queues still remain on the A422. However, the
applicant confirms the partial signalisation represents an improvement over the
existing junction performance as observed prior to the introduction of the proposed
development.
The proposed arrangements of approach lanes on the London Road approach to
Tickford roundabout are acceptable and any change to these as a result of partial
signalisation is unnecessary.
Access
Access to the site is proposed from two new junctions. The eastern most junction
(junction 1) is a simple priority junction with North Crawley Road and junction 2, the
primary access to the site, is shown in the form of a signalised ‘T’ junction with
North Crawley Road. Access is also proposed from Morello Way. This is a tertiary
access and is discussed in more detail below.
The applicant has chosen to use traffic signals to control traffic flows at the primary
access into the site from North Crawley Road. The applicant has since stated that
‘at the outset of the project, all junction types were considered including different
forms of roundabout. The decision to proceed with a signal controlled junction was
as a result of the iterative design process. Preliminary modelling exercises
demonstrated that it was not ultimately possible to provide a roundabout junction
with sufficient scale and capacity within land either controlled by the applicant or
the highway authority’. This approach and the solution to design the most
appropriate form of junction with North Crawley Road is supported by MKC
Highways and is technically acceptable. It is often the case that where both vehicle
and pedestrian movements need control, the best form of junction is traffic signals
as roundabouts offer no priority to pedestrians.
The access junction further east on North Crawley Road has been designed as a
simple priority junction. Both junctions will require a road safety assessment.
The Design and Access statement explains that an access into the site via the
existing Morello Way could be tertiary in nature and will be designed to ensure that
it is a less preferable route for traffic, compared to the primary access.
This access will be conditioned but it is more appropriate that this is done at the
time of any reserved matters planning application. The design of measures to
deter anything but local traffic to the relatively small area that the access is
intended to serve needs to be formed from a combination of both highway and built
form design. These are not available at this stage.
Fig. 26 and paragraph 6.61 explain in greater detail a range of measures that can
be applied to the design of this area to prevent it being used as a rat-run and at
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reserved matters stage, MK Highways will expect to see a robust menu of
measures to ensure this doesn’t become the case.
There is an awareness of traffic queuing on North Crawley Road to access the
Household Waste site. The queuing does extend back over Renny Park
roundabout in the busiest times. However, this is not seen as having a detrimental
effect on the signalised Primary access junction into the application site.
The access to the site from Chicheley Street links to an existing public right of way
(FP15) which will be developed as a joint pedestrian/cycling route onwards from the
eastern extent of Chicheley Street. Although Chicheley Street is acceptable as a
cycling route it cannot be improved to allow segregated cycling due to its width and
the level of on-street car parking. Redway access is also proposed via an existing
leisure route which then becomes public highway at its interface with Keynes
Close. This is acceptable.
Whilst detailed junction layout plans show the redway along North Crawley Road
that will be built as part of the proposed development, there are no plans to show
the redway as it passes the existing household waste site and what the
arrangements will be at the access to that site. The applicant was requested to
provide additional detail on this matter. MKC Highway officers have inspected
North Crawley Road and have confirmed that the northern verge of North Crawley
Road can accommodate a 3 metre wide redway and verge in front of the recycling
centre. The redway annotated on the Access and Movement Parameter plan (dwg.
5078-PL05 Rev. B) will be built as part of the proposed development.
The existing set speed limits on North Crawley Road will require revision with the
existing 30mph zone being extended eastwards to a point yet to be defined ( part of
S278 Agreement and a revised Traffic Regulation (Speed Limits) Order) but as a
minimum to cover the site frontage on this length of highway. To ensure that traffic
proceeds in compliance with the revised speed limits Order a range of speed
management measures will be required in advance of the new 30mph signs.
These works will form part of the development proposals and will be conditioned as
part of any planning consent for this application. This has been discussed with
Thames Valley Police and they will be consulted on the proposed speed limit
measures.
Plan 1(Offsite Redway Routes) is submitted as part of the planning application.
The offsite redway improvements are the subject of a separate legal agreement
associated with the proposed development. The redway works will be undertake
on a phased basis with the redways on North Crawley Road and Tickford Street
being completed prior to any occupation of dwellings. This will also be conditioned.
The network of redway improvements will provide a network of routes to the town
centre and Ousedale School and beyond thereby ensuring the development site is
sustainable from the highway perspective.
The Access & Movement Parameter plan shows five points of cycle access into the
development area, 3 from North Crawley Road, 1 from Chicheley Street and
another from Keynes Close. With regard pedestrian access, the same plan shows
5 points of pedestrian access as well as the availability of pedestrian access along
the joint use redways.
Conclusion
Milton Keynes Highways have no objection to the granting of planning permission
subject to the following conditions: -
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1. Prior to the commencement of the development details of all accesses
shown on Parameter Plan 5078-PL05 (Revision B) shall be submitted to
and be approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The accesses
shall be laid out and constructed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of
the highway and of the development in accordance with policy CT1 of Plan: MK.
2. No part of the development shall commence until such time as details of traffic
calming proposals for North Crawley Road have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall not
be brought into use until the traffic calming proposals have been laid out and
constructed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of
the highway in accordance with policy CT1 of Plan: MK.
3. Prior to the commencement of the development details of all offsite redways
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Prior to first occupation, the redways on North Crawley Road and Tickford Street
(identified as sections 1 to 5 on the Proposed Offsite Redways Plan) shall be
laid out and constructed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In order to provide sustainable modal links between the development
and Newport Pagnell town centre in accordance with Plan:MK policy CT3 and
Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan policy NP2 (g).
4. Prior to first occupation of the development, a phasing plan for the offsite
redways west of Tickford Street (identified as sections 6 to 12 on the Proposed
Offsite Redways Plan) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. The redways west of Tickford Street shall be
developed in accordance with the approved phasing plan.
Reason: In order that residents have sustainable modal choice as a means of
transport to and from the proposed development, in accordance with Plan:MK
policy CT3 and Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan policy NP2 (g).
5. Prior to commencement of the development details of plans for the improvement
of off-site junctions shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. No dwellings shall be occupied until such time as the works
to improve the off-site junctions have been laid out and constructed in
accordance with the approved plans.
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of
the highway and of the development, in accordance with Plan:MK policy CT1
6. As part of future reserved matters details of traffic calming measure works to
discourage use of the Morello Way access shall be submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Prior to first occupation, the traffic
calming works shall be laid out in accordance with the approved details.
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Reason: To limit use of the Morello Way access by residents and visitors to the
proposed development, in accordance with Plan:MK policy CT1 and Newport
Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan.
A1.9 MKC Urban Design Response
No objection, subject to condition requiring the submission and approval of a sitewide design code prior to the submission of individual reserved matters applications.
Other comments/recommendations for detailed design/reserved matters stage:
•
The school site, as currently configured, cuts through a key north-south open
space, which has the potential to link the local centre and school with the linear park
and sports field. The school site would be better configured with the school outside
space located to the east of the proposed school building. This would have the
benefit of retaining the whole of the linear landscape feature in the public realm;
providing a north-south green open space link incorporating pedestrian/cycle routes,
connecting the site’s key community facilities; and providing higher density housing
close to the local centre.
•
The attenuation basin to the north of the school is too large. It is likely to result
in an over-engineered feature, rather than something more naturalistic. A better
solution would be to have two smaller linked basins, either side of the spine street.
•
The small area of residential development in the north-west corner is poorly
related to the rest of the development, and would result in an isolated group of
housing accessed by a road over the floodplain with no development frontages. This
area would be better used to accommodate flood attenuation
A1.10 MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority)
Initial Response
We have reviewed the following documents:
- Flood Risk Assessment and Hydraulic Modelling Report, prepared by Hydrock
Consultants Limited, reference R/C-04632-C/FRA001, dated October 2018;
- Preliminary Drainage Strategy Plan, prepared by Hydrock Consultants Limited,
drawing number TKF-HYD-XX-XX-DR-C-2100, Rev. P04, drawn date 21/03/2017;
- Ground Conditions Desk Study Report prepared by Hydrock Consultants Limited,
reference R/C-04632-C/001, dated January 2017.
At present, as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), we are unable to support this
application for the following reasons:
1. Insufficient surface water drainage strategy
Paragraph 163 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires planning
applications to be supported by a site-specific flood risk assessment. Such an
assessment should include a surface water strategy and must demonstrate that the
proposed development incorporates sustainable drainage systems (SuDS), unless
there is clear evidence that this would be inappropriate. The SuDS should:
a) Take account of advice from the Lead Local Flood Authority;
b) Have appropriate minimum operational standards;
c) Have maintenance arrangements in place to ensure an acceptable standard of
operation for the lifetime of the development; and
d) Where possible, provide multifunctional benefits.
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A flood risk assessment and preliminary surface water strategy plan has been
submitted as part of this application. However there is insufficient information in
order for us to determine the impacts of the proposal.
Please note that flood risk information and government guidance on flood risk and
drainage is being continually updated and we would not normally accept any
application using any FRA/drainage strategy older than 12 months without an
addendum or update. An addendum or update – even if this only confirms the data
used is still current – should be provided.
For an outline application the following should be included within the surface water
strategy, where applicable:
i. Existing and proposed impermeable area (including an allowance for urban creep)
ii. A description of site topography
iii. A description of ground conditions (using site investigation where possible)
iv. Identification of any surface water flood risk
v. Existing site drainage arrangements
vi. Proposed method of surface water disposal
vii. Existing and proposed runoff rates (if discharging off-site)
viii. Existing and proposed runoff volumes (if discharging off-site)
ix. Required volume of attenuation (m3 per m2 of impermeable area)
x. Preliminary SuDS proposals
xi. Infiltration test results in accordance with BRE365 (or second viable option for
surface water disposal if testing hasn’t yet been undertaken)
xii. Evidence of in principle agreement from third party if discharging into their system
xiii. Management/maintenance plan and on-going maintenance responsibilities
xiv. Details of proposed phasing
In particular, the following items should be addressed:
- As outlined in the MK Surface Water Management Plan, Newport Pagnell is a
Critical Drainage Catchment that acts as a confluence for a number of watercourses
(including Chicheley Brook) and consequently there are a number of historical
fluvial flood records. These watercourses may combine with pluvial sources and
exacerbate flooding. There are no drainage calculations or infiltration testing
submitted with the Preliminary Drainage Strategy Plan and the greenfield run-off
rate appears to be quite high for this site. An acceptable discharge rate should be
agreed with the LLFA.
- In line with Policy FR3 of Plan:MK, all new development must be set back at a
distance of at least 8 metres from any main rivers, at least 9 metres from all other
ordinary watercourses, or at an appropriate width as agreed by the appropriate
authority, in order to provide an adequate undeveloped buffer zone. It is currently
unclear if the smaller watercourses undeveloped distances will account for this.
Informatives
Impact in relation to fluvial risk
Milton Keynes prohibits development within the floodplain and seeks flood
management/drainage infrastructure to be provided strategically and as part of a
multi-functional blue-green infrastructure. It is recognised that the flood risk
assessment included fluvial modelling of the site, which was submitted to the
Environment Agency. Evidence that the modelling is acceptable should also be
included as part of an application.
As described in the CIRIA SuDS Manual - ‘All storage volume should normally be
provided within the development footprint, outside of the floodplain.’
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Furthermore, the LLFA ‘will resist proposals that would adversely affect the natural
functioning of main rivers, ordinary watercourses and wet or dry balancing lakes,
this includes through the culverting of open channels, unless for access purposes’.
Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS)
A position statement by Milton Keynes Council that outlined the physical and natural
environment core policy vision for how Milton Keynes can aspire to become the
‘Greenest City in the World’ was approved by Cabinet in November 2019. In this, it
underlined the following:
Create:
In order to address surface water flooding, urban growth and regeneration will adopt
a comprehensive approach to designing sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) with
surface water being attenuated and treated on site using methods that blend
infrastructure nature, landscape and trees. Milton Keynes will create a more diverse
portfolio of water landscapes that support greater biodiversity.
Engage:
…Sustainable drainage systems will be seen as a positive tool for providing local
amenity benefit as well as managing flood risk.
Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) mimic natural drainage processes by reducing
the effect on the quality and quantity of runoff from developments whilst also
providing amenity and biodiversity benefits. The variety of SuDS techniques
available means that virtually any development should be able to include a scheme
based around these principles. As such, SuDS such as permeable paving, swales,
green roofs, attenuation basins and wetlands should be preferred on all
development sites ahead of conventional piped drainage measures. We will seek
evidence that permeable surfaces and surface based conveyance and storage
systems are to be used wherever practical.
Considerations should be made for the location of attenuation basins whilst upholding
a blue/green corridor.
Adoption and maintenance of SuDS
The management and maintenance of SuDS should appropriately account for the
construction, operation and maintenance requirements of all components of the
drainage system (surface and sub-surface). For applications we expect due
consideration to have been given to potential organisations who may adopt /
maintain the proposed surface water system and this should be outlined within the
surface water drainage strategy.
Ordinary watercourse consents
Constructions or alterations within an ordinary watercourse (temporary or
permanent) require consent from the Lead Local Flood Authority under the Land
Drainage Act 1991. Ordinary watercourses include every river, drain, stream, ditch,
dyke, sewer (other than public sewer) and passage through which water flows that do
not form part of Main Rivers (Main Rivers are regulated by the Environment Agency).
Pollution control
Surface water and groundwater bodies are highly vulnerable to pollution and the impact of
construction activities. It is essential that the risk of pollution (particularly during the
construction phase) is considered and mitigated appropriately. It is important to remember
that flow within the watercourse is likely to vary by season and it could be dry at certain
times throughout the year. Dry watercourses should not be overlooked as these
watercourses may flow or even flood following heavy rainfall.

Comments following re-consultation (30th July 2020)
We have reviewed the following additional information:
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- Flood Risk Assessment and Hydraulic Modelling Report, prepared by Hydrock
Consultants Limited, reference 15552-HYD-XX-XX-RP-FR-0001, issue P2, dated
16 July 2020;
- SuDS Management & Maintenance Plan, prepared by Hydrock Consultants
Limited, reference TKF-HYD-XX-XX-RP-C-5000, revision P01, dated 14 July
2020.
Based on these, as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) we have no objection in
principle to the proposed development.
The applicant proposes that surface water run-off from the development will be
managed through attenuation basins and swales with an outfall to the Chicheley
Brook and associated watercourses, which will be restricted to QBAR to provide
storage for up to the 1% AEP event plus an appropriate allowance for climate change.
Whilst not demonstrated at the outline stage, the applicant states that the site will
use infiltration techniques where testing confirms feasibility and future phase
developments must take into consideration the use of further SuDS features such as
permeable paving and swales for source control. The report also confirms that no
building or structures will be located within the fluvial floodplain.
We request the following conditions are imposed:
Condition 1
Prior to commencement of development of each phase or parcel of the development,
in accordance with the submitted Flood Risk Assessment and Hydraulic Modelling
Report, prepared by Hydrock Consultants Limited, reference 15552-HYD-XX-XXRP-FR-0001, issue P2, dated 16 July 2020 detailed designs for the surface water
drainage scheme for that phase or parcel shall be submitted to and agreed by the
Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Lead Local Flood Authority. The
detailed designs will include elements of source controland a programme for the
incremental implementation of the surface water drainage design for the phase or
parcel. This must ensure sufficient surface water drainage infrastructure is in place
for the amount of development which has taken place in that phase or parcel of the
development at any point in time unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. Once implemented the surface water drainage infrastructure shall
be retained for the lifetime of the development.
Reason
To ensure a satisfactory method of surface water drainage, and to prevent the
increased risk of flooding to third parties
Condition 2
Details for the long-term maintenance arrangements for the surface water drainage
system (including all SuDS features) to be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority prior to the first occupation of any building. The
submitted details should identify run-off sub-catchments, SuDS components, control
structures, flow routes and outfalls. In addition, the plan must clarify the access that
is required to each surface water management component for maintenance
purposes. The maintenance plan shall be carried out in full thereafter.
Reason
To ensure the satisfactory maintenance of drainage systems that are not publicly
adopted, in accordance with the requirements of paragraphs 163 and 165 of the
National Planning Policy Framework.
A1.11 MKC Landscape Architect
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No objection in principle to the development of the site which is designated as a
mixed residential and employment strategic urban extension site in Plan:MK and on
the policies map.
Suitably worded conditions are necessary first and foremost being a requirement to
submit for approval a design code for the site which I suggest is subject to a preapplication process involving all not selective consultees to reach a holistic and
comprehensive design code. The condition should specify the content and scope of
the Design Code and should include the points listed in suggested wording below
(points f. and g. should be discussed with our urban design colleagues). Other
content and scope would be necessary as part of the design code.
No objection in principle to the development of the site which is designated as a
mixed residential and employment strategic urban extension site in Plan:MK and
policies map.
Conditions are necessary using the wording below suitable for this scheme as
opposed to using standard condition wording. Conditions to include:
•
Biodiversity enhancement scheme based on a BIAmetric calculation and
demonstrable net gain
•
Lighting (bat friendly)
•
Public open space provision for Leisure, Recreation and Sports Facilities to
meet policy standards
1.
(Design Code) Prior to the submission of the first of the reserved matters
applications for the development, a site wide Design Code shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Design Code shall cover the
entire site and the content and scope of the Design Code shall address the following:
a.
The conceptual design and approach to the public realm, including play areas,
formal sports provision, enclosure, natural surveillance, public art, materials, street
furniture and signage, the incorporation of utilities and landscaping;
b.
Approach to incorporation of ancillary infrastructure/buildings such as
substations, pumping stations, pipes, fibres, wires and cables required by statutory
undertakers;
c.
The hard and soft landscape design principles for the Strategic Landscaping
Elements, including approach to the character and treatment of each of the elements,
landscape typologies, a palette of materials for hard and soft landscaping and
furnishings;
d.
Boundary treatments;
e.
Measures to demonstrate how the design can maximise resource efficiency
and climate change adaptation through external, passive means, such as
landscaping, orientation, massing, and external building features;
Also discuss with our urban design colleagues including the following:
f.
The establishment of development parcel boundaries incorporating streets
wholly within development parcels and boundaries drawn along the rear of property
boundaries and establishing the approach to addressing consistency of design on
either side of primary streets;
g.
The design of the transport network hierarchy, streets, cycle routes, footpaths
and public spaces, providing typical street cross-sections, which should include
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details of tree planting and tree species, underground utility/service trench routes
type and specification, and on street parking, including construction design details;
The Design Code shall explain its purpose, structure and status and set out the
mandatory and discretionary elements where the Design Code will apply, who should
use the Design code, and how to use the Design Code. All subsequent reserved
matter applications shall accord with the details of the approved design code, and be
accompanied by a statement which demonstrates compliance with the code.
Reason: To ensure a high standard of design and coordinated development in
accordance with Plan:MK Policies
2.
(Landscape scheme) No development shall take place above slab level until
full details of both hard and soft landscape works have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. Soft landscape works shall include
planting plans at a minimum scale of 1:300 with schedules of plants noting species,
supply sizes and proposed densities; and a tree planting details drawing. The
planting plans shall include existing trees and/or hedgerows to be retained and/or
removed accurately shown with root protection areas; existing and proposed finished
levels and contours; visibility splays; proximity between street lights and tree planting;
proposed and existing functional services above and below ground. All hard and soft
landscape works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and
prior to the first occupation of the building(s) or the completion of the development
whichever is the sooner, or in accordance with a programme agreed in writing with
the Local Planning Authority. If within a period of two years from the date of the
planting of any tree or shrub, that tree or shrub, or any tree and shrub planted in
replacement for it, is removed, uprooted or destroyed, dies, becomes severely
damaged or diseased, shall be replaced in the next planting season with trees and
shrubs of equivalent size, species and quantity. Thereafter the hard and soft
landscape works shall be maintained and retained in situ. Reason: To protect the
appearance and character of the area and to minimise the effect of development on
the area in accordance with Policies D1 and D2 of Plan:MK (2019).
3.
(Levels) Prior to the commencement of development including site clearance,
details of the proposed finished floor levels of all buildings, ground retaining
measures, embankment gradients and the finished ground levels in relation to
existing ground levels and root protection areas of trees and planting to be retained
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved levels. Reason:
To ensure that development proposals respond appropriately to the site and is
carried out at suitable levels in accordance with Policies D1 of Plan:MK (2019).
4.
(Boundary Treatment) No development shall take place above slab level until
details of the proposed boundary treatments have been submitted to, and approved
in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The details shall include a boundary
treatment plan (at a minimum scale of 1:500) detailing the position of all proposed
boundary treatment and including a schedule specifying the type, height,
composition, elevation appearance of boundary treatment throughout the site. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details prior to the
occupation of each dwelling to which the boundary treatment relates, and shall
thereafter be retained in that form. Reason: To provide adequate privacy, to protect
the external character and appearance of the area and to minimise the effect of
development on the area in accordance with policy D1 of Plan:MK (2019).
5.
(Tree Protection) Prior to the commencement of any phase of the
development, a tree protection scheme shall be submitted to and approved in writing
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by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall include an arboricultural impact
assessment based on the approved layout; method statement; and a scaled Tree
Protection Plan detailing: the location of all retained trees within the site; tree root
protection areas (RPA) including the line of tree protection fencing; the type of tree
protection fencing shall be of the same specification as that depicted in figure 2, page
20, in BS 5837: 2012; any areas to be covered in BS 5837: 2012 ground protection;
location details of storage areas including what substances will stored and where,
locations of construction site car parking, welfare facilities, cement plant, fuel storage
and where discharge, filling and mixing of substances will take place. The approved
scheme shall be implemented prior to the commencement of any construction works
and maintained in full until the construction process is completed.
All existing trees to be retained are to be protected according to the provisions of BS
5837: 2012 'Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction Recommendations'. All tree protection measures must be put in place first, prior to
any other work commencing on site (this includes clearance, ground-works, vehicle
movements, machinery / materials delivery etc.). Once erected the local authority
tree officer shall be notified so the fencing can be inspected and approved. The Root
Protection Area (RPA) fencing will be amended as the arboriculture officer feels
appropriate after taking account of the details submitted. Signs informing of the
purpose of the fencing and warning of the penalties against destruction or damage
to the trees and their root zones shall be installed at minimum intervals of 10 metres
and a minimum of two signs per separate stretch of fencing. The RPA within the
protective fencing must be kept free of all construction, construction plant, machinery,
personnel, digging and scraping, service runs, water-logging, changes in level,
building materials and all other operations, personnel, structures, tools, storage and
materials, for the duration of the construction phase. No fire shall be lit such that it is
closer than 20 metres to any tree or that flames would come within 5 metres of any
part of any tree.
Reason: To protect the appearance and character of the area and to minimise the
effect of development on the area in accordance with Policies D1 and D2 of Plan:MK
(2019).
A1.12 MKC Conservation Response
An update on the heritage statement by Cotswold Archaeology:
The main body of text records that ‘the stone built storage shed is of 19th century in
date, and is of local heritage significance’ (para 5.5). however, In assessing the
physical effects of the development and reaching a conclusion, the report fails to
mention the building and thus take account of any impact arising, which is unusual.
Annex C includes photographs of the building (attached below) and describes it as
‘limestone with slate roof’, that it ‘likely pre-dates 1881’ (we know this from OS maps)
and that ‘it is in a state of disrepair; but it is of local heritage significance’.
It is clear that the building meets the definition of a heritage asset as set out in Annex
2 of the NPPF and that the removal of the building will result in harm being caused.
My initial conclusion is that the building has been accurately described in general
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terms but that it has been left out of the assessment of impact on heritage
significance.
As discussed, this itself is not a threat to the acceptability of the overall development
from a heritage point of view since the retained building could easily be
accommodated within the redevelopment of such a vast site. A reserved matters
layout integrating it properly would be acceptable.
A1.13 MKC Landscape Services Trees
There is potential for confusion between the solid blue line for the Category B trees /
groups and the solid blue line for the tree protection fencing, the colour and/or style
of the Tree Protection Fencing line should be changed to aid clarity particularly for
the fencing contractor.
Between the two access roads onto to North Crawley road is a 55m length of
hedgerow identified to be removed ‘to accommodate access’, the indicative
masterplan does not shown any access at this point. Can the reason for removal of
this section of hedgerow be clarified please?
Trees 30 – 42 and G24 are at increased risk due to proximity of demolition of existing
buildings– the tree protection fencing and signs must be in place before any
demolition works start including site access.
The full application should be accompanied by; a full arboricultural method statement
including a more detailed tree protection plan; details of soft landscaping proposals,
levels, services, boundary fencing etc. in relation to root protection areas; phasing in
relation to any need to move tree protection fencing while maintaining tree and root
protection measures; auditing of the tree protection fencing to ensure it performs its
function without undue interference until project completion when all contractors have
left the site; and a schedule of the proposed tree works.
All works relating to retained trees should be carried out in accordance with the
conditions and the submitted arboricultural impact assessment by Aspect
Arboriculture.
Requested conditions;
1. All existing trees, woodlands and hedges to be retained are to be protected
according to the provisions of BS 5837: 2012 'Trees in relation to design, demolition
and construction - Recommendations' All protective measures especially the fencing
and ground protection must be put in place first, prior to any other work commencing
on site (this includes vegetation clearance, ground-works, vehicle movements,
machinery / materials delivery etc.) and shall thereafter be maintained in place in
good functional condition until the project is entirely complete and until, with the
exception of soft landscaping works, all contactors, equipment and materials have
left site. The fencing shall be on the RPA margin and of the same specification as
that depicted in figure 2, page 20 and ground protection as specified in 6.2.3.1 6.2.3.5 pages 21/22 in BS 5837: 2012.
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Signs informing of the purpose of the fencing and warning of the penalties against
destruction or damage to the trees and their root zones shall be installed at minimum
intervals of 10 metres and a minimum of two signs per separate stretch of fencing.
Once erected the local authority tree officer shall be notified so the fencing can be
inspected and approved.
The Root Protection Area (RPA) within the protective fencing must be kept free of all
construction, construction plant, machinery, personnel, digging and scraping, service
runs, water-logging, changes in level, building materials and all other operations,
personnel, structures, tools, storage and materials, for the duration of the
construction phase.
The developer shall submit details of the proposed layout and general arrangements
of the site in relation to the trees to be retained. In particular details of storage areas
including what substances will stored and where, locations of car parking, welfare
facilities, cement plant, fuel storage and where discharge, filling and mixing of
substances will take place. The details should include site levels to enable risks
posed to trees to be quantified. The RPA will be amended as the arboriculture officer
feels appropriate after taking account of the details submitted.
No fire shall be lit such that it is closer than 20 metres to any tree or that flames would
come within 5 metres of any part of any tree.
Earthworks, level changes, service runs, foundations and all other works involving
excavation should not be located within the root protection areas.
2. A detail tree protection plan and an arboricultural method statement all in
accordance with BS 5837:2012 should be submitted. It should include a scale plan
accurately marking the position of all the retained trees and hedges, the extent of the
root protection areas, the BS 5837: 2012 tree protection fencing along the root
protection area margin, any areas to be covered in BS 5837: 2012 ground protection,
construction details for the BS 5837: 2012 fencing and ground protection and
sufficient detail of hard & soft landscaping works, service and drainage runs and
proposed & existing spot levels in sufficient numbers and at appropriate spacing’s to
enable the impact of the development on the tree root zones to be assessed.
3. A method statement for the execution of soft landscaping works within the root
protection areas shall be submitted for approval. Before any soft landscaping
operations within root protection areas are carried out, the local authority tree officer
shall be notified so a site meeting can be arranged with the landscape contractor to
confirm the agreed landscape working methods that will avoid root damage; this
involve the use of hand tools only – machines and motorised tools will not be
permitted.
4. Where appropriate construction details for areas of raised construction, nilexcavation hard surfacing, foundations etc., specifically tailored to this site context,
shall be submitted for approval.
5. If construction-facilitation pruning of the trees is required, this should be carried
out by a competent, qualified and experienced tree surgeon according to the
provisions of BS 3998: 2010 and current arboriculture industry best practice. The
Local Authority arboriculture officer shall be given a week’s notice before the works
are carried out so they have the opportunity to attend on site and agree the exact
extent of the works with the tree surgery contractor.
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6. Full details of replacement tree planting in accordance with BS 8545: 2014 to be
submitted for approval as part of a general landscaping scheme where appropriate,
and which should include full details of tree sizes, species, planting locations,
planting spacing’s, pre-planting ground preparations, planting method and long term
maintenance. Also where appropriate details of root deflection barriers and
permanent protective measures against soil compaction, vehicle impact, de-icing salt
etc. Particular attention should be paid to ensuring the trees are planted in a sufficient
quantity of high quality growing medium, to ensure their quick establishment and the
early provision of maximum benefit to the locality. Tree species must be chosen to
maximise biodiversity, climate change resilience and human interest. Any trees
failing to thrive within five years of planting to be replaced in accordance with the
original planting specification.
A1.14 MKC Archaeology Response
The archaeological trial trench evaluation detailed in the submitted report has
identified defined areas of significant medieval settlement activity, including some
structural remains, in the north and west of the site. The heavily truncated probable
remains of the post-medieval tomb of Mark Slingsby were also located in the southwest of the site.
The archaeological remains in the above defined areas are of sufficient significance
to require further mitigation, by preservation in situ (where feasible) and by a targeted
programme of archaeological excavation, post-excavation assessment & analysis
and publication. A broad approach to an acceptable scheme for mitigation has been
discussed with the applicants archaeological consultants and should be detailed in a
written scheme of investigation secured by the following recommended condition:
" Prior to the commencement of each phase/parcel of the development a Written
Scheme of Investigation (WSI) for a programme of archaeological mitigation in
respect of any identified areas of significant buried archaeological remains shall be
submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in writing. For land that is
included within the WSI, no development shall take place other than in accordance
with the agreed WSI, which shall include a statement of significance and research
objectives; and:
a) The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording and the
nomination of a competent person(s) or organisation to undertake the agreed works;
b) The programme for post-investigation assessment and subsequent analysis,
publication & dissemination and deposition of resulting material. This part of the
condition shall not be discharged until these elements have been fulfilled in
accordance with the programme set out in the WSI.
Reason: To ensure the appropriate recording of any archaeological remains affected
by the development in accordance with: Paragraph 199 of the National Planning
Policy Framework and Policy HE1 of Plan:MK. "
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A1.15 MKC Development Plans
Proposal
This application is an outline application with all matters reserved except access for
the demolition of the existing farm buildings on site and the development of up to 930
dwellings, including affordable housing. The proposal will also provide a 2FE primary
school, local centre and open space, including 2x LEAPs and a NEAP, a sports pitch
and pavilion/well-being centre. The site is located at Tickford Fields on the south
eastern edge of Newport Pagnell and is allocated within the Newport Pagnell
Neighbourhood Plan, as well as being a designated site for housing within Plan:MK,
as shown on the Plan:MK Policies Map.
Relevant Site History
This site has no relevant planning history
Policy Context
Plan:MK 2016-2031
Principle Issues
In principle the development of this site is supported by the Development Strategy,
as well as the Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan. Policy DS1, The Settlement
Hierarchy breaks down where development should be located, with any development
in Newport Pagnell falling into the second tier, which is ‘Key Settlements’. The aim
of the Development Strategy is outlined in paragraph 4.29 which states that the
provision of new homes and jobs from 2016-2031 will be focussed on, and adjacent
to the three key settlements which are considered sustainable rural settlements. The
proposal in this instance also accords with the Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan
Policy NP1 (Preferred sites for housing developments) which to meet housing
requirements allocates Tickford Fields as a suitable site for development
Regarding the housing strategy, Policy DS2 further supports the proposals. Tickford
fields is identified and supported by Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan Policy
NP1 and Policy NP2 (Tickford Fields Development Site Specific Policy). Such
developments where appropriate to the size, function and role of each settlement will
be delivered through allocations in neighbourhood plans (DS2, Criterion A.6 and
A.8). Policy DS2 aims to deliver a minimum of 26,500 net dwellings across the
borough of Milton Keynes over the plan period of 2016-2031. The site is referenced
in Appendix A as ‘HS104’.
Identified below are the key criterions, pertinent to this proposal:
‘3. The completion of existing commitments as outlined in Appendix A;
6. The delivery of sites already identified in made neighbourhood plans, both within
the urban and rural area of the Borough;
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8. Small to medium scale development within rural and key settlements, appropriate
to the size, function and role of each settlement to be delivered through allocations
in neighbourhood plans currently being prepared;
13. Permitting development proposals within the defined settlement boundaries
where they comply with all other relevant policies of Plan:MK and neighbourhood
plans.’
Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan
The aims of Policy NP1 and NP2 are to meet the now superceded Core Strategy
targets. The Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan allocates the site at Tickford
Fields for housing development and thus supports the proposal.
‘Policy NP1: Preferred sites for housing development – This policy states that in order
to meet the needs of the Core Strategy Housing requirements and achieve a
sustainable form of development, the Neighbourhood Plan Policy allocates the
following sites for Housing Development:
b. Tickford Fields Farm Strategic Reserve Site
c. Tickford Fields Farm East Site’
Policy NP2: Tickford Fields Development Site Specific Policy states that ‘The sites
of North Crawley Road Industrial Estate, Tickford Fields Farm Strategic Reserve Site
and Tickford Fields Farm East shall be developed for a residential led extension to
the town, with a capacity of around 1280 homes.’
‘I. The development shall provide a local centre, comprising a small supermarket and
other stores (with a maximum of 200sqm per store), together with parking provision
prior to the occupation of the 600th dwelling or as agreed in the Masterplan. Parking
provision shall be in line with Milton Keynes Council adopted parking standards.’
Paragraph 8.3.1 states that the objectives of this policy are:
‘Provision of new housing to meet Core Strategy targets, together with the necessary
infrastructure, housing sited in the most suitable location and developed in a
sustainable manner, mix of housing, affordable housing, housing to meet resident’s
needs, provision of medical facilities, adequate provision of school places, improving
movement into and around the town, promoting cycling, walking and ease of access
for the disabled, encouraging development that strengthens sport, recreation, play
and culture, and ensuring development enhances the town and maintains the
heritage aspects of the town.’
Policy NP2 allocates the site for the uses proposed by the application. The policy
states that there will be a capacity of 1280 homes, as well as a local centre and
therefore the proposals adhere to the demands of the Newport Pagnell
Neighbourhood Plan. However, there remain further detailed elements of the policy
which the officer will need to assess the proposals against.
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Housing
The purpose of Policy HN1 according to paragraph 7.1 in Plan:MK is to plan for a
mix of housing based on demographic trends, market trends and the needs within
the community, including older people and those with specific needs. The aim of
doing so is to ensure there is a wide choice of high quality homes, opportunities for
home ownership and to help create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities.
Policy HN1 – Housing Mix and Density states:
‘A. Proposals for 11 or more new dwellings will be expected to provide a mix of
tenure, type and size of dwellings that:
1.

Reflects the Council's latest evidence of housing need and market demand;

2.

Reflects the needs of different household types;

3.
Avoids the over-concentration of certain types of residential development in
an area’
Policy HN2 – Affordable Housing states:
‘A. Proposals for 11 or more homes should provide 31% of those homes as affordable
housing. Proposals that provide greater than 31% of homes as affordable housing
will be strongly supported. However, proposals consisting of 50% or more affordable
housing will only be supported provided that they would maintain (or help create) a
mix of housing tenures and therefore a mixed and sustainable community within the
wider neighbourhood the proposal is situated in.
B. The tenure mix of affordable housing to be provided will consist of:
1. 25% of units for rent at a range of rental levels up to 80% of market rents (but at
no more than Local Housing Allowance rates), under the Affordable Rent model,
including approximately 5% of the total affordable provision at a level broadly
equivalent to Social Rent (at the time an application is considered).
2. 6% Shared Ownership (based on a range of 25%-40% equity share).’
Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan Policy NP5 – Affordable Housing and Tenure
requires at least 30% of all new housing developments on all sites of 15 dwellings or
more to be affordable. This is superceded by Plan:MK which requires 11 of more.
Policy HN4 – Amenity, Accessibility and Adaptability of Homes, ensures that homes
will be adaptable, accessible and flexible to meet changing needs over time. The
proposed scheme will need to therefore meet the following policy requirements:
‘A. All proposals for Class C3 dwellings will be required to:
1. As a minimum, meet the Nationally Described Space Standard, unless it can be
robustly demonstrated that this would not be feasible or viable.
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2. Demonstrate good internal and external design that can accommodate different
lifestyles and needs, and be capable of adaptation and extension to accommodate
the changing needs of households over time.
B. Proposals for 11 or more new dwellings will be required, subject to viability, to
provide:
1. At least 60% of all new dwellings across market and affordable tenures that are
built to Building Regulations Part M4(2) standards for accessible and adaptable
dwellings; the delivery of which should be distributed across market and affordable
tenures.
2. At least 5% of all new market dwellings that are capable of being readily adapted
to the Building Regulations part M4(3) wheelchair accessible standard.
3. At least 10% of all new affordable dwellings that are built to Building Regulations
part M4(3) wheelchair accessible standard. These dwellings should include
automatic fire suppression measures consistent with Building Regulations Part B.’
Retail
Policy ER14 – New Local Centres
B. ‘New local centres will also be required in new residential developments of 500
dwellings or more. They should be located so that the majority of all new dwellings
are within 500 metres walking distance of a Local Centre’
This is further supported by paragraph 6.57 which states:
‘The original city was planned so that most residents would be within a short walking
distance (500 metres) of a Local Centre; this maximises the opportunities for people
to walk or cycle to facilities, particularly those without access to a car. The Council
would expect that the majority of all new dwellings should be within 500 metres of a
local centre, but it acknowledges this may depend on factors such as the size and
detailed design of the residential area. One of the principles for new strategic urban
extensions (policy SD9) is the provision of local shops and community facilities.’
The reasoning behind this policy is to ensure that in new areas, adequate facilities
are provided that are accessible to as many residents as possible. Policy SD9,
Criterion 2 (General Principles for Strategic Urban Extensions) states that in principle
a development should provide the necessary social infrastructure, at the appropriate
stage, rate and scale to support the proposed development, in accordance with an
approved Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
Furthermore, when considering the size of the development, and because the
distance from other local centres, as well as the Newport Pagnell High Street are
over a distance of 500 metres, a new local centre is therefore in line with policy, so
long as it satisfies the demands of Criterion B.
Other Policies for Consideration
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The purpose of Policy EH8 (Hot Food Takeaways) is to limit the easy access of fast
food to school children through only allowing development of hot food takeaways at
a 400m distance from the main school entrance by the most logical walking route.
Milton Keynes has a rate of 32.4% overweight, or obese children aged 10-11
according to Public Health England (2014). Policy EH8 states:
‘A. Hot food takeaways (Class A5) which are proposed within close proximity to a
primary or secondary school will only be permitted if the takeaway is located more
than 400m from the main school entrance.
1. The 400m distance will be assessed on the most logical walking distance from the
main school entrance.
B. The Council may impose conditions restricting opening hours of hot food
takeaways.’
Assessment
The site at Tickford Fields falls within the development strategy and providing that it
complies with the policies of the Development Plan it should be approved.
As stated above, the site complies with the settlement hierarchy, as it is identified as
being a key settlement, and therefore, the site is listed in Appendix A of Plan:MK as
an existing commitment. Furthermore, as this site is an existing commitment that will
help to provide 930 of the required 26,500 homes, is within the defined settlement
boundaries and which is already identified in a made neighbourhood plan (as this
site is in Policies NP1 and NP2 of Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan) it complies
with the development strategy.
To accord with the mix and typology of units on site, a condition should be imposed
to ensure that the proposals meet the requirements of Policy HN1, and HN2 in terms
of tenure mix. Regarding affordable housing Policy HN2 requires that 31% of the
houses comprise of affordable tenures, which should form part of the heads of terms
for the Section 106 agreement. The dwellings provided on site would also be
expected to meet the Nationally Described Space Standard as well as meeting the
targets of Policy HN4 in terms of accessibility.
The development itself needs to be planned appropriately to ensure that the main
entrance of the proposed school is located at a distance greater than 400m of the
most logical walking distance from any proposed hot food takeaways, if there is the
potential for hot food takeaways in the local centre, otherwise policy EH8 would be
contravened. The Local Centre itself needs to be located in such a place that would
allow the majority of the proposed dwellings to be within 500m walking distance of it
as per the set standards of ER14 to facilitate alternative means of transport such as
walking and cycling.
Lastly the Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan, Policy NP2 demands that all units
except the supermarket, located within the Local Centre, will need to be no more
than 200m2.
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Conclusion
In this instance, it is considered that that the principle of development is in
accordance with Plan:MK and the Neighbourhood Plan, but for a recommendation of
approval to be made, consideration will need to be given to the detailed policies
outlined in both Plan:MK and the neighbourhood plan and to the points outlined in
this response.
A1.16 MKC Countryside Officer (Great Crested Newt Officer)
Further information in relation to great crested newts and/or licensing required. The
proposals involve development within 250m of ponds and cause damage/loss of
terrestrial and/or aquatic habitats where great crested newts (GCN) may be present
and potential harm to individual GCN.
There is a reasonable likelihood of great crested newts being present and therefore
affected by the proposed development.
•
The proposed development site is classified as an amber impact area for GCN
under district licence mapping tools. This indicates that the development has suitable
habitat for newts on site;
•
Natural England Interim Guidance on District Level Licensing (January 2020)
stipulates that development projects falling in the Red or Amber risk zones must
demonstrate proposals do not pose a risk to GCN, or, provide detail on the methods
that will be used to safeguard against such risks, which may include licensing.
•
There are 3 ponds within 500m of the site boundary.
•
There are 7 ponds within the site boundary as indicated by the location plan,
mapping software and ecological report;
•
The submitted ecological report (Aspect Ecology, April 2019) indicates that
GCN are present on site, the site has terrestrial habitat suitable for GCN and a
number of GCN breeding ponds;
•
Connectivity of suitable habitat in the local area may provide dispersal of GCN
from the surrounding area to the development site;
•
The Natural England Rapid Risk Assessment Tool (GCN Method Statement
WML-A14-2, November 2017) indicates that potential for an offence to GCN is highly
likely at this development due to the loss of a pond and loss/damage of terrestrial
habitat.
GCN and their habitats are fully protected under the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017 (as amended). Therefore it is illegal to deliberately
capture, injure, kill, disturb or take GCN or to damage or destroy breeding sites or
resting places. Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) it is illegal
to internationally or recklessly disturb any GCN occupying a place of shelter or
protection, or to obstruct access to any place of shelter or protection (see the
legislation or seek legal advice for full details). Milton Keynes Council have a statutory
duty in exercising of all their functions to ‘have regard, so far is consistent with the
proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity’, as
stated under section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006
(NERC). As a result GCN and their habitats are a material consideration in the
planning process.
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Policy:
MKC could refuse permission if adequate information on protected species is not
provided by an applicant, as it will be unable to assess the impacts on the species
and thus meet the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019),
ODPM Circular 06/2005 or the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
2017 (as amended). MKC has the power to request information under Article 4 of the
Town and Country (Planning Applications) Regulations 1988 (SI1988.1812)(S3)
which covers general information for full applications. CLG 2007 ‘The validation of
planning applications’ states that applications should not be registered if there is a
requirement for an assessment of the impacts of a development on biodiversity
interests.
Recommended Actions:
The following options are available:
1.
or

An EPS site-based mitigation licence should be applied for in respect of GCN;

3. The District Licence scheme (administered by the NatureSpace Partnership)
should be applied for. Under MKC’s district licence, development works that may
cause impacts upon GCN can be authorised as part of the planning process.
A1.17 MKC Countryside Officer (Ecology)
Initial Consultation Response 3rd March 2020
Ecological Baseline
The ecological baseline report that was submitted as part of the ES has significant
limitations. All the surveys were carried out in 2017 or 2016, these are now out-ofdate and need to be repeated. The mobile nature of any protected species and
potential changes on site since these were carried out mean that there could have
been significant changes on site in the presence and distribution of species on site.
In line with CIEEM advice (Advice Note on the Lifespan of Ecological Reports &
Surveys, April 2019), any data more than three years old is unlikely to be valid and
the surveys will need to be updated.
The ecological baseline provides only a baseline, the report does not include an
assessment of the potential effects of the proposals on this baseline and no
recommendations or mitigation for the loss of the habitat of protected species. There
are confirmed bat roosts on site, which must be considered prior to determination,
and the proposals will affect the habitat of otter along Chicheley Brook. Otter are also
a European Protected Species and their presence and an assessment of any effects
on them must be provided prior to determination. Similarly, the report does not
contain any recommendations for further survey, or an indication of the lifespan of
the data.
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The baseline report identifies that there are seven trees with moderate potential to
support roosting bats, given the time elapsed this may have changed. However, any
trees with more than low potential to support roosting bats must be subject to
additional survey prior to determination of the application. On this occasion, at least
one emergence and a separate re-entry survey are required prior to determination,
the timing of these surveys is restricted to between May and September. Additional
endoscopic/climbing surveys may help in identifying if the features identified are
suitable for use by bats. These surveys can be carried out at any time.
The applicant must also consider the potential effects on great crested newt, which
are present on site, and I believe Andrew Irving has advised on already.
I would have expected a full Ecological Impact Assessment (following CIEEM
Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK & Ireland, September 2018)
to accompany this application and include an assessment of the effects on the
designations (for example, the location of the sports facility immediately adjacent to
Chicheley Brook Wetland Corridor, which is protected under policy NE1 and provides
important habitat for bats and otter), habitats and species identified in the baseline
report. This would be required prior to determination.
BIA Calculator
The Technical Briefing Note provided (Aspect 2020), includes sections of the BIA
calculator. I would expect the complete calculator to be submitted in the form of a
spreadsheet.
We are in agreement that the net gains that are proposed are, in principle, deliverable
on-site. However, there are some issues with the information submitted that should
be addressed prior to determination or through reserved matters applications in the
future.
1.
The BIA should be recalculated based on the outcomes of the updated
ecological surveys;
2.
Connectivity of habitats should be taken into account, the sports facility cuts a
swathe through the “ecological opportunity area” and has the potential to affect the
ecological functioning of this area, as well as affecting protected species and the
wildlife corridor. I would like to see appropriate buffering of the brook and better
connectivity around the sports facility;
3.
The BIA will need to be updated when detailed designs and reserved matter
applications are submitted, to ensure that the net gain is still achievable. The BIA
calculator should also be used to inform the detailed design of any future proposals;
4.
Any management plans for the site must consider the BIA calculator and
proposals for biodiversity net gain and any enhancements should remain in public
open space to ensure appropriate management; and
5.
The proposals for net gain appear to include multi-use areas (or layering of
benefits), for example creation of neutral grassland within the ecology opportunity
area that will be used for leisure activities, such as kick about areas. The
management of these areas for leisure activities may be incompatible with net gain
and management for biodiversity. The primary purpose of areas created for
biodiversity net gain is just that, the danger of multi-use areas where leisure activities
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are likely to taking place is movement towards the creation and management of
amenity grassland with little biodiversity value.
Second Consultation Response 3rd July 2020
Following our discussions, my advice on the best way forward is as follows:
1. Ecological Survey Validity
Whilst the ecological consultant states that the surveys are still valid, I do not
accept that. The ecological baseline of a site can change in a relatively short time
frame and some of the surveys are now at least three years old. Ordinarily I would
expect a fully updated suite of surveys to be submitted by the applicant, however, I
acknowledge that updated surveys will be required at the REM stage.
2. Ecological Baseline & Ecological Impact Assessment
I accept that the ES contains an assessment of the potential effects of the
proposals on ecology. This will need to be updated at the detailed design stage.
3. Bats
There are confirmed bat roosts on site and therefore at the detailed REM stage a
full up-to-date suite of bat surveys will be required. Ordinarily, these surveys should
not be conditioned, but I appreciate the limitations of the current situation.
Therefore, a condition should be attached to the outline permission requiring new
surveys that are dated within the 12 months prior to the application being submitted
and validated. These surveys should include an assessment of the use of any trees
by bats. This condition will need to be carefully worded and the surveys would be
required prior to the commencement of any works on site. I would also expect the
applicant to submit a copy of the EPS mitigation licence for bats when it obtained,
this demonstrates that we, as LPA, have fulfilled our duties under the Conservation
of Habitats & Species Regulations 2017. The applicant should also provide the
details of how the use of the site by commuting and foraging bats will be protected.
4. Otter
Otter are using the Chicheley Brook on site, no evidence of holts was recorded
during the surveys. These surveys must be updated at the REM stage. To prevent
disturbance to otters and maintain the use of the brook by them, a buffer between
the brook and any development will have to be secured by condition. This should
prevent any use of the buffer during construction and once the scheme is occupied
in any way that would be detrimental to the use of the brook by otter. It should be
noted that I would not support the current layout in the Indicative Masterplan as the
inclusion of sports pitches within the buffer zone is not acceptable.
5. Great Crested Newts
GCN are present on site and the applicant will need to decide on the approach they
will take in relation to licensing at the REM stage.
6. Barn Owl
I note that evidence of barn owls has been submitted and the updated surveys
should include barn owl surveys.

66
(82)

7. Biodiversity Impact Assessment
The complete BIA will need to be updated and submitted at the REM stage, as well
as a detailed Biodiversity Enhancement Scheme including detailed management
prescriptions to ensure that any net gain is maintained in perpetuity. This can be
secured by a suitably worded planning condition.
Final Consultation Response 14th July 2020
Thanks for sending the draft conditions through to me. I’ve had a look and I am
happy that they cover all the issues I raised in my advice, the only point I have to
make is whether the conditions for protected species should include reference to
them accompanying any REM application. It may not be an issue, and I might just
be being overly picky.
A1.18 MKC Environmental Health
Contaminated Land
Ground Contamination
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT (Detailed Consultee assessment)
I have read the Ground Conditions Desk Study report (Hydrock, Jan 2017) and I
consider it to be a thorough assessment of the site. I agree with the conclusions of
the report that the risk to the proposed development is low to moderate but this would
need to be confirmed by an appropriate intrusive investigation, testing and
assessment of the results as outlined in section 5.1. No plausible pollutant linkages
that would prohibit the development or its design. However, In accordance with NPPF
as the proposed use is particularly vulnerable to the presence of contamination I
recommend that the following condition be applied to any grant of planning
permission for this site.
RECOMMENDATION (Please draft any suggested reasons for refusal or suggested
conditions including reference to relevant Planning Policy. If amendments or
additional information is required please make your requirements clear)
1) Prior to any development taking place, the developer shall carry out an
assessment of ground conditions to determine the likelihood of any ground,
groundwater or gas contamination of the site.
The results of this survey detailing the nature and extent of any contamination,
together with a strategy for any remedial action deemed necessary to bring the site
to a condition suitable for its intended use, shall be submitted to and approved by the
Local Planning Authority before construction works commence.
2) Any remedial works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved strategy
and validated by submission of an appropriate verification report prior to first
occupation of the development.
3) Should any unforeseen contamination be encountered the Local Planning
Authority shall be informed immediately. Any additional site investigation and
remedial work that is required as a result of unforeseen contamination will also be
carried out to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.
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Reason: To ensure that the site is fit for its proposed purposed and any potential
risks to human health, property, and the natural and historical environment, are
appropriately investigated and minimised.
Noise
No formal written comment received, but advised condition to secure mitigation
measures in the Noise Assessment.
Air Quality
have re-read the updated air quality assessment in the ES and there are no
significant air quality impacts predicted for the development.
The assessment of emissions during construction (mainly dust) assumes mitigation
measures will be used. The measures listed in 8.7 p167-169 of the ES can be found
in the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) guidance “Guidance on the
assessment of dust from demolition and construction” published in 2014. As
construction mitigation measures are site-specific it would be better to require that a
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) incorporating a Dust
Management Plan should be submitted prior to works commencing.
A1.19 MKC Footpath/Rights of Way Officer
KEY CONSIDERATIONS (These should relate solely to your specialist area of
advice and be in bullet point form as a summary)
1.
The application outlines a diversion of Newport Pagnell Footpath 10 as part
of the proposal. This will require a formal legal process to be undertaken through the
Rights of Way team.
2.
The nature and setting of Newport Pagnell Footpath 15 will be changed with
implications for the current footpath infrastructure in place.
3.
A narrow bridge is at the development boundary. An assessment of the
structure is required.
4.
A redway is proposed either alongside or on top of the route of Newport
Pagnell Footpath 15. The specific details of how a redway and the public footpath
can co-exist need to be clarified.
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT (Detailed Consultee assessment)
1.
The Design and Access Statement set out that a section of Newport Pagnell
Footpath 10 is proposal to be diverted. This would require a Public Path Order. A
diversion can be applied for either under s119 Highways Act 1980, or under s257
Town and Country Planning Act 1990. An application can only be made under the
Town and Country Planning Act “to allow development to take place”. However, the
applicant has not made it clear whether this diversion is required because
development will take place along the existing line. The plans indicate that the
existing route will remain unbuilt on. In the Design and Access Statement the
applicant has suggested that Newport Pagnell Footpath 10 could be diverted into the
area of green space and also the local centre, “Diverted footpath - there is a potential
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for diverting a short section of the existing footpath FP10, so it is re-routed away from
the recycling centre and towards the more attractive setting of green open spaces, a
play area and the local centre”. Whilst I would be supportive of a Public Footpath
travelling through open green space, it is not clear whether it is necessary to divert
the existing Public Footpath to achieve this, or whether the proposed new route could
be a leisure route with no formal designation, or alternatively an additional Public
Footpath being designated.
The applicant needs to be aware that diversion applications are subject to public
consultation.
2.
Newport Pagnell Footpath 15 is currently a public footpath with several
features along its route including kissing gates and a stile. Gates and stiles should
only be in place for stock-proofing purposes, so are unlikely to be required in the new
development.
3.
There is a bridge structure at grid reference 489046 243954 on Newport
Pagnell Footpath 15, on the edge of the sports facility area of the proposal, at the
development boundary. This structure has a narrow width of approximately 70cm
with a parapet constructed of key clamp. Whilst the bridge may currently be fit for its
purpose of linking two rural fields, with limited usage, the scale of the development
means that it would unlikely be inappropriate to accommodate the increased usage
it will receive following development. An assessment is required.
4.
The Design and Access Statement show that a redway is proposed in the
vicinity of Newport Pagnell Footpath 15. It is not clear whether it is intended that the
redway runs adjacent to the Public Footpath, or directly on top of it.
The Public Footpath has a minimum width of 1.5m.
It is illegal to cycle on a Public Footpath, and any Public Right of Way has much
stronger legal protection than a redway, which has no legal status. Changing a
natural surface to a hard surface path, shared with cyclists would change the
character of the Public Footpath. Therefore, if widths allow it is advised that the
Public Footpath remains as a natural surface and that the redway is provided
adjacent to it with a buffer strip in between.
RECOMMENDATION (Please draft any suggested reasons for refusal or suggested
conditions including reference to relevant Planning Policy. If amendments or
additional information is required please make your requirements clear)
1.
The applicant should contact the MKC Rights of Way team to discuss the
potential diversion of Newport Pagnell Footpath 10, so an understanding of
timeframes and processes can be discussed.
2.
Discussion is required between the applicant and the Rights of Way team
regarding the existing footpath infrastructure on the ground. The removal of the gates
and stile would create a more open and accessible footpath which is advised.
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3.
The bridge on Newport Pagnell Footpath 15 is assessed and likely replaced
with a structure more appropriate for scale of the development proposed and
anticipated usage.
4.
Clarification is required regarding the redway proposed at Newport Pagnell
Footpath 15. It is recommended that the footpath is retained as a natural surface and
the redway is provided parallel to it with a buffer strip in between. A minimum width
of 1.5 metres is required for the footpath.
A1.20 MKC Housing Strategy
Milton Keynes Council Local Plan Priority Housing Policy H2, Affordable Housing
Policies H3-H5, Housing Mix Policy H9
Milton Keynes Core Strategy adopted July 2013 Policy CS10 Housing
Plan:MK, Approved April 2019, Policy HN1 Housing Mix and Density & Policy HN2
Affordable Housing (https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planmk)
MKC Affordable Housing SPD January 2020
The Council’s Plan 2016-20 approved at Council 8 June 2016
KEY CONSIDERATIONS (These should relate solely to your specialist area of
advice and be in bullet point form as a summary)
•
Development should provide 31% Affordable Housing in line with Plan:MK
unless an MKDP site which requires more
•
At least 10% of affordable housing must be built to Building Regulations Part
M4(3) wheelchair accessible standard.
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT (Detailed Consultee assessment)
The Council’s Plan 2016-20 approved at Council 8 June 2016 has the Key Priority:
”Growth and Affordable Housing – securing the future of Milton Keynes by
continuing to support Plan:MK and supporting the aspiration that MK should grow
to a population of 500,000 and beyond by 2050”. As per Policy HN2 (Affordable
Housing) of Plan:MK any development that proposes for 11 or more homes should
provide at least 31% affordable housing.
The policy states a tenure mix of affordable housing will consist of approximately:
•
20% of units under the Affordable Rent model (up to 80% of market rents) or
Local Housing Allowance (whichever is lower);
•
5% of units at a level broadly equivalent to Social Rent; and
•
6% Shared Ownership (based on a range of 25% - 40% equity share in
order to be classed as Affordable Housing).
However, we do note that there was agreement to revise the tenure mix to:
•
16% of units under the Affordable Rent model (up to 80% of market rents) or
Local Housing Allowance (whichever is lower);
•
5% of units at a level broadly equivalent to Social Rent; and
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•
10% Shared Ownership (based on a range of 25% - 40% equity share in
order to be classed as Affordable Housing).
For this development the affordable housing we would expect to see is 289 units to
be compliant. These should be:
•
•
•

149 as affordable rent
47 as social rent
93 shared ownership

Any proposed Affordable Housing house size mix should be in line with current
affordable housing need and policy; predominantly 3 bed and 2 bed, then 1 bed
and 4 bed properties, as appropriate for the site and development.
The 2017 SHMA indicates that only 9.8% & 8.5% respectively of the 8,200
affordable housing needed between 2016 and 2031 should be one-bed and twobed flats. Instead, the need is predominantly for 3 and 2 bed houses as the table
below shows:
Table 1: Expected Market Sale and Affordable Housing tenure
Type Size Affordable housing Aff Hsg Expected Market housing
Mrkt Hsg
Expected
Flat 1 bed 9.8% 28
0.5% 3
2+ bed
8.5% 25
1.1% 7
House 2 bed 32.9% 95
10.9% 70
3 bed 37.8% 109 57.4% 368
4 bed 8.5% 25
24.6% 158
5 bed 2.4% 7
5.5% 35
100% 289 100% 641
We would like to see the affordable units dispersed throughout the site and
integrated with the market housing to promote community cohesion & tenure
blindness. We do not want clusters of more than 12 affordable units.
We expect the affordable housing to be let in accordance with the Council’s
allocation scheme and enforced through an agreed nominations agreement with
the Council.
Any variance to the mix as required and detailed in the SHMA may need to be
assessed through a viability assessment and against all other material planning
considerations.
Accessibility & Adaptability of Homes
As per policy HN4 of Plan:MK, further to requirements for 60% of all new dwellings
to be built to Building Regulations Part M4(2) standards for accessible and
adaptable dwellings, at least 10% of all new affordable homes must be built to
Building regulations part M4(3) wheelchair accessible standard.
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RECOMMENDATION (Please draft any suggested reasons for refusal or
suggested conditions including reference to relevant Planning Policy. If
amendments or additional information is required please make your requirements
clear)
The Development needs to comply with Plan:MK (2019) and further that a condition
be added to ensure the housing mix is provided at outline stage and/or secure it by
condition if it has been provided and agreed.
Strategic Housing welcome early discussion of the tenure mix with the Developer.
We are hopeful that as we encourage more Affordable Housing from our own
property, we would hope that we would be the first to be approached in regards to
any excess properties for Affordable Housing over and above the 31%.
A1.21 MKC Economic Development
No response received
A1.22 MKC Waste Disposal
when will we receive the waste management sum?
Can this be at commencement of the works so that we can get on with putting in the
queuing system as soon as the development commences ?
A1.23 MKC Travel Planner
The Framework Travel Plan for the proposed Tickford Farm Fields development
covers most of the elements for a framework travel plan. There are some positive
plans in place, however, there are a number of comments and queries listed below
which the developer is requested to consider and subsequently include in their Travel
Plan.
Development Proposals
There is mention that there will be a new primary school and a local centre on the
site. New school builds will require a separate travel plan producing for the school
site. The local centre on the site will help residents reduce the need to travel. It is
difficult to comment on the need for a travel plan without knowing the full details of
what facilities will be located on the proposed site. However a travel plan will be
required if the class of business meets the required thresholds.
Policy and Planning framework
There is background provided on transport policy, however, there is no mention of
Plan MK or the Milton Keynes Core Strategy. Neither is there mention of the National
Planning Policy Framework.
Access to Services
It is positive that the travel plan has included information about the length of time it
takes to walk to local services, however the plan states that an acceptable walking
distance is 2 miles, whereas in reality acceptable walking distances are much lower,
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the desirable distance being 400m, acceptable 800m and preferred maximum
1200m.
Travel Plan Management
It is positive to see a target to reduce single occupancy vehicle journeys. Survey
results must be sent to Milton Keynes Council and targets must be agreed. The
measures included in the Travel Plan must be robust enough to ensure the targets
can be met.
Action plan
In the final travel plan a detailed action plan must be included providing details of
actions, costs, persons responsible, dates for actions should be given to ensure they
are undertaken at specified times and not overlooked. All measures in the travel plan
should be carried through and be included in the action plan.
Travel Plan Co-Ordinator
It is positive to see that there is a commitment for Travel Plan Co-Ordinator to be in
place to manage the process of promoting and monitoring the Travel Plan.
Information should be included about how much time will be allocated to the role, this
must be enough to be able to carry out all travel plan activities and monitoring tasks.
The details of the Travel Plan Co-Ordinator must be shared with Milton Keynes
Council. To ensure consistency the Travel Plan Co-Ordinator should remain in place
for a minimum of 5 years post occupation of the final stage of the development in
order to manage the monitoring of the travel plan.
In addition Milton Keynes Council asks for monitoring of developments annually for
the first five years of occupation and then biennially thereafter, meaning contact will
need to be maintained on a long term basis. Milton Keynes Council’s preferred
method of monitoring travel plans is through the Modeshift Starsfor online platform
www.starsfor.org
Parking Standards
The Travel Plan mentions that the MKC parking standards will be considered, the
plan later does mention that cycle parking will be dependent on the property style,
however cycle parking will also need to adhere to MKC parking standards.
Travel Plan Measures
Residents welcome pack – it is good to see a Welcome Pack will be provided to each
household. A journey planner is mentioned, it is worth noting here that the council
supports its own website for travel in and around MK, including a journey planner
www.getsmartertravelmk.org The welcome pack will need to be submitted to MKC
for approval before being delivered to households.
Personalised Travel Planning – it is encouraging to see included within the Travel
Plan. It would be useful to explain how the travel plan coordinator will be trained in
order to know how to provide the travel advice residents will need.
Electric Vehicle charge points – It is difficult to comment without knowing the types
of local services, however, consideration for EV charge points at local services
should be given. The full travel plan should give more details about this.
73
(89)

Bike share – Again, it is difficult to comment without understanding what local
services will be provided but consideration should be given as to whether this is an
appropriate location for any bike hire/share options. An action to investigate this
should be included in the Travel Plan.
Conclusion
The recommendations suggested above should be included in the travel plan. A
condition is suggested to be placed on the application as detailed below;
No part of the development shall be occupied until a Travel Plan has been submitted
and approved. Within three months of occupation of the development a Travel Plan
Coordinator shall be nominated to manage the Travel Plan. The plan shall be
produced utilising the Starsfor online platform. The approved full travel plan shall be
implemented in accordance with the timetable and targets contained within and shall
continue to be implemented as long as any part of the development is occupied with
a minimum of annual reporting for the first five years, biennually thereafter.
A1.24 Health Safety Executive
No comments received
A1.25 Central Bedfordshire Council
Firstly thank you for consulting us; Central Bedfordshire Council welcomes the
opportunity to comment on the application. We recognise the need for both Councils
to work together on cross boundary issues raised by growth within Milton Keynes
and Central Bedfordshire moving forward, including matters of infrastructure and
Section 106 contributions.
We note that the site is in very close proximity to the Milton Keynes East allocation,
yet the application documents do not appear to adequately consider the cumulative
impact of the proposed development with the allocation. In particular, we are
concerned that the Transport Assessment only considers localised consented
development and a growth factor and does not appear to consider the allocation.
We feel that it is crucial that Highways England and CBC's highways officers are fully
engaged in conversations about the cumulative impacts of the development and the
Milton Keynes East allocation on both the strategic highway network and the highway
network within Central Bedfordshire, with identified negative impacts being suitably
mitigated.
We note that the Transport Assessment is showing a very small proportion of trips
utilising the route east towards the CBC area, however, it is unclear whether the work
makes any assumptions on rerouting of traffic on rural routes to avoid the M1 for east
bound journeys to Bedford or Cambridge for example. We would appreciate
clarification on this point.
We also request that control is placed on HGV/ construction traffic to ensure that only
strategic routes are used for. For example, we wish to ensure that North Crawley
Road East towards Cranfield is not used as an alternative route to the A421
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A1.26 Northamptonshire County Council
No comments received
A1.27 Bedford Borough Council
No comments received
A1.28 Anglian Water
ASSETS
Section 1 - Assets Affected
There are assets owned by Anglian Water or those subject to an adoption agreement
within or close to the
development boundary that may affect the layout of the site. Anglian Water would
ask that the following text be
included within your Notice should permission be granted.
Anglian Water has assets close to or crossing this site or there are assets subject to
an adoption agreement.
Therefore the site layout should take this into account and accommodate those
assets within either prospectively
adoptable highways or public open space. If this is not practicable then the sewers
will need to be diverted at the
developers cost under Section 185 of the Water Industry Act 1991. or, in the case of
apparatus under an adoption
agreement, liaise with the owners of the apparatus. It should be noted that the
diversion works should normally be
completed before development can commence.
WASTEWATER SERVICES
Section 2 - Wastewater Treatment
The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of Cotton Valley Water
Recycling Centre that will have
available capacity for these flows
Planning Report
Section 3 - Used Water Network
Development will lead to an unacceptable risk of flooding downstream. Anglian Water
will need to plan effectively for
the proposed development, if permission is granted. We will need to work with the
applicant to ensure any
infrastructure improvements are delivered in line with the development. A full
assessment cannot be made due to
lack of information, the applicant has not identified a connection point to the Anglian
Water network. We therefore
request a condition requiring an on-site drainage strategy. (1) INFORMATIVE Notification of intention to connect to
the public sewer under S106 of the Water Industry Act Approval and consent will be
required by Anglian Water,
under the Water Industry Act 1991. Contact Development Services Team 0345 606
6087. (2) INFORMATIVE 75
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Protection of existing assets - A public sewer is shown on record plans within the
land identified for the proposed
development. It appears that development proposals will affect existing public
sewers. It is recommended that the
applicant contacts Anglian Water Development Services Team for further advice on
this matter. Building over
existing public sewers will not be permitted (without agreement) from Anglian Water.
(3) INFORMATIVE - Building
near to a public sewer - No building will be permitted within the statutory easement
width of 3 metres from the
pipeline without agreement from Anglian Water. Please contact Development
Services Team on 0345 606 6087. (4)
INFORMATIVE: The developer should note that the site drainage details submitted
have not been approved for the
purposes of adoption. If the developer wishes to have the sewers included in a sewer
adoption agreement with
Anglian Water (under Sections 104 of the Water Industry Act 1991), they should
contact our Development Services
Team on 0345 606 6087 at the earliest opportunity. Sewers intended for adoption
should be designed and
constructed in accordance with Sewers for Adoption guide for developers, as
supplemented by Anglian Water’s
requirements.
Section 4 - Surface Water Disposal
The preferred method of surface water disposal would be to a sustainable drainage
system (SuDS) with connection
to sewer seen as the last option. Building Regulations (part H) on Drainage and
Waste Disposal for England
includes a surface water drainage hierarchy, with infiltration on site as the preferred
disposal option, followed by
discharge to watercourse and then connection to a sewer.
This response has been based on the following submitted documents: Flood Risk
Assessment From the details
submitted to support the planning application the proposed method of surface water
management does not relate to
Anglian Water operated assets. As such, we are unable to provide comments on the
suitability of the surface water
management. The Local Planning Authority should seek the advice of the Lead Local
Flood Authority or the Internal
Drainage Board. The Environment Agency should be consulted if the drainage
system directly or indirectly involves
the discharge of water into a watercourse. Should the proposed method of surface
water management change to
include interaction with Anglian Water operated assets, we would wish to be reconsulted to ensure that an effective
surface water drainage strategy is prepared and implemented.
Section 5 - Suggested Planning Conditions
Anglian Water would therefore recommend the following planning condition if the
Local Planning Authority is mindful
to grant planning approval.
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Used Water Sewerage Network (Section 3)
Condition Prior to the construction above damp proof course, a scheme for on-site
foul water drainage works,
including connection point and discharge rate, shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning
Authority. Prior to the occupation of any phase, the foul water drainage works relating
to that phase must have
been carried out in complete accordance with the approved scheme. Reason To
prevent environmental and
amenity problems arising from flooding
Planning Report
FOR THE ATTENTION OF THE APPLICANT - if Section 3 or Section 4 condition
has
been recommended above, please see below information:
Next steps
Desktop analysis has suggested that the proposed development will lead to an
unacceptable risk of flooding
downstream. We therefore highly recommend that you engage with Anglian Water
at your earliest convenience to
develop in consultation with us a feasible drainage strategy.
If you have not done so already, we recommend that you submit a Pre-planning
enquiry with our Pre-Development
team.
This
can
be
completed
online
at
our
website
http://www.anglianwater.co.uk/developers/pre-development.aspx
Once submitted, we will work with you in developing a feasible mitigation solution.
If a foul or surface water condition is applied by the Local Planning Authority to the
Decision Notice, we will require a
copy of the following information prior to recommending discharging the condition:
Foul water:
Feasible drainage strategy agreed with Anglian Water detailing the discharge
solution including:
Development size
Proposed discharge rate (Should you require a pumped connection, please note that
our minimum pumped
discharge rate is 3.8l/s)
Connecting manhole discharge location (No connections can be made into a public
rising main)
Notification of intention to connect to the public sewer under S106 of the Water
Industry Act (More information
can be found on our website)
Feasible mitigation strategy in agreement with Anglian Water (if required)
A1.29 Ramblers
have quickly looked through some of the documents and have the following comment
at this stage.
The application form states that there will be no diversions to public rights of way.
Footpath 10 runs along south-west boundary and footpath 15 runs through proposed
site. The access and design statement mentions a possible short diversion of
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footpath 10 and a redway by the route of footpath 15. A redway would change the
usage and character of a footpath and may not be a suitable option.
A1.30 Beds, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust
No comments received
A1.31 Anglian Water
No objection subject to appropriate conditions and informatives.
A1.32 Bedford Internal Drainage Board
You are advised that this site is outside the Board’s district, in this instance the Board
has no comment to make.
A1.33 British Pipeline Agency
Thank you for your correspondence enclosing details of your proposals as listed
above. We are not aware that any of BPA Pipelines apparatus, falls within the vicinity
of the above noted location.
A1.34 Buckingham and River Ouzel Internal Drainage Board
No comments received
A1.35 Canal and River Trust
The Canal & River Trust is a statutory consultee under the Town and Country
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. The current
notified area applicable to consultations with us, in our capacity as a Statutory
Consultee was issued to Local Planning Authorities in 2011 under the organisations
former name, British Waterways. The 2011 issue introduced a notified area for
household and minor scale development and a notified area for EIA and major scale
development.
This application falls outside the notified area for its application scale. We are
therefore returning this application to you as there is no requirement for you to consult
us in our capacity as a Statutory Consultee.
A1.36 Crime Prevention Design Advisor
Whilst I do not wish to object to the outline application, I make the following comments
in the interest of creating safe and accessible environments with minimal crime and
disorder.
I am disappointed to see that there is little to no mention of crime prevention in the
DAS. I would hope the applicant intends to meet with Secured by Design standards.
The following has been noted “DAS Layout 6.20 The indicative configuration of
streets and structure of parcels take into consideration the principles of passive
surveillance and overlooking, with plots fronting the public realm, enhancing the
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sense of security.” I would hope to see in any indicative layout plan the use of back
to back gardens, and where possible all side elevations of dwellings including a
ground floor active room window to allow surveillance over carparking as well as over
the site as a whole.
I would ask that the applicant is conditioned to build schools, local centre, dwellings,
play areas, public centres to the appropriate Secured by design standard. Further
design guides and best practice, utilising the principles of CPTED (crime prevention
through environmental design), can be found on the Secured By Design website.
https://www.securedbydesign.com/guidance/design-guides
Please find bellow Input from the Thames Valley Police Traffic Management Officer
With reference to the proposal of 930 dwellings being primarily accessed from two
connecting roads leading onto the North Crawley Road, Newport Pagnell the collision
history has been checked for the five year period 1/8/2014 – 31/7/19 which show no
slight, serious or fatal collisions along this length to the junction with London road in
Newport Pagnell to the west and to the overbridge over the A509 towards the village
of North Crawley to the east.
The accesses are currently being shown within a 40mph speed limit and would need
to be reduced to 30mph bearing in mind the size of the development and number of
vehicle movements in these locations. In order to reduce speeds at there would be a
requirement for some form of physical measures to be provided along the affected
length of carriageway to gain the required degree of compliance for this reduced
speed limit.
The existing 30mph limit commences just prior to the exit point to the refuse disposal
site along the North Crawly Road where the road environment changes to a more
urban environment which will need to be extended together with the reduction in the
speed limit.
The comments above are made on behalf of Thames Valley Police. I hope that you
find my comments of assistance in determining the application and if you or the
applicants have any queries relating to crime prevention design in the meantime,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
A1.37 Environment Agency
Initial Consultation Response (13/02/2020)
Environment Agency position
In the absence of an acceptable Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) we object to this
application and recommend that planning permission is refused.
Reason(s)
The submitted FRA does not comply with the requirements for site-specific flood risk
assessments, as set out in paragraphs 30 to 32 of the Flood Risk and Coastal
Change section of the planning practice guidance. The FRA does not provided
sufficient evidence to support its conclusions. In particular, the FRA fails to provide:
The model files so that the model quality can be confirmed
Details of how the development has sought to reduce overall flood risk
Advice to LPA / Applicant
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The proposed development has utilised a bespoke flood model to determine the
areas at risk of flooding onsite. The majority of the built development is being
proposed outside of the 0.1% Annual Exceedance Probability (the chance of an
event occurring in any one year) floodplain. However, some sections indicate that
development parcels will be placed directly adjacent to the floodplain. This requires
the modelling to contain very small level of uncertainty. To help us determine whether
the current layout is supported by an accurate evidence base, we will need to review
the model.
We are concerned, that given the scale of the development, no options for reducing
overall flood risk have been discussed and enacted within the proposals. Part B of
the Exception Test (paragraph 160 of the NPPF) states the development should,
where possible, reduce flood risk overall. Given the scale of surface water drainage
network and the presence of watercourses within the site, there should be options to
achieve flood risk reductions post development.
The FRA identifies (section 4.3.7) that the area of Flood Zone 2 that surrounds the
smaller ordinary watercourse is likely the result of a blockage. This residual risk has
not been investigated further within the FRA. Although a sequential approach has
been taken to avoid this area, it may impact the drainage of the site if another
blockage occurs.
Overcoming our objection
To overcome our objection, the applicant should submit a revised FRA which
addresses the points highlighted above.
If this cannot be achieved, we are likely to maintain our objection. Please consult us
on any revised FRA and we will respond within 21 days of receiving it.
A1.38 Highways England
No comments received
A1.39 Natural England
Based on the plans submitted, Natural England considers that the proposed
development will not have significant adverse impacts on designated sites an has
no objection.
A1.40 RSPB
No comments received
A1.41 Cranfield Airport
No comments received
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A1.42 Historic England
On the basis of the information provided, we do not consider that it is necessary for
this application to be notified to Historic England under the relevant statutory
provisions, details of which are attached.
If you consider that this application does fall within one of the relevant categories, or
you have other reasons for seeking our advice, please contact us to discuss your
request. If we do not hear from you within five working days we will assume this
application should not have been sent to us.
A1.43 Third Party Representations and Petition
Comments have been received from 16 addresses/neighbours and a petition signed
by 85 people, which relates specifically to the Morello Way access.
The material planning considerations raised are summarised below and will be
addressed in the relevant section of the report:
Traffic and Parking
• Morello Way Access- the proposed development would have a significant number
of cars and household and as the only access with a roundabout and first access
point will become a priority access and a rat run. Residents are not convinced by
proposed traffic calming measures mentioned by local Councillors.
• Tickford Mews loss of access- Tickford Mews consist of just over 70 dwellings
and the only area of soft landscape will be lost through creation of the new access.
This area is used by adults and children for recreation and provides visual
amenity, location for wildlife, etc.
• Traffic Generation & Road Access - North Crawley Road, additional harmful
impact
• School Safety/Parking - Lack of safety planning for crossing North Crawley Road
to reach new school.
• Recycling Centre – traffic backs up leading to limited to Morello Way and the
development will exacerbate this.
• Newport Pagnell Town Centre – extra provision is required to satisfy extra
demand this will place on parking spaces.
Other Considerations
• Drainage/Flooding
• Overlooking/light pollution
• Wildlife
• Overdevelopment
• Public Rights of Way
• Visual Impacts
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ITEM

6(b)

Application Number: 20/00678/FULMMA
Description Variation of conditions 2 (operational life), 3 (restoration sequence) and
5 (final restoration of the site) attached to planning application MK/806/95 to extend
the operational life of the site by 15 years with final restoration of the whole site to be
completed within a further 24 months.
At Bletchley Landfill Site, Guernsey Road, Newton Leys, Milton Keynes, MK3 5FR
For FCC Environment
Statutory Target: 11th June 2020
Extension of Time: Yes 30th September 2020
Ward: Bletchley East

Parish: Bletchley and Fenny Stratford

Report Author/Case Officer:

Katy Lycett
Senior Planning Officer

Contact Details:

01908 252313
katy.lycett@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Team Manager:

Jon Palmer
Head of Planning
jonathan.palmer@milton-keynes.gov.uk

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 site is the existing Bletchley Landfill Site (known hereafter as
LFS) which is located off Guernsey Road in Newton Leys. The LFS has been
in operation since the 1970s and was constructed on the site of the former
Newton Longville clay pit. Access is via a gated entrance off Guernsey Road
which leads into the staff/visitor parking area and routes further into the site for
waste delivery vehicles. The LFS covers a site area of 116ha.

2.2

The site is bounded by residential areas of Bletchley to the north and east. To
the east is also the Blue Lagoon Nature Reserve and west coast railway line.
Newton Leys is located to the south and west with Newton Longville village
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beyond. As of the 1st of April 2020, of the originally permitted 1650 units a total
of 331 units were left to be completed. There are no outstanding Reserved
Matters applications left to be determined and the developer on site has advised
that the development should be fully completed within the next 3-5 years.
2.3

A small section of the western boundary abuts the administrative control of
Buckinghamshire Council (formally Aylesbury Vale District Council). Newton
Leys remains under construction in-part but is completed in the main and the
LFS is reached via Jersey Road leading onto Guernsey Road which also
provides access to the Newton Leys Local Centre.

2.4

The current operation is run by the firm FCC Environment although was
previously managed through different operators until FCC took over the site in
2004. The site now contains some areas which have been completed and filled
already followed by restorative works (approximately 35% of the site).

2.5

The current operation takes place in the following ways:

2.6

-

This LFS is the only non-hazardous waste facility within Milton Keynes.

-

This site receives waste that cannot otherwise be reused, recycled or
recovered elsewhere and takes waste from a variety of locations. The LFS
also accepts waste from a variety of locations and sources.

-

The waste arriving at the LFS is formed into ‘cells’ which are then deposited
into the existing voids. This operation accepts a variety of types of waste.

The site also contains other waste processing facilities, operating under
separate planning permission, such as a material recycling facility (MRF) which
accepts waste form Milton Keynes and other authority areas.
The Proposal

2.7

The application is made under Section 73 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990, which confers power to amend or remove conditions and not to
amend any other part of the permission. The outcome of a successful
application is the grant of a wholly new planning permission which will sit
alongside the original permission and the applicant is entitled to choose which
planning permission to implement. The application proposes to vary conditions
2, 3 and 5 of permission MK/806/95 (permitted 6th February 2002, Decision
Notice appended to this report as Appendix 2, hereafter referred to as the ”2002
permission”) which relate to the following:
•

•

Condition 2 - Operation Time Limit. The 2002 permission secured by
condition the end of importation of waste materials after 20 years, therefore
providing an end date of the 6th of February 2022. The request being
considered is to extend this total period by a further 15 years resulting in a
final date of the 6th of February 2037.
Condition 3 – Restoration sequence arrangements to be in compliance with
the submitted Site Restoration Sequence document. This application is
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•

seeking to alter that sequence due to the changes in the requested lifespan
of the operation.
Condition 5 – Site Restoration. The 2002 permission specified that
restoration works following the operation ceasing would be required within
12 months. This application is seeking a further 12 months, to allow two
years for the restoration at the site. The latest date for completion of the
restoration would therefore be the 6th February 2039

2.8

The rationale for the requested changes to the previously approved conditions
is provided within the supporting statement of the application. The most
significant factor however has been highlighted as the way that waste is dealt
with and the move away from landfill and the increase in recycling as there is a
priority to deal with waste in a more environmentally sustainable way. As a
result, the remaining void is taking significantly longer to fill than the original
calculations predicted hence the request to extend the lifespan of the landfill
operation by a further 15 years.

2.9

The application has not been revised during the application process however,
where necessary, further details and clarity were provided following receipt of
detailed consultation comments. These are discussed in more details in later
sections of this report.

2.10

All other remaining conditions from the 2002 permission would remain in
force/applicable so the day-to-day operations would remain as per the current
situation on site.

2.11

The application was subject to a request for an EIA Screening Opinion, where
it was confirmed that the proposal was not considered to be EIA development
(19/01119/EIASCR).
Reason for referral to committee

2.12

The application has been referred to committee due to the controversial nature
of the development, and due to a call-in by Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town
Council, and Ward Councillor Emily Darlington.
Scope of debate/decision

2.13

This application relates solely to the variation of conditions as set out above.
The principle of development was previously established. However, due to the
nature of this application, Members are being asked to consider the
acceptability of extending this operation for a further 15 years and associated
variations to the final restoration of the site. The related matters for
consideration will be set out and discussed in sections 6 and 7 of this report.

3.0

RELEVANT POLICIES
National Policy
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3.1

National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) (NPPF)
Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development
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
National Planning Policy for Waste (October 2014) (NPPW)
Paragraph 3 Identifying need for waste management facilities
Paragraph 7 Determining Planning Applications
The Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2011
Part 6 Duties of Planning Authorities
In addition, the Planning Practice Guidance is also a material consideration.
The Development Plan

3.2

Neighbourhood Plan
As of May 2020 the area put forward by Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town
Council for designation as a Neighbourhood Plan area has been approved by
Milton Keynes Council. The application site is within the designated
neighbourhood plan area.

3.3

Plan:MK (March 2019)
Strategic Objective 13 Mitigation of the Borough’s Impact on Climate Change
Policy SD8 - Newton Leys
Policy CT1 - Sustainable Transport Network
Policy CT2 - Movement and Access
Policy CT3 - Walking and Cycling
Policy CT5 - Public Transport
Policy INF1 - Delivering Infrastructure
Policy FR1 - Managing Flood Risk
Policy FR2 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) and Integrated Flood Risk
Assessment
Policy NE1 - Protection of Sites
Policy NE2 - Protected Species and Priority Species and Habitats
Policy NE3 - Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement
Policy NE4 - Green Infrastructure
Policy NE5 - Conserving and Enhancing Landscape Character
Policy NE6 - Environmental Pollution
Policy D1 - Designing a High-Quality Place
Policy D2 - Creating a Positive Character
Policy D5 - Amenity and Street Scene
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Policy SC1 - Sustainable Construction
3.4

Milton Keynes Waste Development Plan Document 2007-2026 (February
2008) (WDPD)
WA2 – Safeguarding Existing Allocated Waste Sites
A17-18 - Recognises the 2002 permission and 20-year limit and notes
that the operator has predicted that the site would need to be extended
beyond the life of the WDPD.
WDC1 – Development Control Criteria
WDC2 – Environmental Objectives
WDC3 – Transport
WDC4 – Restoration

3.5

Supplementary Planning Documents/Guidance
Milton Keynes Drainage Strategy - Development and Flood Risk SPG (May
2004)

3.6

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.

3.7

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

Application Site
The following is the planning history for the site within the Milton Keynes
authority boundary.
20/00849/FUL
Construction and operation of a surface water attenuation lagoon
Pending Consideration.

20/01161/CONS
Section 73 application for the variation of conditions 2 & 4 (Revised restoration
scheme), 3 (operational life), 6 (final restoration of the site) and 13 (operational
hours) attached to planning application 95/1362/AWD to extend the operational
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life of the site by 15 years with revised final restoration of the whole site to be
completed within a further 24 months and amendment of Saturday operational
hours to 0700 to 1300 only (Buckinghamshire Council CM/0018/20)
Holding Objection on the basis of impact on amenity to the local community
21.05.2020
19/01119/EIASCR
Environmental screening request in accordance with regulation 6 of the Town
and Country Planning (Environmental impact assessment) (England)
regulations 2017 (as amended)
EIA Not Required 29.05.2019
14/01873/FUL
Variation Of Condition 12 Of Planning Permission Mk/806/95 To Incorporate
The Layout Of Waste Processing Facility (WPF) And Ancillary Development
Approved Under Separate Planning Permission 12/00703/Min; To Include The
Current Layout Of 4 X Temporary Portacabins; To Mark The Location Of Soil
Bund Providing Temporary Storage Of Soils And Landscaping And/Or Site
Restoration; To Indicate Areas Of The Site Used For Mobile Plant And
Equipment Laydown And Storage, And Location Of Other Ancillary Structures
Such As Plant Storage Containers, A Fuel Store And Bird Of Prey Unit; To
Indicate The Location Of Odour Suppressing Compound; To Show The
Location Of Perimeter Security Fencing, Bletchley Landfill Site, Newton Road
Permitted 04.02.2015
11/00470/MIN
Application made under Section 73 to vary condition 11 of application
MK/806/95 in respect of the permitted hours of operation on site
Permitted 10.05.2011
09/00096/MIN
INSTALLATION OF LEACHATE FACILITY, CONSTRUCTION OF A VISUAL
SCREENING BUND AND CONTINUED USE OF AN EXISTING SITE ACCESS
ROAD
Permitted 26.06.2009
07/00052/MIN
Variation of End Date for The Decision Importation Of Waste Materials
Specified In Condition Number 2 Attached To Planning Permission MK/806/95
Refused 03.10.2007
Refused for the following reason: ‘That planning permission for the extension
of the operational period of the landfill site is refused as there is, at this time,
insufficient evidence to conclude that there will not be enough waste generated
within Milton Keynes and its immediate surroundings to enable the site to be
completed by the date approved. Granting planning permission to extend the
life of the site now would, therefore, delay unnecessarily the site restoration.’
06/01246/MIN
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VARIATION OF PLANNING PERMISSION FOR THE RECONTOURING OF
THE BLETCHLEY LANDFILL SITE TO VARY HOURS (ref MK/806/95)
Permitted 22.12.2006
05/01536/MIN
CHANGE OF CONDITION 11 ON PREVIOUS PLANNING APPLICATION
MK/806/95 TO ALLOW BANK HOLIDAY OPENING FOR MUNICIPAL WASTE
FOR A TEMPORARY PERIOD.
Premitted 22.12.2005
02/01472/MIN
WASTE RECYCLING AND TREATMENT FACILITY INCLUDING MATERIALS
RECOVERY, COMPOSTING, BIOLOGICAL TREATMENT, CONTINUED
LANDFILL, NEW ROAD AND RAIL ACCESS WITH CONTAINER LOADING
AND STORAGE
Withdrawn 18.02.2005
02/00866/MIN
WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY INCLUDING MATERIALS RECOVERY,
COMPOSTING , BIOLOGICAL WASTE TREATMENT, ENERGY RECOVERY,
CONTINUED LANDFILL AND ASSOCIATED CLAY EXTRACTION, ACCESS
ROAD, VISITOR CENTRE, CAR PARKING, RAIL ACCESS, RAIL SIDINGS,
RAIL RECEPTION AREA, RAIL CONTAINER LOADING AND UNLOADING
PLANT AND RAIL CONTAINER STORAGE AREA
Refused 29.10.2002
00/00505/MIN
MATERIALS RECYCLING FACILITY, INCLUDING COMPOSTING
Approved 19.07.2001
MK/806/95
Recontouring of existing landfill site with new reception area.
Approved 06.02.2002
4.2

Adjacent sites
02/01337/OUT
Proposed Mixed Use Development (Outline Application), Comprising Housing
(Up To 1650 Dwellings), Employment Areas, Shops, A Combined School,
Community Facilities, New Park, Playing Fields, Hotel Or Leisure Facility And
Associated Infrastructure For Foul And Surface Water Drainage And Other
Services Including Access Roads And Parking (Along With Related Proposals
In Aylesbury Vale District) And Accompanied By An Environmental Statement
Approved 28.06.2005
17/01059/REM
Approval of reserved matters pursuant to outline planning permission
reference: 13/00888/OUTEIS for 183 dwellings and associated development
(Phase 6)
Approved 03.08.2017
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17/02143/REM
Reserved matters application for 248 residential dwellings pursuant to outline
planning permission 13/00888/OUTEIS (Phase 5) including all necessary
infrastructure
Approved 03.11.2017
19/01331/REM
Reserved Matters application for 80 residential dwellings pursuant to outline
planning permission 13/00888/OUTEIS including all necessary infrastructure
Approved 06.09.2019
5.0

CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS

5.1

Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council
Comments provided by Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council highlight
their strong objection to the application covering the following main areas:
i.
ii.
iii.

Environmental i.e. air quality and odour, pollution and flies.
Traffic movements, highways and road safety
Impact on biodiversity and sustainability

The Town Council is strongly opposed to the application which would potentially
extend the operational life of the site by a significant length of time and delay
restoration of the landscape.
It is also highlighted that this would not be a compliant or a sustainable
development because due to these adverse impacts and these would far
outweigh any benefits to the borough of Milton Keynes. The conclusion below
therefore summarises the Town Council’s view on the issue of a change in
circumstances of the existing Bletchley landfill site:
‘Although the landfill predates the housing development at Newton Leys the
application for continuation should be considered in the current context of the
increased housing built and being built not only at Newton Leys but also on the
Lakes and at Eaton Leys. All these residents could be affected for years to
come by potential poor air quality and odour.’
The Town Council also requested consideration of the application at
Development Control Committee and requested to make representations at this
meeting due to the issues highlighted within the submitted comments.

5.2

West Bletchley Town Council (consulted as adjacent parish)
“The applicant must demonstrate what measures are to be put in place to
address the adverse environmental impacts of the proposals.”

5.3

Cllr Emily Darlington – Bletchley East
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Does not support the application for the following reasons:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The timing of the application means that the council has not had the
resources to consider the application properly
The timing of the application means the residents have not had the time
to consider this application properly
The application is not in line the MK Council stated policy
The environmental impact of landfill is detrimental to biodiversity
The environmental impact of the extension of the land fill on increased
numbers of residents is detrimental to health

Notes that the number of residents affected by the landfill has grown as Newton
Leys has been developed, and expresses concern on the health impact of the
residents, in particular young children. Requests the application be heard at
DCC.
5.4

Cllr Martin Gowans – Bletchley East
A significant concern is highlighted within Cllr. Gowans’ submission over the
longer-term plan for the operation as less and less waste is arriving at landfill
over time and this could result in further extensions of time being required.
In addition, the issue of impact on the living conditions locally as demonstrated
by the significant number of public representations which have been received.
This is in conjunction with relevant Plan: MK Policies relating to amenity of
residents.
Cllr. Gowans states that the capacity of the Bletchley LFS vastly exceeds any
requirement and that Milton Keynes is not entirely self-sufficient in terms of
waste disposal. Comments from Cllr. Gowans refers to the lack of local
community engagement in recent years.
Furthermore the issue of restoration is raised as a concern insofar as the
current operators will be responsible for these works and were fully aware of
these requirements when FCC took over the operation of the LFS.

5.5

Cllr Mohammed Khan – Bletchley East
No comments received.

5.6

Cllr Elaine Wales – Bletchley Park (consulted as adjacent ward)
Cllr Wales highlights the impact of the extended operational time of the landfill
in terms of odours and caused by chemical reactions on site through the
breakdown of waste materials. Cllr Wales also raises that due to the COVID-19
situation the current application should not be determined at this stage due to
the difficulties of accessing information and meetings not taking place.
Cllr. Wales reports the impact of traffic movements to and from the landfill site
and the wider impacts of these on the Newton Leys area.
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5.7

Cllr Allan Rankine – Bletchley Park (consulted as adjacent ward)
No comments received.

5.8

Cllr Nabeel Nazir – Bletchley Park (consulted as adjacent ward)
No comments received.

5.9

Cllr Nigel Long – Bletchley West
Objects to the application citing concern regarding traffic in West Bletchley and
in other areas of Bletchley, the environmental impact on Newton Leys, landfill
gas odours impacting neighbouring amenity and the timing of the application
submission.

5.10

MKC Highways
Comments from the Senior Highway Engineer conclude that the submitted
Transport Statement is acceptable in terms of impact on the safety and
operation of the surrounding highway network.
Furthermore, there are currently no issues with the site operation in terms of
highway safety and traffic there are no objections to the granting of permission
for additional time in order to continue operation of the landfill.
The comments provided by the Council’s Highway Engineer observed that the
extension to the operation of the site would not have any appreciable impact on
the safety and operation of the surrounding highway network.

5.11

MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority)
Initial comments received from the Lead Local Flood Authority objected to the
application as there was insufficient detail on surface water management within
the submitted drainage documents. In addition, there were also concerns
surrounding the drainage scheme as it relied on features (a lagoon) outside of
the redline boundary. The concern regarding the second part was due primarily
due to potential refusal of one application and not the other which would mean
the application wouldn’t have a viable drainage scheme.
Further information was duly provided relating to the surface water scheme and
the previous objection was subsequently withdrawn subject to the attachment
of relevant conditions should the application be approved.

5.12

MKC Landscape Services (Tree Officer)
No representations were received at the time of writing this report.

5.13

MKC Landscape Architect
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The Council’s Landscape Architect raised no objections to the application
subject to all existing conditions remaining in force.
5.14

MKC Countryside Officer
No written representations were received at the time of writing this report
however a verbal conversation took place which highlighted that no objections
were to be made as the proposed long-term plan would be a significant
improvement to the current status of the site in terms of biodiversity.

5.15

MKC Countryside Officer (GCN)
No comments to make

5.16

MKC Environmental Health
No objections are raised in response to the application. Recent information
provided highlights the number of official complaints which have been received
(7 since 2017) relating to flies and odour.

5.17

MKC Head of Waste and Environment
Detailed comments were provided in response to the application providing the
following observations;
Milton Keynes Council as a Unitary Authority undertakes the core statutory
functions of both the Waste Collection Authority (WCA) and the Waste Disposal
Authority (WDA) for waste management. As an Authority Milton Keynes sends
a very low amount directly to landfill. The Milton Keynes Waste Recovery Park
is the primary point of disposal and has been designed to provide waste
treatment for the next 50 years. The LFS at Newton Leys is a contingency site
should the MKWRP be unable to accept waste for whatever reason and if the
MKWRP is unavailable.
When applying the waste hierarchy, the priority is to minimise landfill and use
alternative treatment technologies wherever possible. However, in some
instances local landfill plays a recognised short-term contingency to excess
waste or backup.
On some occasions waste streams handled by waste disposal authority cannot
be treated or recycled locally as they require specialist deconstruction or
treatment due to their respective construction or hazardous components. There
is therefore a requirement for the Local Authority to construct within the borough
a waste transfer station. It is expected that this transfer station will be built
adjacent to an existing waste infrastructure facility managed by the Authority or
as a direct replacement or complementary to an existing facility.
Although landfill capacity is required for contingency in the short term once the
transfer station is available then it will open up alternative treatment options for
the Authority should MKWRP be unavailable therefore reducing the need for
the Bletchley LFS and would enable Milton Keynes to pursue a route of zero
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waste to landfill. The transfer station would also handle multiple recycling
streams for onward haulage and processing. It is therefore concluded that, in
the medium-term Milton Keynes Council does not foresee the use or
requirement to utilise the landfill site in Bletchley.
As part of the commissioning and re-procurement of the MKWRP in 2033 the
Waste Disposal Authority would aim to find a new operator which potentially
delivers a much wider integrated management of waste infrastructure assets
owned by the Local Authority including (but not limited to); the Materials
Recycling Facility, Waste Transfer Station and associated Household Waste
Recycling Centre sites. In conclusion:
‘This proposed infrastructure assembly plan and historical performance to
provide a near zero landfill solution further demonstrates that in the long-term
Milton Keynes Council does not foresee the use or requirement to utilise the
landfill site in Bletchley.’
5.18

MKC Development Plans
Comments provided by Development Plans set out the Policy basis and
overall position of the application when considered in conjunction with the
Development Plan. There is also commentary on both the local and regional
need for the landfill to remain open for the next 15 years. The following is
provided:
‘Regard must be given as to whether there is currently and will be continued
need (both within Milton Keynes Borough and amongst South East Waste
Planning Advisory Group (SEWPAG) members) for the landfill site to remain
operational for 15 additional years. This site is a strategic non-hazardous
landfill for the South East of England.’
It is stated that:
‘NPPW Para 7 requires authorities to ensure that landfill sites are restored to
beneficial after uses at the earliest opportunity and to high environmental
standards through the application of appropriate conditions where necessary.
The amount of waste disposed of to landfill sites in England has fallen
significantly due to the drive to divert the management of waste further up the
waste hierarchy, away from landfill and to recycle more.
Further commentary provided sets out the position at a regional level stating
that the Bletchley LFS serves the South East region and that the issues
around the decision-making process must focus on the need of the operation.

5.19

MKC – Rights of Way
Comments from the Council’s Rights of Way Officer highlight that there was an
existing issue with a public footpath diversion. The route is currently obstructed
due to the waste operation and was historically diverted on a temporary basis
but due to a change in operator was never formally resolved/updated.
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5.20

Buckinghamshire Council
Notes that the increase in recycling has meant non-hazardous landfill has
become more of a cross boundary issue, noting the South East Waste Planning
Advisory Group (SEWPAG) expects non-hazardous landfill capacity to be
depleted by 2039. “It is anticipated that the Bletchley Landfill Site contributes to
approximately a quarter of the non-hazardous landfill capacity within the South
East of England. The loss of the remaining 10 million m3 at this site would have
a significant impact on the capacity within the South East. Planning policy seeks
the restoration of landfill sites at the earliest opportunity to high environmental
standards. Whilst an extension of time for 15 year is a long time, with the
reduction of non-hazardous waste going to landfill sites are taking longer to
ensure correct levels for restoration.
The extension of time, and the amenity impacts on the surrounding
communities, needs to be weighed against the significance of the amount of
landfill capacity that this site provides.”

5.21

Buckinghamshire Council (Strategic Access Officer)
Recommended condition set out by Milton Keynes Rights of Way Officer and a
framework for the proposed access routes shown on the restoration plan will
also need setting out within a new Schedule of the revised s.106 Agreement

5.22

Environment Agency
Suggests the Operator contact the EA permitting team to ensure any changes
required to their Environmental Permit are made.

5.23

Network Rail
Request the applicant to contact the Network Rail asset management team
directly.

5.24

Ramblers Association
Raised issue with the description of the rights of way, and the existing fencing
preventing access. Suggests a condition for a temporary footpath.

5.25

Neighbour/Third Party Representations
Comments have been received from approximately 220 addresses/neighbours,
including a submission on behalf of the Newton Leys Residents Association.
The material planning considerations are summarised below:
•

Significant harm to the amenity of occupiers within the vicinity.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

6.0

Harm to residents through noise from vehicles and mechanical processes.
Traffic issues from lorries visiting the LFS constantly and causing a risk to
highway safety from inconsiderate/dangerous driving and mud/refuse left on
the roads.
Unpleasant odours caused by the existing landfill.
Harm to existing wildlife and biodiversity in the local area.
Infestations of insects particularly in warm weather.
Landfill should be used less in the future so this site should not be required.
The delay in restoration works will have a negative impact on the local area
and amenity of Newton Leys.
The noise, flies and odours are so significant that complaints have been
made to the Council/ Environment Agency.
Waste from other locations within the region should not be imported.
The change in circumstances is a significant concern for homeowners in the
long term.
Safety and amenity issues from waste lorry drivers using Jersey Road as
an unauthorised overnight rest station with no facilities.

MAIN ISSUES
Principle of development
Highway matters and parking
Residential amenity
Landscape
Ecology
Drainage and flood risk
S106 matters
Other matters

7.0

CONSIDERATIONS

7.1

In the spirit of helpfulness and for clarity the following glossary provides
definitions of key terminology and acronyms associated with waste operations:
Commercial and industrial (C&I) waste - Waste from premises used mainly
for trade, business, sport, recreation or entertainment.
Construction, demolition and excavation (CD&E) waste - Waste arising
from any development such as vegetation and soils (both contaminated and
uncontaminated) from the clearance of land, remainder material and off-cuts,
masonry and rubble wastes arising from the demolition, construction or
reconstruction of buildings or other civic engineering structures. CD&E may
also include hazardous waste materials such as lead, asbestos, liquid paints,
oils, etc.
Energy from waste (EfW) - The process of generating energy in the form of
electricity and/or heat from the primary treatment of waste.
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Hazardous waste - Waste that contains hazardous properties that if improperly
handled treated or disposed of, by virtue of its composition carries the risk of
death, injury, or impairment of health, to humans or animals, the pollution of
waters, or could have an unacceptable environmental impact.
Household Recycling Centre (HRC) - Also known as civic amenity site,
resource recovery centres and bring sites. Civic amenity sites are provided by
Waste Disposal Authorities as places where the public can deliver a range of
household waste for recycling or disposal, including metals, paper, glass,
engine oil, garden waste, oversized items (e.g. furniture and appliances) and
building rubble.
Inert waste - Waste which will not biodegrade or decompose (or will only do so
at a very slow rate), examples include glass, concrete, bricks, tiles & ceramics
and soil & stone (excluding topsoil & peat).
Landfill - The deposition of waste into hollow or void space in the land, usually
below the level of the surrounding land or original ground level in such a way
that pollution or harm to the environment is prevented. Landfill sites have to be
sited where an existing void is available; former mineral workings have
historically been used for this purpose.
Mt –Million tonnes
Mtpa –Million tonnes per annum
Municipal waste - Waste that is collected and disposed of by, or on behalf of,
a local authority, also known as Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW). It will
generally consist of household waste and other wastes collected by a Waste
Collection or Disposal Authority, or their agents. It primarily consists of
household waste but also includes waste collected from household waste
recycling centres, commercial or industrial premises (i.e. small amounts of trade
waste), and waste resulting from the clearance of fly-tipped materials and litter.
In addition, it may include road and pavement sweepings, gully emptying
wastes, and some construction and demolition waste arising from local
authority activities.
Non-Hazardous Waste - Non-hazardous waste is any waste that does not
cause harm to people or the environment, and regulations for disposal of nonhazardous waste are less strict. In its simplest form, non-hazardous waste is
any waste that cannot be classified as hazardous.
Recovery - The collection, reclamation and separation of materials from the
waste stream. That is, any waste management operation that diverts a waste
material from the waste stream and which results in a certain product with a
potential economic or ecological benefit. Recovery mainly refers to the following
operations: material recovery (i.e. recycling), energy recovery (i.e. re-use as a
fuel), biological recovery (e.g. composting) and re-use.
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SNRHW – Stable, non-reactive hazardous waste typically material which is
non-hazardous chemically but contains hazardous levels of asbestos.
Treatment - Defined according to a ‘three point test’ (1) a physical/thermal
chemical or biological process including sorting that: (2) changes the
characteristics of waste and (3) does so in order to reduce its volume, or reduce
its hazardous nature, or facilitate its handling or enhance its recovery.
Waste - Waste is defined in circular 11/94 and in the Waste Management
Licensing Regulations 1994 as any substance or object that the holder
discards, or intends to discard or is required to discard and may include
production residues and some by-products.
Waste Hierarchy - The European waste hierarchy refers to the 5 steps
included in the article 4 of the Waste Framework Directive:
•
•
•

•
•

Prevention preventing and reducing waste generation.
Reuse and preparation for reuse giving the products a second life
before they become waste.
Recycle any recovery operation by which waste materials are
reprocessed into products, materials or substances whether for the
original or other purposes. It includes compost and it does not include
incineration.
Recovery some waste incineration based on a political non-scientific
formula that upgrades the less inefficient incinerators.
Disposal processes to dispose of waste be it landfilling, incineration,
pyrolysis, gasification and other finalist solutions.

Principle of development
Site Allocation and Context
7.2

Bletchley Landfill is an existing and fully established strategic waste
management facility (e.g. it serves Hertfordshire, Central Bedfordshire,
London, and other Local Authorities in the South East) safeguarded for this
use in accordance with Policy WA2 of the adopted Milton Keynes Waste
Development Plan Document (WDPD). Paragraph A18 of the WDPD
acknowledges that the life of the landfill is likely to need to be extended
beyond the WDPD plan period of 2026, due to projected fill rates

7.3

The site is also identified in the WDPD Fig W1 ‘Current Waste Sites in Milton
Keynes’ as the only non-hazardous landfill site within Milton Keynes.

7.4

Milton Keynes is part of the South East Waste Planning Advisory Group
(SEWPAG) and the Bletchley LFS provides facilities for waste
disposal/treatment for authorities within the South East.

7.5

The site is already in operation and has been for many years. Over that time
the facility has evolved but more significantly the settlement of Newton Leys
has come to fruition after being granted consent in 2004 following the
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submission of the original application in 2002. Newton Leys is in the latter
stages of completion and the most significant developments in recent years
include the Primary School, local centre, the sports pavilion, and public house,
all of which are in relatively close proximity (all within approximately 600
metres) to the landfill site.
7.6

When the landfill operation was originally granted consent, the local area was
formed from the redundant clay pit and although the majority of the closest
dwellings in Bletchley were already constructed the land directly around the
proposed landfill was vacant. When the outline application for Newton Leys
development came forward and was approved the following condition was
attached to permission 02/01337/OUT to secure amenity for future occupiers:
‘No houses shall be built within 50m of the landfill site (the land licensed for
waste management).
Reason: To safeguard and protect the development and occupants from any
potential hazardous situation arising from ingress of landfill gas.’

7.7

This safeguarding was applied with the knowledge of the 2002 permission
which was determined a few months earlier, with the permitted end date of the
landfill operation, which would ensure that after 2022 the site would be fully
restored, and an outdoor leisure/recreation area created. This formed the
justification for the two avenues of development/operation to co-exist. The
report stated:
‘The relationship between the landfill site and the proposed residential
development has always been an issue during the determination of the
application. No objection has been raised from either the Environment Agency
or the Environmental Health Section on the proposal. As a result, it is
considered that whilst there could be more appropriate neighbouring uses, the
use of conditions to phase the development and the introduction of bunds and
appropriate landscaping should minimise the intrusion to an acceptable level.’

7.8

When considering the principle of the proposal it is assumed that the three
conditions which are being sought to be varied are intrinsically linked.
Therefore, they are considering as one issue as the restoration works are
inherently connected to the site operations ceasing.
Waste Management at a Regional Level

7.9

The “need” for the landfill must be considered at both a local and regional level
as the current LFS is utilised by Authorities from all over the South East region,
including London. This is due to the pattern of provision in the south and east
of England which is a result of the policy and legislative framework (including
the inability of London to accommodate its own waste arisings, relying on areas
within the south east) and other considerations such as geology informing
where similar facilities can be appropriately located.
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7.10

Para 3 of the NPPW states that ‘’Waste planning authorities should prepare
Local Plans which identify sufficient opportunities to meet the identified needs
of their area for the management of waste streams. In preparing Local Plans,
waste planning authorities (WPAs) should:
•

7.11

undertake early and meaningful engagement with local communities so
that plans, as far as possible, reflect a collective vision and set of agreed
priorities when planning for sustainable waste management, recognising
that proposals for waste management facilities such as incinerators can be
controversial;
• drive waste management up the waste hierarchy, recognising the need for
a mix of types and scale of facilities, and that adequate provision must be
made for waste disposal;
• in particular, identify the tonnages and percentages of municipal, and
commercial and industrial, waste requiring different types of management
in their area over the period of the plan (In London, waste planning
authorities should have regard to their apportionments set out in the
London Plan when preparing their plans);
• consider the need for additional waste management capacity of more than
local significance and reflect any requirement for waste management
facilities identified nationally.
It should also be noted that the Planning Practice Guidance states the following
in relation to permitting time extension for landfill applications:
‘Waste planning authorities should be aware that the continued provision and
availability of waste disposal sites, such as landfill, remain an important part of
the network of facilities needed to manage England’s waste.
The continued movement of waste up the Waste Hierarchy may mean that
landfill sites take longer to reach their full capacity, meaning an extension of
time limits to exercise the planning permission may be needed in some
circumstances, provided this is in accordance with the Local Plan and having
taken into account all material considerations.’

7.12

The Bletchley LFS is the only operational non-hazardous site in Milton Keynes
with a SNRHW cell. In this regard, due to the way that landfills are utilised by
much wider areas than purely their own WPA area, as a result of commercial
agreements, planning policy, planning permissions and environmental
permitting, those within the SEWPAG are/may choose to deposit their waste
here. SEWPAG published their position on non-hazardous landfill sites
highlighting:
•
•

The need to work collaboratively and strategically due to limited number of
non-hazardous landfills;
As population growth continues the rates of recovery/reuse/recycle are
rising with some authorities having very ambitious ones but in short to
medium term there will still be need for non-hazardous landfill;
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•
•
•
•

There is still lack of adequate treatment facilities in the region;
Landfill is to be used as last resort so we need to ensure that the material
that goes in could not be processed elsewhere/otherwise.
Issue with lack of land for new landfills including ground water issues;
Proximity principle.

7.13

The number of non-hazardous landfill sites is reducing due to many becoming
full and subsequently restored. Similarly, some WPAs struggle to find capacity
within their boundary to create a site large enough to create any LFS (for
instance due to geology or other constraints like green belt) in addition to local
opposition. From Milton Keynes the closest two non-hazardous sites are at
Calvert and Finmere, (both between 15 and 20 miles west of Newton Leys).
However, within the South East Region SEWPAG has identified there is a need
for non-hazardous landfill sites to remain in operation. The SEWPAG Landfill
Joint Position Statement sets out that ‘…if no additional capacity comes
forward, there is a ‘finite’ capacity for disposal of non-hazardous waste to landfill
in the South East that is steadily being exhausted.’

7.14

Therefore, despite the management of waste at higher levels of the waste
hierarchy (in accordance with NPPW) there will continue to be a need for some
landfill capacity in some localised areas to deal with waste in the South East.
This matter will therefore need to be addressed through Local Plans. IN
Buckinghamshire Council’s consultation response notes that the SEWPAG
Joint Position Statement from 2018 indicates that by 2039 remaining regional
capacity will be close to zero. Over the next fifteen years a number of nonhazardous landfill facilities are planned to close or are likely to close due a lack
of remaining void capacity. Within Milton Keynes there is an existing provision
for trade waste disposal at Newport Pagnell therefore meeting more of its own
needs for management of different types of waste.

7.15

The site at Bletchley also has facilities which deal with Inert Construction and
Development waste. This waste is likely to be required to be landfilled as most
of it cannot be incinerated, but it can go to landfill with availability of speciality
cells. This also applies to some hazardous waste which can be contained within
these special waste cells. The operator provided the following statement
regarding their operation:
‘Typically, around 60-70% of waste into the site are non-hazardous soils and
similar wastes from construction demolition projects as well as trommel fines
from waste processing plants etc. None of these types of waste material would
go to EFW as they are non-combustible and do not have alternative treatment
options. These waste streams are derived locally and from London.’

7.16

Bletchley LFS currently contributes to approximately a quarter of the nonhazardous landfill capacity in the South East region and is one of the largest
landfill sites in the country. This highlights the regional need for landfill
generally, but the Bletchley LFS in particular, due to the lack of replacement
sites coming forward.
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7.17

The principles of self-sufficiency and proximity (commonly referred to as the
‘proximity principle’) are set out in Article 16 of the Waste Framework
Directive. Local planning authorities are required, under regulation 18 of the
2011 Regulations which transposed the Directive, to have regard to these
requirements when exercising their planning functions relating to waste
management. This principle works to minimise the environmental impact and
cost of waste transport. There is currently an awareness and approach to
waste treatment and disposal by way of regional self-sufficiency model which
means that the South East region shares resources, hence why such a large
amount of waste is brought to Bletchley LFS from London.

7.18

Paragraph 3 of the National Planning Policy for Waste states that WPAs
should prepare Local Plans which identify sufficient opportunities to meet the
identified needs of their area for the management of waste streams. This
guides WPAs to a more self-sufficient approach rather than relying heavily (as
some are required to do) on provisions outside of their boundary.
Waste Management at a Local Level

7.19

Whilst the amount of waste disposed of to landfill sites in England has fallen
significantly due to the drive to divert the management of waste further up the
waste hierarchy, away from landfill and to recycle more, Milton Keynes Council
as a Waste Planning Authority needs to plan for not only municipal (i.e.
household) waste but others too, such as Industrial and commercial, inert,
hazardous.

7.20

Comments from the Council’s Environment and Waste Team highlights that at
a local level the requirement for the Bletchley LFS to deal with municipal waste
is extremely low. Furthermore, as the existing Waste Recovery Plant (WRP)
evolves and is developed over time the demand for the LFS for disposal of local
municipal waste will further reduce over the medium and longer term.

7.21

With improvements in technologies and facilities at the WRP more waste will
be dealt with ‘in-house’ and there will be fewer and fewer instances where
landfill is required to manage municipal waste arising from Milton Keynes.

7.22

As a result, at a local level the reliance on the existing Bletchley LFS for disposal
of municipal waste will be reduced even further over the coming years.
Consequently, the need for this operation to be continued for a further fifteen
years to deal specifically with municipal waste from within Milton Keynes is not
accepted (while recognising the regional need and alternative waste streams
as above).
Summary of Principle Issue

7.23

As demonstrated above the issue of need to treat municipal waste is therefore
very limited at a local level. However, there is a need for the treatment of
other types of waste arising locally and waste arising regionally, including
London. However, this needs to be considered alongside other material
planning considerations which will be discussed later in this report.
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7.24

Running alongside this planning policy position there has been a corporate
steer within the Council to promote carbon neutrality by 2030 and this is to be
achieved in a number of ways including changes in certain Council activities
and improving technologies.

7.25

Milton Keynes has a strong ethos of dealing with waste in an efficient and
environmentally considered way. In a Press Release (MK Council planning for
zero carbon future

7.26

Wednesday 25 September 2019) it is highlighted that the Council’s Waste
Recovery Park in Wolverton processes non-recyclable rubbish into renewable
energy instead of sending it to landfill. Around 132,000 tonnes of rubbish is
processed each year, equivalent to lighting 11,000 homes.

7.27

As previously highlighted, in the medium to longer term the Bletchley LFS will
not be required for Milton Keynes Council as other mechanisms and improved
facilities are in place to avoid the need for such services. It is other Authorities
in the South East who require the use of the site at Newton Leys and the
question, therefore, is focused around the impact on communities within
Milton Keynes. These could be impacted upon in a negative way due to other
Authorities not providing their own waste management opportunities.

7.28

Ultimately, the importance of the site in terms of any waste disposal in
principle must be considered in conjunction with material impacts of the
proposal, specifically the amenity impacts on the surrounding communities.
This issue is discussed in greater detail in later sections of this report.
Highway matters and parking

7.29

Approximately 250 representations have been received to this application, a
number of which have cited concern regarding traffic movements and highway
safety. The strength of feeling as conveyed in the submitted public
representations does not accord with the Council’s Highways Engineers
comments relating to highway safety, traffic movements and impact from
vehicles generally. This highlights disparity between the technical aspects of
the operation which, in accordance with the formal consultation response, is
concluded to be acceptable and the perception of residents who appear to feel
very differently.

7.30

This perception is possibly due to the cumulative impact of living in close
proximity to this landfill over a significant period of time. In that, should an
occupier live close-by for a short period of time they may tolerate certain
conditions. However, over an extended period of time tolerance of certain
issues may be reduced.

7.31

No conditions have been recommended, should the application be approved,
as the request is to continue operating the site in the same way as is currently
and no objections are raised from a highways perspective on this basis. The
request to extend the lifespan of the application does not intend to change the

(118)

way in which the site is being operated and will not intensify the activity. The
conditions attached to the 1995 application relating to traffic and vehicle
movements were focused on the access road and ensuring that the nearby
highway was not compromised by mud or debris from visiting vehicles.
7.32

As a result, the application would be compliant with relevant Plan: MK policies
notably Policy CT2 Movement and Access.
Design and Layout

7.33

The issue of design and layout is not considered in the usual way as this
application is to continue an existing use rather than introduce a new
activity/built form. Furthermore, there are no changes requested to the landfill
operation itself. The changes relate only to the restoration of the site following
the operation being ceased. These changes are not considered to be significant
or detrimental in the context of design or layout and would ultimately result in
the creation of a significant area of open space with net gain in biodiversity. The
issue however relates to these restoration works being delayed for a further
fifteen years and this subject is discussed in more detail in later sections of this
report.
Residential amenity

7.34

Bletchley LFS contributes to approximately a quarter of the non-hazardous
landfill capacity within the South East of England and is one of the largest sites
in England. Therefore, amenity impacts on the surrounding communities needs
to be weighed against the significant strategic role of the LFS. In the case of
this application residential amenity refers particularly to the issue of any
occupiers within the local area encountering any negative impacts in terms of
visual amenity.

7.35

The key consideration in the case of the continuation to operate the existing
landfill site relates to any loss of amenity and the impact of any of the categories
above. It is acknowledged that the site is already in full operation and the
application being considered wishes to extend this period of activity for a further
fifteen years. Whilst the permission was originally granted subject to conditions
and was concluded to be acceptable at that time, as highlighted in the principles
section of this report, there has been a fundamental change in circumstances
which are significant in this instance.

7.36

The settlement of Newton Leys was granted consent for 1650 homes in addition
to associated community facilities including a primary school and local centre.
When this permission was issued consideration of the landfill was duly included
however this was based on the scheduled date for closure which would have
offered any future residents moving into Newton Leys a level of comfort that the
operation was not to remain open indefinitely.

7.37

The number of public representations received highlights the issue of amenity
as being a significant issue with existing problems relating to odours,
infestations and poor air quality being of particular concern. Whilst there have
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not been high volumes of formal complaints to the Council, this does not
necessarily mean that the concerns are not founded. The operator has provided
a response to the public representations and confirmed that the site is operated
in-line with relevant permits etc. However, the issue remains that when the
landfill was granted consent to be operated the settlement of Newton Leys was
not yet in situ. Whilst the residential development was granted with knowledge
of the landfill, it was based on a fixed-term operation and this request for secure
a further 15 years is a significant move away from this previously agreed
position.
7.38

For completeness a request has been submitted to the Environment Agency
requesting details of any complaints logged. This data will be presented to
Members within the Update Paper prior to DCC.

7.39

As a result of the issues above it remains that the additional time being sought
will have a fundamental change in the relative enjoyment and amenity value of
local occupiers as is experienced currently. Whilst the operator may run the site
in compliance with the necessary permits and regulations there is no evading
that the very nature of waste management and landfill will generate some
unpleasant side effects. Therefore, even with compliance with necessary
protocols there is a significant concern that the occupiers within the local area,
particularly the new residents within Newton Leys should not be exposed to this
operation for a further fifteen years and potentially a further seventeen years
before the site is fully restored.

7.40

Policy NE6 of Plan: MK explains that considering development proposals, the
Council will adopt an approach to ensure that pollution will not have an
unacceptable impact on human health, groundwater, general amenity,
biodiversity or the wider natural environment.

7.41

This policy therefore considers the impact upon living conditions and local
amenity as a result of any proposed developments (in this case continuation of
an existing operation). The submitted documentation includes reports relating
to noise, dust and odour in conjunction with the site’s Environmental Permit.
The supporting information states that in-line with good operational practices
there are no adverse impacts caused by the current landfill activity. It is
important to reiterate that although the site appears to be run in accordance
with necessary requirements it is the issue of seeking a further fifteen years
which is fundamental.

7.42

In addition, the requested continued operation of the landfill will delay the site
restoration and creation of an area of outdoor amenity space by a further
seventeen years. This ultimately results in a loss of opportunity for residents in
the local area to benefit from this scheduled restoration works which would have
resulted in significant environmental benefits. This delay is considered to be a
negative consequence upon the potential amenity opportunities for those living
in and around Newton Leys which is considered contrary to Policy D1, NE3 and
NE4 of Plan: MK.
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7.43

Policy D5 of Plan: MK makes specific reference to amenity and clarifies this;
‘All proposals will be required to create and protect a good standard of buildings
and surrounding areas.’ Whilst it is acknowledged that no development is being
constructed the issues and considerations remain and the relationship between
this operation and the settlement of Newton Leys now appears to be in conflict
and there are concerns regarding this commercial venture remaining on site for
a period of a further fifteen years.

7.44

The lack of formal complaints to the Council does not eradicate the strength of
feeling regarding this application which has been demonstrated through the
submitted public representations. It is a welfare and well-being issue regarding
the conditions which are being experienced and, in conjunction with the NPPF
promoting healthy communities, this current relationship between the landfill
and the residents within Newton Leys and beyond is at odds with the ethos of
creating places to live which are attractive, safe and offer opportunities for
outdoor leisure and recreation.

7.45

One of the NPPF’s 12 key planning principles for creating sustainable
developments is that planning should “take account of and support local
strategies to improve health, social and cultural wellbeing for all, and deliver
sufficient community and cultural facilities and services to meet local needs”.
Whilst the continuation of this operation will not technically result in a loss of
such a facility it does prevent such an opportunity from coming to fruition in-line
with the original timescales and this in itself could be construed as a loss – in
that it is a loss of potential. There is also a further risk that at landfill deposits
continue to decline further there could potentially be a scenario where the void
is never filled.

7.46

Population growth and demographic change place additional demands on
provision and the needs associated with growth need to be planned for. Newton
Leys is still under construction and as a result the demand for outdoor
recreation and leisure facilities will continue to increase over time

7.47

Within the Council Plan 2016-2022 a set of priorities for Bletchley ‘A Brighter
Future for Bletchley’ are listed; priority 66 confirms:
‘We will…oppose the extension of Bletchley landfill site’s operational lifetime.’

7.48

This position sets out a clear message regarding the future of the landfill
operation. It is important to note however that this document is not part of the
Development Plan and carries no weight in this regard.

7.49

Taking all matters surrounding amenity into account it is concluded that with
regards to both the existing situation and potential postponements of the
restoration works the concept of a further fifteen years of operation cannot be
supported. The impacts of the operation being in existence since residents
moved into Newton Leys should not be further extended and as a result the
issues around amenity in all relevant forms are not satisfied.
Landscape
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7.50

The current landfill operation is detrimental to landscape value due to the
nature of the operation itself and the way in which the land is used. The longer
term agreed restoration plan is currently due to commence after 2022 in order
to create a long-term outdoor leisure/recreation area which would introduce
significant improvements to the appearance and quality of the local
environment for the residents within Newton Leys but also from the
surrounding settlements, particularly Bletchley.

7.51

The requested further fifteen years for completion of the landfill void and a
further two beyond this for restoration would leave this site with, at least, a
further 15 years of negative landscape character. Visually the site would not
be altered significantly should the operation remain open. However, the more
significant issue relates to the expectation of the land being restored and the
potential change in timescales for this as discussed previously. It is stated
that:
‘NPPW Para 7 requires authorities to ensure that landfill sites are restored to
beneficial after uses at the earliest opportunity and to high environmental
standards through the application of appropriate conditions where necessary.
The amount of waste disposed of to landfill sites in England has fallen
significantly due to the drive to divert the management of waste further up the
waste hierarchy, away from landfill and to recycle more.’

7.52

The application is accompanied by detailed plans relating to the restoration
works which in their own right are positive and will no doubt result in a
significant increase in local amenity, biodiversity, ecology and visual interest.
That is not in question. The issue however is the substantial increase in time
which is being requested before this would come to fruition which is of
significant concern and results in loss of opportunity for these benefits to be
enjoyed.

7.53

By agreeing to a further fifteen years of operation before restoration works fully
commence this is moving away from the priority of creating healthy
communities as set out in the NPPF Section 8. This is echoed within Plan: MK
which states:
‘Open space plays a vital role in the urban fabric of Milton Keynes and is an
important resource for everyone’s pleasure, relaxation and health. It is also a
key feature of the biodiversity and ecology of the Borough.’

7.54

On this basis there are fundamental concerns regarding the postponement of
the complete restoration of the site to the detriment of the local landscape in
both the short and longer term which relate specifically to Policy NE3 and NE5
of Plan: MK.
Ecology

7.55

In a similar vein, the issues around ecology are similar insofar as there are no
objections in terms of the overall net gain which would be achieved in the long
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term. The application demonstrates the revised restoration scheme which
accompanies this submission will result in a 25% net gain in habitats in
comparison to the original restoration plan. This is in compliance with relevant
Plan: MK policies, particularly Policy NE3. However, the full restoration of the
site, as per this application, would potentially not be until 2039 which
significantly impacts the ecological benefits in the interim.
Drainage and flood risk
7.56

In response to submitted comments from the Lead Local Flood Authority the
operator provided further information relating to the surface water scheme. This
was considered to be acceptable and there were no outstanding issues
remaining. The submission is therefore compliant with the relevant sections of
Policy FR1 – FR3 of Plan: MK.

7.57

It is worth noting that shortly after the submission of this application a further
proposal was made to the Council for consideration by the operator of the
landfill. This second application is for an attenuation lagoon to be located north
of the landfill site. For clarity the two applications are independent of each other
and one can be permitted/refused without the other. The operator has
confirmed that these are standalone submissions which do not rely on each
other and the lagoon would still be sought regardless of the outcome of this
application which is brought before Members. The application for the lagoon is
still under consideration.
S106 matters

7.58

This application does not trigger the requirement for any additional or revised
obligations and as all previous requirements have been met there is no new
Legal Agreement sought.
Other matters
Buckinghamshire Council

7.59

A very small section of the site falls within the Buckinghamshire Council area.
A parallel application was submitted to Buckinghamshire Council for the section
within their Authority and a consultation received by Milton Keynes Council. Due
to the issues raised with regards to amenity it was deemed necessary to issue
a holding objection to their application. This was duly issued and to date the
concurrent application being considered by Buckinghamshire Council has not
yet been determined.

7.60

The response from Buckinghamshire Council also provides a useful standpoint
of their involvement with the Bletchley LFS and the wider regional issues. They
explain: ‘Whilst the site is within both Waste Planning Authorities (WPA), the
area in which is actively being landfilled and the remaining void space is
predominately within MK. The recently adopted Buckinghamshire Minerals and
Waste Local Plan 2016-2036 (MWLP), does not included the Bletchley Landfill
Site within its capacity to meet future needs, therefore the Buckinghamshire
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MWLP doesn’t rely on this site to meet its waste needs. However, during 2018
just over 37,000 tonnes of waste was received by the site within its origins within
the Buckinghamshire WPA. The majority of the waste deposited at the site was
inert material. Whilst this amount is considered a strategic movement between
the two authorities it only makes up approximately 4% of all the waste received
by the site. With the increase in recycling rates and a reduction in wanting to
landfill waste, non-hazardous landfill is starting to be more than an individual
authority’s issue. The South East Waste Planning Advisory Group (SEWPAG)
has reviewed landfill capacity across the South East in the Joint Position
Statement: Non-hazardous Landfill in the South East of England, September
2018. This reviewed landfill capacity for non-hazardous waste across the South
East and concluded that if no new non-hazardous landfill capacity were
permitted, capacity in the South East would be depleted by 2039.’
Response from the Operator (FCC)
7.61

The Council posed a set of queries to the operator regarding the current venture
and their views surrounding the longer-term completion of the site. The
response is below:
‘For context it’s important to make a clear distinction between the different
sources of wastes as follows:
1. Municipal wastes are controlled by local authorities and managed under
long term contracts;
2. Construction and Demolition wastes are typically soils, hardcore, brick,
concrete etc. and are commercial in origin and managed according to their
nature i.e. reused/recycled where they can be or disposed of if not
possible to be recycled or reused; and
3. Commercial and Industrial wastes are commercial in origin and arise from
commercial and industrial premises such as shops, factories, offices
etc. Waste segregation is typically conducted at the place of origin and
hence recyclable elements are sent for treatment whereas non-recyclable
wastes are sent for disposal which, depending on waste type and
commercial factors such as gate price, location and haulage costs, could
be either EfW or landfill.
The wastes received at Bletchley are predominantly from commercial sources
as identified by items 2 and 3 above and the broad compositional breakdown
provided below is to give a general picture of proportions but obviously these
proportions can change over time due to various economic and legislative
factors. The waste delivered to the site, as outlined above, are not all contracted
and the site operates as a commercial merchant facility which attracts wastes
based on its strategic location.

7.62

Alternative Proposals
Although members must determine the application in front of them without
regard for alternative proposals that the applicant has not have applied for, if
refused and the permission expires there will be a requirement for the
operator/owners to still complete the restoration works as currently approved
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in-line with the secured conditions. This is likely to involve the importation of
soil/other materials in order to fill the void and most likely a revision to the
scheme of restoration/landscaping in order to achieve this. It would be the
responsibility of the operator to propose an alternative scheme if necessary.
7.63

A question was put to the operator to explore other possibilities of completing
the cells by importing waste from other sources. It was confirmed that whilst
this possibility has been considered the options are limited as Local Authorities
are seeking to divert waste away from landfill and the predominant source of
waste is commercial and these contracts tend to be short-term.

8.0

CONCLUSIONS

8.1

As highlighted above although there is acceptance for the Bletchley LFS to be
required in the short term, there is no requirement for this site to be operated in
the medium to longer term at a local level as other plans will come to fruition
which will remove the need for landfill waste to serve Milton Keynes.

8.2

A lack of new sites coming forward and existing sites closing is a regional issue
however the Bletchley operation has been in operation for a long period of time
and the welfare and amenity of the local community is a priority particular those
who have lived within the local area for some time. SEWPAG has identified a
need for landfill provision across the SE and this site does take waste from
other authorities across the region.

8.3

Alongside this is the consideration of the impact on amenity of residents within
the local area and the significant change in timescales which are being
requested. A further 15 years is a substantial period with which to experience
this operation and although reports from Environmental Health colleague state
that the site is well-run this does not detract from the current conditions which
are being encountered.

8.4

There has been a change in circumstances since the permission was originally
granted i.e. Newton Leys coming forward and this is a fundamental
consideration of the requested extension of operational time. Permission for the
development of 1,650 houses at Newton Leys was granted on the
understanding that the LFS would cease operating in 2022 and be restored to
provide associated amenity benefits for the new residents.

8.5

On this basis the application therefore is considered unacceptable and cannot
be supported.

9.0

REASON FOR REFUSAL

9.1

The continuation of the existing operation (the development) would be
unacceptable in terms of negative impact upon amenity of the local community
in the longer term. A further fifteen years in operation would be harmful to the
relative enjoyment of the community. The associated postponement of the
restoration works would result in a loss of opportunity for the community to
benefit for open space recreation as originally agreed. The application is
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therefore contrary to Policy D1, D5, NE5 and NE6 of Plan: MK and Section 8 of
the NPPF.
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A1.0 FULL CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
A1.1 Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council
‘This is a statement made on behalf of the majority of Bletchley and Fenny
Stratford Town Councillors and approved by them. In the current circumstances
it has not been possible to approve a response to the planning application via
resolution at a public and formal Town Council meeting, but Members did not
want to lose the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to conditions
in this application. The Town Council is strongly opposed to this application
which would potentially extend the operational life of the site by a significant
length of time and delay restoration of the landscape. We believe this is not a
compliant or sustainable development because the adverse impacts would far
outweigh
any
benefits
to
the
borough
of
Milton
Keynes.
i

Environmental

i.e.

Air

Quality

And

Odour,

Pollution

And

Flies

Policy NE6 of Plan MK lays out the approach which will be taken in considering
applications which are likely to impact on pollution, air quality and odour as this
one inevitably will. In recent years the unpleasant odours from the landfill site
have been regularly discernible across the whole of Bletchley at different times
of year and are especially noisome in Newton Leys. Based on this local
experience over some years, it is difficult to have confidence that the problem
of odour can be mitigated to any satisfactory degree and previous experience
must be taken into account in evaluating any odour impact assessment
referenced in the policy. Regular infestations of flies and the congregation of
different varieties of gulls in vast numbers on and near the site have contributed
to reduced amenity for residents in Newton Leys and Water Eaton. Although
the landfill predates the housing development at Newton Leys the application
for continuation should be considered in the current context of the increased
housing built and being built not only at Newton Leys but also on the Lakes and
at Eaton Leys. All these residents could be affected for years to come by
potential
poor
air
quality
and
odour.
ii

Traffic

Movements,

Highways

and

Road

Safety

Existing traffic movements along Jersey Drive to the landfill site already present
a significant hazard for the local community. The road is heavily used both by
vehicles accessing the landfill and by residents accessing homes and the local
centre. The local centre is now well used for its shops and other amenities but
its revised position within the estate mean that most residents access it by car.
Jersey Drive also provides access to a well-used care home for the elderly.
Construction of housing in the areas nearest to the landfill site which will use
the same road access is now well underway and use of community facilities at
Newton Leys Pavilion located near the site has begun. Overall non landfill traffic
movements are increasing. According to the operator's website there are
between 200 and 250 vehicles visiting the site daily to deposit waste. Vehicles
waiting to access the landfill "stack up" on the side of Jersey Drive or park
alongside the local centre to use facilities. These very heavy goods vehicles
parking on and using Jersey Drive are unsuited to the local centre and now
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present a hazard in the changed circumstances at Newton Leys. (Furthermore,
their frequent arrivals and departures contribute further to the air pollution, noise
and
lack
of
amenity
for
residents
mentioned
above.)
iii

Impact

On

Biodiversity

And

Sustainability

Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council recognises and fully supports
Milton Keynes Council's aspirations to reduce carbon emissions and promote
biodiversity and sustainability as laid out in Plan MK and reflected in the MK
Futures 2050 Commission report and in other policy statements made by the
authority. By its nature any landfill site contributes to local environmental
pollution and damages biodiversity and sustainability however good any
mitigation measures. We object strongly to continued landfill activities which
are not needed by MKC residents and are not in conformity with the spirit of the
Plan MK and the Council's well-rehearsed commitments to biodiversity.
Finally, although this may not be possible at present, we would in normal
circumstances request that this matter is determined by DCC and ask for the
opportunity to make oral representations to the Committee.’
A1.2 West Bletchley Parish Council (consulted as adjacent parish)
‘The applicant must demonstrate what measure are to be put in place to
address the adverse environmental impacts of the proposals.’
A1.3 Cllr Emily Darlington – Bletchley East
‘I write with reference to the above named application which seeks to vary
conditions to conditions made under MK/806/95 pertaining to condition 2
(operational life), 3 (restoration sequence) and 5 (final restoration of the site).
I do not support this petition for the following reasons:
1. The timing of the application means that the council has not had the
resources to consider the application properly
2. The timing of the application means the residents have not had the
time to consider this application properly
3. The application is not in line the MK Council stated policy
4. The environmental impact of landfill is detrimental to biodiversity
5. The environmental impact of the extension of the land fill on increased
numbers of residents is detrimental to health

Taking each of those points in turn and elaborating:

1. The timing of the application means that the council has not had the
resources to consider the application properly
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This application was submitted at a time when council officers are facing
unprecedented pressure on resources to continue to deliver essential
services. In particular, the Highways and Environment teams have been
facing staff absence and increased demand. As the Cabinet Members for the
Public Realm I have not been able to discuss this application with them during
this time.
In addition, West Bletchley Council and Bletchley and Fenny Council have
suspended all meetings in accordance with Government guidance and have
not been able to meet to discuss the application.
Therefore the timing is depriving the application of the consideration and
analysis it deserves by local and parish government.
2. The timing of the application means the residents have not had the time to
consider this application properly
Given that the application has been submitted during a time of social
distancing and ban on public meetings, I, as a ward councillor, have not been
able to meet with residents to understand their views and concerns. It also
means that there has been no engagement with the Landfill site. Their
promises of engaging with the local community have fallen well short of
expectation.
The residents themselves have been prevented in gearing up a local
campaign as they have been prevented from meeting or knocking on
neighbours doors.
3. The application is not in line the MK Council stated policy
It is MK Council’s stated policy to be the “Greenest City”. The Council’s
commitment to this can be found in many documents including the Council
Plan, the Sustainability Strategy 2019-2050 and the Sustainability Action Plan.
“Principles guiding our action plan (Ref: MKC sustainability strategy)
Low emissions
Reducing the level of carbon emissions in Milton Keynes”
Given that MK Council send less than 1% of it’s waste to landfill, the Bletchley
landfill is more and more reliant on importing waste from elsewhere creating
even more carbon emissions from the diesel trucks that deliver, idle and drive
on MK roads passing the growing community in Newton Leys but also
affection emission levels elsewhere in Bletchley including the Lakes Estate.
“Circular economy
Increasing the efficient use of resources to reuse materials, use less water,
and ensure the best use of land"
As stated in the detail of the action plan it is MK Council’s intention not to use
landfill in the future.
“Low emissions
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Reducing the level of emissions from transport, industry and agriculture and
ensure clear air”
Landfill itself produces methane and carbon dioxide gases and is recognised
as one of the bigger industrial contributions to climate change. Therefore,
rejecting this application would make a significant contribution to MK Council’s
stated goals of cutting emissions to neutral by 2030 and negative by 2050.
The support of an ongoing landfill doesn’t meet any of these principles.
The council has invested heavily in its own recycling facility and waste to
energy centre which is considered one of the best and greenest in the
country. In doing so it has deliberately reduced its use of landfill. The
Council’s Sustainability Strategy agreed in March 2020 reiterated the strategy
for the council to go to 0% landfill.
In addition, MK Council has stated that the Blue Lagoon is an important part
of it BioDiversity Strategy as this area already has important species including
the endangered Great Crested Newt. It is unclear how the extension of the
landfill contract and additional years of run off would impact on these
valuable species and the Lagoon itself.
4. The environmental impact of landfill is detrimental to biodiversity
The site of the landfill is next to a strategic site of Biodiversity for Milton
Keynes and the region as recognised by the Council’s Physical and Natural
Environment document and the Natural Environmental Partnership.
Landfills produce run off which goes into the ground water and could affect
the lagoon itself and the flora and fauna who live there especially the
endangered Great Crested Newt.
5. The environmental impact of the extension of the land fill on increased
numbers of residents is detrimental to health
The extension of the landfill is dependent on more waste coming from farther
away in other counties as MK Council continues to reduce its use of the
landfill. This is a significant change that was not as great of an issue with
previous applications. During the time period that is in the application, MK
Council will stop using the landfill all together. Therefore, 100% of waste and
vehicles would come from outside the borough increasing the emissions,
noise, smell and other associated activity that affect the residents.
In addition, the number of residents affected by the site has risen
exponentially as the Newton Leys development has grown including a new
primary school. These properties were bought with the understanding that the
landfill was due to close soon. The playing fields and pavilion were also given
planning permission and built on the understanding that the landfill will close.
These are both located adjacent to the landfill site and could be adversely
environmentally affected by the extension as young children are more
vulnerable to the emissions and pollution caused by the landfill.
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So for the reason stated above, I am opposed to 20/00678/FULMMA. Should
planning officers want to recommend this application, I am asking that it is
considered in public by Development Control Committee.’
A1.4 Cllr Martin Gowans – Bletchley East
‘I am writing to object to the variations to the conditions, in particular extending
the lifespan of the landfill site.
1. Previous history
Although the full case history is unavailable due to the restrictions imposed by
Covid-19, it is safe to assume that the reasons for adding a condition to lifespan
is legally valid and sound (or FCC would have appealed it).
A request has been received previously to extend the lifespan of the landfill site
under application 07/00052/MIN. This was refused with the following reason:
That planning permission for the extension of the operational period of the
landfill site is refused as there is, at this time, insufficient evidence to conclude
that there will not be enough waste generated within Milton Keynes and its
immediate surroundings to enable the site to be completed by the date
approved. Granting planning permission to extend the life of the site now would,
therefore, delay unnecessarily the site restoration.
The facts of the request have not changed in favour of the operator. Indeed,
since waste to landfill is reducing, it is likely that the operator will in turn ask for
further extensions, and ultimately the landfill site may never be filled. It is better
that the condition is adhered to as set originally set out.
2. Planning policy
As you are aware there is significant concern from local residents about an
extension to the operational life of the landfill. Given the length of the proposed
extension, the application fails to meet policy of Plan:MK as set out in policies
NE6 and D5 and should therefore be refused.
3. Other notes
I wish to also put a number of points on record in response to FCC's letter to
you of 29 May 2020.
a) FCC's claim that the landfill site is an important part of the waste
infrastructure for the borough of Milton Keynes is wide of the mark. Less than
3% of waste now ends up in landfill and efforts continue through the Waste
Recovery Park to reduce that further. The proposed capacity vastly exceeds
any requirement. Second, the claim that Milton Keynes is self-sufficient for
waste is of course misleading, since various difficult to process materials are
taken to specialist disposal facilities of which there are only a few in the country.
b) FCC's claim that they undertake extensive community engagement is false.
I have lived on Newton Leys since 2015 and been the ward councillor for
Bletchley Park from 2014 to 2016 and for Bletchley East for 2016 to present.
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They have not once asked me to attend meetings of the "Bletchley Landfill
Liaison Committee Group", nor sent minutes or any other correspondence.
c) It is interesting to note that FCC does not believe that the landfill can be
closed with its current landform. However, this is the issue they have always
faced since buying the landfill from the previous operators. It is not the role of
the Local Planning Authority or the local community to get them out of their own
operational failures. The conditions on the current planning application, which
was the current one when the bought the site, are clear and in any event, they
should be preparing for closure in accordance with Environment Agency
requirements.
A1.5 Cllr Mohammed Khan – Bletchley East
No comments received.
A1.6 Cllr Elaine Wales – Bletchley Park (consulted as adjacent ward)
‘I am a Labour Councillor representing Bletchley Park Ward. I am aware that
the Landfill site has planning permission to operate until 2022. I am opposed to
the continued use of the site as a landfill site. Odours in landfill gas are caused
primarily by hydrogen sulphide and ammonia, which are produced during
breakdown of waste material. Hydrogen sulphide has the foul smell of rotten
eggs, while ammonia has a strong pungent odour. The odours are offensive at
up
to
four
or
five
miles.
The site has continued to emit foul smells over many years. These can be smelt
in many neighbouring parts of Bletchley. I also question the timing of the
application. Because of the current lockdown and restrictions on meetings a
public consultation cannot be held. West Bletchley Parish Councillors have not
been able to meet/challenge this very controversial 15-year extension
application either. I would suggest any decision on the application be deferred
until the COVID 19 virus is tackled and the lockdown ended.
I understand there is a statutory timescale for responding to planning
applications. An applicant interested in the publics’ views would withdrawer the
application. If the applicant will not do that MKC as the planning authority should
reject the application, I am also aware of the use of other roads in Bletchley to
the site that are used by large lorries. Drayton Road is still used and this causes
traffic and pollution problems to residents on the Lakes estate.
The continued use of the Landfill site is hitting the new community of Newton
Leys. The lorries back up on Jersey Way from early morning. There have been
flea infestations of nearby Newton Leys homes and they suffer from smells and
rodents coming out of the site. When Newton Leys was developed the new
residents thought the landfill would end in 2022.’
A1.7 Cllr Allan Rankine – Bletchley Park (consulted as adjacent ward)
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No comments received.
A1.8 Cllr Nabeel Nazir – Bletchley Park (consulted as adjacent ward)
No comments received.
A1.9 Cllr Nigel Long – Bletchley West
‘Introduction.
The Landfill site has planning permission to operate until 2022. Bletchley
Labour councillors have long opposed the continued use of the site as a landfill
site having opposed the planning application that extended the sites life to
2022.
There are 3 long standing central arguments against the extension of the site
and an two additional argument (numbers 4 and 5) linked to development of
Newton Leys and the impact on the ability to consult the public in the current
COVID 19 climate.
1. Foul smells.
The main concern remains foul smells or odour.
Odours in landfill gas are caused primarily by hydrogen sulphide and ammonia,
which are produced during breakdown of waste material. Hydrogen sulphide
has the foul smell of rotten eggs, while ammonia has a strong pungent odour.
Whilst there is evidence that odours from most municipal waste are not too bad.
When the odours are bad they can be offensive at a distance of up to four or
five miles. I contend he odour from this site is great.
The site has continued to emit foul smells over many years. These can be smelt
in the following parts of my ward; Counties, Scots, Abbeys and Rivers.
2. Traffic in West Bletchley.
Whilst the Landfill lorries no longer use Buckingham Road as they once did.
We campaigned to them using the road over 10 years ago. We still see on local
roads vehicles that have got lost. They still use Buckingham Road. That road
is also taking the gravel lorries going to the new East/West rail link development
by Bletchley rail station. Buckingham Road is becoming more congested than
normal.

3. Traffic on other roads in Bletchley.
We are aware of the use of other roads in Bletchley to the site that are used by
large lorries. Drayton Road is still used and this causes traffic and pollution
problems to residents on the Lakes estate.
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4.Impact on Newton Leys.
The continued use of the Landfill site is hitting the new community of Newton
Leys. The lorries back up on Jersey Way from early morning. There have been
flea infestations of nearby Newton Leys homes and they suffer from smells and
rodents coming out of the site. When Newton Leys was developed the new
residents thought the landfill would end in 2022.
5. Timing of Application.
I also support the views expressed by Bletchley East ward councillor covering
the Landfill site and Newton Leys, Cllr Emily Darlington that the timing of the
application restricts public consultation and the ability to challenge the proposed
15-year extension. I would suggest any decision on the application be deferred
until the COVID 19 virus is tackled and the lockdown ended. I understand there
is a statutory timescale for responding to planning applications.
An applicant interested in the publics’ views would withdraw the application. If
the applicant will not do that MKC as the planning authority should reject the
application.
A1.10 MKC Highways
‘This application seeks to extend the operational life of the existing landfill
operation for a further 15 years. No changes are proposed to the way the site
operates or to the current access arrangements.
The application is
accompanied by a Planning Statement, which provides details of the operation.
Within Appendix D of the Planning Statement is a Transport Statement (TS),
covering the main highway issues. The TS looks at the vehicle routing, the
number of HGV trips generated and the accident statistics in the local area.
From data collected during traffic surveys, the TS show that:
• In 2019 the average number of weekday HGV movements to the site was 181;
• HGV movements to the Landfill constitute 50% of the HGV traffic on Jersey
Drive*;
• HGV movements to the Landfill constitute 4% of all traffic on Jersey Drive;
• HGV movements to the Landfill constitute 12% of the HGV traffic on the
A4146;
• HGV movements to the Landfill constitute 1% of all traffic on the A4146.
*The remaining 50% of HGV traffic on Jersey Drive can be attributed to the
waste recycling facility, construction traffic for Newton Leys and normal delivery
movements to Newton Leys. The TS investigation into Personal Injury
Accidents (PIAs) in the area shows that:
• In the 5-year period only 6 PIAs, all classified as ‘Slight’ occurred on Jersey
Drive between the site and the A4146 junction;
• Of those 6, only 1 involved a HGV;
• The site operator confirms that this vehicle was not associated with the
Landfill.
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As a result of the analysis carried out, it is accepted that the TS demonstrates
that the extension to the operation of the site would not have any appreciable
impact on the safety and operation of the surrounding highway network. The
TS concludes that the continued operation of the site would not have a “severe”
impact in terms of the NPPF guidance and that there would “be little, if any,
perceptible difference in highway operation.“ Given that there are no highway
issues with the current operation of the site, there is no objection to the
proposed variation of the condition to permit an extension of time. As the site is
already operating, there are no conditions to recommend.
A1.11 MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority)
Initial comments
We have reviewed the following documents:
Planning Statement, AECOM, Dated: March 2020
Proposed Surface Water Management, Sirius Environmental, Ref:
WR7439/01/02 Rev 6, Dated: 28 February 2020
Interim Surface Water Management Plan, Sirius Environmental Ref:
WR7439/01/04 Rev 6, Dated: 28 February 2020
At present we object to the grant of planning permission for the following
reasons:
1. Surface Water Management
The surface water management scheme requires further detail before. As
stated within the Surface Water Drainage Guidance for Developers document,
the following information is still required to be able to provide comment:
i. Identification of any surface water flood risk
ii. Existing site drainage arrangements
iii. Proposed method of surface water disposal
iv. Existing and proposed runoff rates
v. Required volume of attenuation (m3 per m2 of impermeable area)
vi. Preliminary SuDS proposals
vii. Drainage layout drawing and supporting hydraulic calculations
viii. Details of proposed phasing
Once the above information has been submitted we will look to provide our
formal comments.

2. Features Outside Red Line Boundary
The submitted planning application mentions that the land where the lagoon is
proposed in the north of the site is not within the red line boundary. It is
acknowledged that there is a separate planning application being submitted
alongside this, however, until this has been agreed and planning permitted for
this lagoon, we are unable to support this part of the scheme. This is due to the
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uncertainty that this part of the development will ever be constructed. Therefore,
the applicant must provide an alternative strategy that could be implemented in
the event that the planning permission for this lagoon is not approved. Until this
has been submitted we are unable to support this application.
Revised comments
Thank you for your consultation which we received on the 28th October 2019.
We have reviewed the submitted documents and supporting information
provided in an email from AECOM dated 3 July 2020 and can confirm we are
now able to remove our objection to the proposed development.
Additional information relating to the surface water scheme has been provided
as requested in our objection letter.
In respect of our concern regarding the location of the lagoon being outside of
the redline boundary, this has been overcome as the planning officer has
confirmed the applications can be considered in parallel.
Condition
The surface water drainage scheme shall be constructed and maintained in full
accordance with the Surface Water Drainage Scheme Report prepared by
Sirius as submitted (ref: WR7439/JD/01) dated 15 June 2020.
Reason
To prevent an increased risk of flooding and protect water quality
A1.12 MKC Landscape Services (Tree Officer)
No representations were received at the time of writing this report.
A1.13 MKC Landscape Architect
‘No objection, subject to and notwithstanding the approved plans, all other
conditions remaining in force.’
A1.14 MKC Countryside Officer
No written representations were received at the time of writing this report
however a verbal conversation took place which highlighted that no objections
were to be made as the proposed long-term plan would be a significant
improvement to the current status of the site in terms of biodiversity.

A1.15 MKC Countryside Officer (GCN)
‘Thank you for your consultation - no comments to make with regards to GCN
District Licensing. ‘
A1.16 MKC Environmental Health
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The landfill site operates under a permit issued by the Environment Agency that
contains legally binding conditions designed to control odour and dust
emissions. Enforcement for non-compliance therefore lies with the Environment
Agency and they will have inspection reports and details of all complaints
received.
However, the Environmental Health Department does sometimes receive odour
or fly complaints directly from residents; since January 2017 we have received
7 complaints, 6 about odour and 1 about flies. The landfill manager is notified
as soon as possible to enable early investigation of complaints to take place
and the complainant is given contact details for both FCC Environment and the
Environment Agency. The site is well run and has an active community liaison
group that is attended by FCC, residents, Environment Agency and Council
officers, providing updates on the landfill operations and dealing with any issues
raised.
I have no objection to the application based on the above evidence.’
A1.17 MKC Head of Environment and Waste
‘This letter represents a formal response to the application reference:
20/00678/FULMMA
Milton Keynes Council as a Unitary Authority undertakes the core statutory
functions of both the Waste Collection Authority (WCA) and the Waste Disposal
Authority (WDA) for waste management. The Local Authority waste
management team operate using an asset based approach to waste
management where Milton Keynes Council build, own and operate (operation
through the private sector) waste disposal, waste infrastructure and waste
management facilities to dispose, recover and recycle household waste
produced within the borough.
Short term 2020 - 2023
As a Local Authority Milton Keynes Council sends a very low percentage of
waste direct to landfill. The figures for landfill disposal by Milton Keynes are
available from WasteDataFlow. The primary point of disposal of Household
Waste for treatment in Milton Keynes is the Milton Keynes Waste Recovery
Park (MKWRP). The dedicated treatment facility receives household waste
from the borough and was principally designed to provide a long term waste
management solution over a 50 year horizon. The facility uses a combination
of Mechanical Treatment (MT), Anaerobic Digestion (AD) and Advanced
Thermal Treatment (ATT) via a process known as gasification to extract
recyclate and generate electricity.
It should be noted that the Landfill site in Bletchley operated by FCC is listed
as a contingency delivery point by the operator of the MKWRP which is Amey.
Therefore, is MKWRP is unable to accept household waste from Milton Keynes
Council then it will be diverted to the landfill site.
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Bletchley Landfill also offers an in borough contingency solution in the event
that MKWRP is unavailable. If the requirement to ‘tip away’ is due to no fault
with the Authority waste treatment contractor (e.g. blocked road, fire outside the
site etc) then the Authority may incur additional tipping away charges if the
service provider has to travel to an alternative out of borough tipping point.
There would also be reputational risk for the council if the service could not
complete collections due to the need to travel further to tip waste.
Utilising the waste hierarchy the services would always seek to minimise landfill
and use alternative treatment technologies wherever possible as part of a
contingency planning portfolio. If it recognised however, that local treatment
solutions are likely to be restricted by a design throughput or maximum
permitted daily input under the respective permitting regimes. Local landfill
therefore currently plays a recognised short-term contingency to excess waste
or backup in the event of having to invoke contingency plans.
Medium term 2023 - 2033
Some waste streams handled by waste disposal authority cannot be treated or
recycled locally as they require specialist deconstruction or treatment due to
their respective construction or hazardous components. As such, the Waste
Disposal Authority currently anticipates within the foreseeable future a waste
infrastructure requirement for the Local Authority to build within the borough a
dedicated waste transfer station. It is expected that this transfer station will be
built adjacent to an existing waste infrastructure facility managed by the
Authority or as a direct replacement or complementary to an existing facility.
Although landfill capacity is required for contingency in the short term once the
transfer station is available then it will open up alternative treatment options for
the Authority should MKWRP be unavailable.
Such a facility would enable bulking up of residual household waste material to
go to an alternative treatment facility with a disposal route that is higher up the
waste hierarchy. Such a facility would be an Energy from Waste (EfW) Plant for
example. The transfer station would be expected based on 2019/20 figures only
be required to handle 2,250 tonnes of household waste for onward disposal
and would enable Milton Keynes to pursue a route of zero waste to landfill. The
transfer station would also handle multiple recycling streams for onward
haulage and processing.
In the case of asbestos, a hazardous waste landfill or asbestos cell within a
non-hazardous landfill site is required as it cannot be treated. Some offensive
wastes (e.g. dog faeces from parish or town council dog bins) may need to
access landfill as a local disposal option. However, Milton Keynes Council does
not currently have any dog waste bins or segregated offensive waste
collections.
Therefore, in the medium-term Milton Keynes Council does not foresee the use
or requirement to utilise the landfill site in Bletchley.
Long term 2033 – 2050
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The Milton Keynes Waste Recovery Park (MKWRP) contract with Amey initially
expires in 2033. As part of the commissioning and reprocurement of this
contract then the Waste Disposal Authority would not only seek the most
competitive and attractive bid to manage the facility but also one which
potentially delivers a wider integrated management of waste infrastructure
assets owned by the Local Authority including (but not limited to); the Materials
Recycling Facility, Waste Transfer Station and associated Household Waste
Recycling Centre sites.
This proposed infrastructure assembly plan and historical performance to
provide a near zero landfill solution further demonstrates that in the long-term
Milton Keynes Council does not foresee the use or requirement to utilise the
landfill site in Bletchley.’
A1.18 MKC – Development Plans
“There are three key waste streams which MKC is required to plan for as
Waste Planning Authority:
Non-hazardous waste
Construction, Demolition and Excavation Waste
Hazardous Waste
Milton Keynes Waste Development Plan Document (WDPD) 2007-2026
includes Core Strategy, Allocations and Development Control Policies and it
was adopted in 2008 (prior to the National Planning Policy Framework and
National Planning Policy for Waste).
Local planning authorities are required, under The Waste (England and
Wales) Regulations 2011 (coming from the requirements set under the Waste
Framework Directive) to have regard to the requirements of proximity and
self-sufficiency when exercising their planning functions relating to waste
management.
National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) (2014) Para 3 requires authorities
to drive waste management up the waste hierarchy but an adequate provision
must be also made for the disposal of waste.
Bletchley LFS has been operational since the 1970s and is located within the
clay pit that was part of the former Newton Longville brickworks. The Site
comprises approximately 116ha of land in total including the operational
landfill (amounting to some 109ha). It can accept non-hazardous and inert
waste (including construction, demolition and excavation (CDE) waste) from a
range of sources including:
Local commercial and industrial (C&I) waste (including soils used for cover
and restoration);
municipal solid waste (MSW) via contracts with local authorities currently
including Central Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire;
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waste from local transfer stations, currently including Aylesbury Transfer
Station;
a proportion of waste from North London (including trommel fines);
material which is currently being exported overseas used as Refuse-Derived
Fuel (RDF);
operates as a back-up facility and alternative waste disposal route during
shutdowns at local Energy from Waste facilities and for other waste
management operations including within Milton Keynes.
The applicant (FCC) states that the waste inputs into Bletchley LFS over the
last 15 years have been significantly less than originally forecasted when
permission MK/806/95 was granted, and thus completion of the site’s
restoration will not be achievable by 2023. It is stated that the remaining void
is approximately 10 million (M) m3. Based on the forecast rate of waste
importation (see section 3.2 of the Planning Statement for details), FCC has
identified the requirement to extend the operational life of the landfill site for a
further 15 years (to 6th February 2037) to fill this void.
Authorities are required under Para 3 of the NPPW to consider any waste
management needs, including for disposal of the residues from treated
wastes arising in more than one waste planning authority area but where only
a limited number of facilities would be required. Local Planning authorities
need to consider the extent to which the capacity of existing operational
facilities would satisfy any identified need.
NPPW Para 7 requires authorities to ensure that landfill sites are restored to
beneficial after uses at the earliest opportunity and to high environmental
standards through the application of appropriate conditions where necessary.
The amount of waste disposed of to landfill sites in England has fallen
significantly due to the drive to divert the management of waste further up the
waste hierarchy, away from landfill and to recycle more.
The Bletchley Landfill is an existing and fully established strategic waste
management facility (e.g. it serves Hertfordshire, Central Bedfordshire and
other Local Authorities in the South East) safeguarded for this use in
accordance with Policy WA2 of the adopted Milton Keynes Waste
Development Plan Document (MK WDPD). The Site is also identified in the
MK WDPD Fig W1 ‘Current Waste Sites in Milton Keynes’ as the only nonhazardous landfill site within Milton Keynes. The MK WDPD acknowledges in
the supporting text to Policy WA2 of the MK WDPD that it was known at the
time when the Plan was adopted (in 2008) that an extension to the life of
Bletchley LFS (to beyond the Plan period) may be required due to reduced
waste imports.
Therefore, regard must be as to whether there is currently and will be
continued need (both within Milton Keynes Borough and amongst South East
Waste Planning Advisory Group (SEWPAG) members) for the landfill site to
remain operational for 15 additional years. This site is a strategic nonhazardous landfill for the South East of England.
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If it can be demonstrated that there would be continued need for nonhazardous waste to be disposed of at the site, then extending the operational
lifetime of the landfill would allow Milton Keynes to continue to be net selfsufficient in terms of managing its residual waste for final disposal and
contributing to the strategic network of the waste management facilities and
therefore cooperating with neighbouring authorities. It will also prevent the
need to permit additional landfill capacity at other sites in South East of
England or beyond; more stringent groundwater protections in the
Groundwater Directive restrict the potential to establish new landfill sites.
In coming to a view whether there is a need for the operational life of the
landfill to be extended, consideration must be had to:
The Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC), as amended, which states
waste planning authorities should have regard to the principles of ‘net selfsufficiency’ and ‘proximity’. This means that WPAs should provide for the
development of sufficient capacity and enable the delivery of such capacity in
the right place at the right time.
Historical data about the amount of waste going into the landfill, the size of the
remaining landfill void and expected waste disposal amounts over the
additional 15-year period proposed by the applicant. Landfill void data can be
reviewed here: https://data.gov.uk/dataset/237825cb-dc10-4c53-84461bcd35614c12/remaining-landfill-capacity
Including quarterly returns from the last few years of:
Origin of the waste (to review in line of the proximity principle)
Type of waste deposited (to ensure majority of the waste that is deposited in
the landfill could not be processed further in accordance with the waste
hierarchy (e.g. reused or recycled) with a separate breakdown showing the %
of Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) deposited at the landfill.
The need to work collaboratively and strategically due to limited
number of non-hazardous landfills.
The availability of adequate treatment facilities in the wider region.
The findings of SEWPAG’s Non-hazardous Landfill Joint Position
Statement, a copy of which is attached to this response.
If there is need for continued landfill use in future, the lack of land
available elsewhere for landfill purposes given ground water issues, which
would indicate continued use of the site should be supported.
Waste Data Interrogator findings (published by Environment Agency).
Consideration must still be had with regards to the Development Control
Policies outlined in the MK WDPD, as well as other documents within the
development plan such as Plan:MK, which this proposal shall have to accord
with.
The development may be acceptable in principle if it is considered that there
is and will be continued need for the strategic landfill facility to remain
operational beyond 2022, based on a review of the historical data for the
landfill and based on the future projections of type of waste going into the
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landfill and recycling targets. The case officer shall need to carry out an
assessment to determine this. The site is of a strategic nature however we
would expect in line with the proximity principle most of the waste going to the
landfill to be from those areas closest to the site. The case officer should
request quarterly breakdowns of waste disposed of at the site, as noted
above, by source authority and distance that it travels.”
A1.19 MKC Rights of Way
“Bletchley Footpath 28 is a public right of way which links the Blue Lagoon to
the western edge of the Newton Leys housing development. It should be noted
that the potential demand for this public footpath has significantly increased
recently due to the recent Newton Leys development. The footpath provides a
link between this new estate and the Blue Lagoon and Bletchley beyond.
At present the footpath is unable to be used by the public due to metal fencing
erected across the site boundary due to the nature of the landfill onsite
operation and associated vehicles. The route is therefore currently obstructed,
which is an offence under section 137 of the Highways Act 1980. The reason
for the present situation has arisen following a permitted temporary diversion of
the footpath earlier in the history of the site. In 1986, a temporary diversion of
the footpath was undertaken under the 1951 Mineral Workings Act which
allowed the route to be diverted along a different route for 10 years to allow for
extraction. When this temporary diversion ran out the footpath legally reverted
to its original line.
However, in 1996 when the diversion ran out, it appears to have gone unnoticed
by both the local authority and the landowner. The issue was flagged up by the
Rights of Way team later and it is clear from correspondence on file that the
previous site owners were in the process of applying for a diversion in 2005
before the current owners purchased the site. For reasons that are not clear the
diversion was not undertaken and the situation appears to have been left until
the recent planning consultation flagged the issue up.
Planning Application Outcomes
Successful Application
Should the application to extend the operational life of the site be successful,
the footpath will require diverting as it will not be acceptable to keep the footpath
obstructed for the length of time outlined in the application. Therefore, the
Rights of Way team were keen for the condition to be set that the footpath be
diverted to another nearby viable route which FCC have agreed to. This is
undertaken through a legal process called a Public Path Order which changes
the route of a right of way permanently.
In light of FCC agreeing to apply for a diversion as a condition, the Rights of
Way team felt it could remove its initial objection to the proposal. Successful
completion of a Public Path Order would mean a public right of way will be
available to the public albeit slightly to the east of the original footpath but
broadly linking the areas of the original footpath together.
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Unsuccessful Application
Should the application be unsuccessful in the first instance the Rights of Way
team would look to the original terms of the application reference MK/806/95.
This includes the restoration of the site, which would allow the public to access
the footpath route within a fixed timeframe. It should be noted until the recent
application to extend the operational life, this was always the intended outcome
for the site in 2022. This would be the preferred option as no legal changes
would be required as the route already exists. If the site is unable to be restored
to a suitable condition, this does pose an issue as the footpath would remain
obstructed and a resolution would need to be sought. This could be achieved
by the landowner applying for a diversion of the footpath through a public path
order as outlined above in the successful application outline. Any diversion onto
land not owned by the applicant would require the consent of the relevant
landowner. The applicant should be aware that this is subject to public
consultation and should objections be received that could not be resolved, the
matter is referred onto the Planning Inspectorate for determination. “
A1.20 Buckinghamshire Council (adjacent authority)
‘Thank you for consulting Buckinghamshire Council on the above application.
As this site straddles the MK/Buckinghamshire boundary, the same comments
have been submitted to Buckinghamshire Council on their corresponding
application, CM/0018/20. Whilst the site is within both Waste Planning
Authorities (WPA), the area in which is actively being landfilled and the
remaining void space is predominately within MK. The recently adopted
Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2016-2036 (MWLP), does not
included the Bletchley Landfill Site within its capacity to meet future needs,
therefore the Buckinghamshire MWLP doesn’t rely on this site to meet its waste
needs. However, during 2018 just over 37,000 tonnes of waste was received
by the site within its origins within the Buckinghamshire WPA. The majority of
the waste deposited at the site was inert material. Whilst this amount is
considered a strategic movement between the two authorities it only makes up
approximately 4% of all the waste received by the site.
With the increase in recycling rates and a reduction in wanting to landfill waste,
non-hazardous landfill is starting to be more than an individual authority’s issue.
The South East Waste Planning Advisory Group (SEWPAG) has reviewed
landfill capacity across the South East in the Joint Position Statement: Nonhazardous Landfill in the South East of England, September 2018. This
reviewed landfill capacity for non-hazardous waste across the South East and
concluded that if no new non-hazardous landfill capacity were permitted,
capacity in the South East would be depleted by 2039.
Whilst the application isn’t for new capacity and seeking restoration prior to
2039 it is important to highlight this due to the amount of void space remaining
at the site. The JPS estimated that at the end of 2017 there were just over 40
million m3 of void space capacity. Whilst over the past 2-year landfill capacity
will have depleted with 2 more years of deposits it is anticipated that the
Bletchley Landfill Site contributes to approximately a quarter of the nonhazardous landfill capacity within the South East of England. The loss of the
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remaining 10 million m3 at this site would have a significant impact on the
capacity within the South East. Planning policy seeks the restoration of landfill
sites at the earliest opportunity to high environmental standards. Whilst an
extension of time for 15 year is a long time, with the reduction of non-hazardous
waste going to landfill sites are taking longer to ensure correct levels for
restoration.
The extension of time, and the amenity impacts on the surrounding
communities, needs to be weighed against the significance of the amount of
landfill capacity that this site provides.’
A1.21 Buckinghamshire Council (Strategic Access Officer)
‘Local rights of way in and around the application site are shown in Plan 1,
where black dashed lines are in Buckinghamshire and orange dashed lines in
Milton Keynes.
Plan 1
Note: Footpath 026 Bletchley, which is shown in Plan 1 passing through the
Newton Leys housing area and adjacent to the primary school, has
subsequently been diverted to the southwest and the new alignment is shown
yellow in Plan 2.
Plan 2
The Milton Keynes Boundary Walk, promoted by MK Council, follows Footpath
026 Bletchley, then along Footpath 028 in the same parish, parallel to the
county boundary, then along Footpath 3 Newton Longville Parish (NLO/3/1) into
that village.
Bletchley Footpath 028
In featuring on the Milton Keynes legal definitive map of public rights of way,
Bletchley Footpath 028 appears to be obstructed by fences in two places at the
site’s red edge boundary as illustrated in Plan 3 and this may have been the
case for over 25 years. While this footpath sits entirely within Milton Keynes
Borough area, the route connects with Footpath 3 Newton Longville Parish
(NLO/3/1) and would otherwise be used by residents in each authority.
Plan 3
Information provided by rights of way colleagues in Milton Keynes Council
indicates Bletchley Footpath 028 was diverted temporarily in order to undertake
mineral extraction on 23rd December 1985 for a period “not exceeding 10 years”
– see Plan 4.
Plan 4
Paragraph 5 of the order states:
Evidently, no subsequent order was made, the definitive route remains
obstructed and an offence is committed. I’m not aware if the temporary route in
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Plan 4 is still available, but accounting for the fact ‘FP26’ has been diverted to
the south, a shorter, more convenient route would be desirable.
In order to resolve this issue, a diversion under s261 TCPA 1990 would appear
not possible as it would fail to meet the necessary legal requirement of the
legislation (“for mineral workings”); nor s.257 TCPA 1990 as the operations are
“substantially complete”.
I see only two solutions:
1) commence the process of diverting the public footpath permanently under
s.119 Highways Act 1980, while closing the route now by temporary traffic
regulation order (TTRO) under section 14 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act
1984, while the permanent diversion order process is undertaken (this can take
over 12 months).
2) divert the public footpath onto a permissive route for 17 years, secured
through a revised s.106 agreement, while closing the route by temporary traffic
regulation order (TTRO) under section 14 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act
1984 while this process is undertaken.
Whilst a TTRO can only be made for a maximum of six months, a temporary
order can then be extended by the Secretary of State in the exercise of his or
her discretion. This would seem reasonable in order to undertake the processes
described in 1 and 2 above, but a further 17 years (in this case, including an
additional 2 years to complete restoration) may seem excessive to the
Secretary of State and stretching the word ‘temporary’, particularly in light of
local objections to a 15 year extension on top of an existing 25/35 year closure
of the definitive alignment.
In scenario 2, what happens when the site is restored? The footpath would then
need to revert back to the original alignment, but the restoration plan doesn’t
accommodate such a route.
Hence, I would suggest in light of the ongoing unlawful obstruction; there being
little prospect of it being reinstated on the original alignment in the near future;
and a further closure for 17 years being proposed; I would suggest that an
alternative, convenient route needs to be secured. Further details are sought
from the applicant as to their intension.
2. Suggested access improvements
The restoration plan outlines a number of new permissive routes, which are
welcome, but there appears to be no framework in which these are secured. I
would suggest wording in the revised s.106 agreement that secures access for
walkers and cyclists in perpetuity, combined with ongoing maintenance falling
to the applicant and any successor in title (unless they wish to dedicate as
public rights of way). With reference to Extract 1 from the restoration plan key,
clarification is sought that the ‘Proposed Maintenance/Vehicle Access’ routes
will also be publically available. If not, a number of dead-ends are created along
the ‘Proposed Permissive Paths’ which is unsatisfactory.
Extract 1
In light of the increase in negative effects from the operation of the site for
landfill over an additional period of 15 years, outlined in comments on Public
Access to the Buckinghamshire Council application, I suggest further significant
improvements as compensation are made to the revised restoration plan for
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eventual public benefit. The 1995 permission doesn’t appear to have secured
any public access benefits by planning condition or within the s.106 Agreement
(dated 4/2/2002 ref: MK/00806/95). The s106 plan also seems only to cover
part of the site now covered by this (CM/0018/20) application, so I assume a
revised s.106 agreement is to be drafted where access improvements can be
secured across the whole site, including land to the west of the red edge,
abutting Bletchley Road.
3. Milton Keynes Boundary Walk
The proposed public access routes don’t connect with the Footpath 28 Milton
Keynes and Newton Longville Footpath 3 (NLO/3/1) which forms part of the
Milton Keynes Boundary Walk promoted route – see Plan 5 and Extract 2. A
revised restoration plan is requested to indicate the public being able to make
onward connections to the rights of way network from the site (see my
suggested blue lines on Plan 1), particularly as the area immediately south of
the site is marked as proposed housing. Those residents will clearly benefit
from the eventual walking and cycling provision onto the restored site within
easy reach of their house. In Extract 2, the red edge may need clarifying or redrawing to include the triangle of land abutting the boundary walk (highlighted
yellow in Extract 2).
On a positive note, a link is provided in the south-eastern corner into the nearby
allocated housing land – see Extract 3 and Plan 6, albeit the original more direct
alignment is lost through Field 1.
4. Strategic Connections
The Site Area plan indicates the red and blue edge (within the applicant’s
control) stretching from Bletchley Road in the west to Guernsey Road in the
east. Upon restoration I would suggest securing a public bridleway constructed
to Milton Keynes ‘Redway’ standard, accompanied by a Breedon Gravel
surface for equestrians, to provide a walking and cycling connection for active
travel between communities and for leisure. This would be particularly attractive
for family groups, children leaning to cycle and those commuting to work for
new residents around the growth areas of Newton Leys and further west at
‘Land South-West Milton Keynes’ (Aylesbury Vale application 15/00314/AOP).
Surfacing can be secured within a revised s106 Agreement or by condition,
which I have recommended below. See route suggestion highlighted yellow in
Extract 4.

Extract 4
This would facilitate otherwise absent Redway connections between routes
highlighted yellow in Plan 5.
Plan 5
5. Northern connections
A connection across the northern boundary would seem desirable, but it’s not
clear from the Restoration Plan if this is provided. Further clarification is sought.
In light of the above, more information is requested on the following items:
1) intension regarding Bletchley Footpath 028;

(148)

2) clarity regarding publically accessible routes within the restoration plan key;
3) draft s106 ‘Heads of Terms’ to provide a framework for the proposed access
routes;
4) illustrated access connections to adjoining rights of way across the site
boundary; &
5) red edge boundary confirmation on the border with the Milton Keynes
Boundary Walk.
The following condition is recommended. I would also support the
recommended condition set out by Milton Keynes Rights of Way Officer and a
framework for the proposed access routes shown on the restoration plan will
also need setting out within a new Schedule of the revised s.106 Agreement.
Condition
Prior to the commencement of restoration, a scheme for the resurfacing, signing
and surface upgrade of a newly dedicated public bridleway, shown indicatively
on the Illustrative Masterplan running east to west through Fields 4, 7, 8 and 9
of the restored site, shall be first submitted to and approved in writing by the
LPA, in consultation with and to the satisfaction of the highway authority. The
aforementioned right of way shall subsequently be resurfaced, upgraded and
provided to Milton Keynes ‘Redway’ standard, with accompanying surfaced
equestrian path in Breedon Gravel, in accordance the approved details and
within 2 years of the commencement of the site’s restoration.
Reasons:
To ensure a suitable walking, cycling and equestrian route is provided across
the site between Newton Leys and Bletchley Road by sustainable means; to
provide a lasting recreational and active travel legacy for local communities; to
contribute to wider strategic aims to improve cycling connectivity in Milton
Keynes and Buckinghamshire; and to comply with guidance in the National
Planning Policy Framework.
A1.22 Environment Agency
We suggest the Operator contacts our permitting team ASAP to ensure any
changes required to their Environmental Permit are made.’

A1.23 Network Rail
“The
applicant
is
to
submit
the
details
directly
to
NationalMiningEngineer@networkrail.co.uk for agreement in addition to any
planning consent.
The applicant is to submit the attached form directly to
AssetProtectionLNWSouth@networkrail.co.uk and agreed the conditions with
them.
The works would need to be agreed with Network Rail’s Asset Protection team
and national mining team.”
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A1.24 Ramblers Association
‘The description of the public rights of way in the Planning Statement does not
correspond with my understanding of the status of footpath 28. The attached
aerial image from the online Definitive Map shows the route of the footpath
doing through the recycling site. Because of the fencing around the site it has
not been possible to walk along this path between grid references SP866322
and SP864315 for many years. To my knowledge no diversion is in place for
this section of the footpath. I suggest that should a 15-year extension be
granted, then it should be conditional on a suitable temporary diversion be
found for this footpath.’
A1.25 Neighbour/Third Party Representations
Comments have been received from approximately 220 addresses/neighbours
including a representation on behalf of the Newton Leys Residents Association.
The material planning considerations are summarised below:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Significant harm to the amenity of occupiers within the vicinity
Harm to residents through noise from vehicles and mechanical processes.
Traffic issues from lorries visiting the LFS constantly and causing a risk to
highway safety from inconsiderate/dangerous driving and mud/refuse left on
the roads.
Unpleasant odours caused by the existing landfill.
Harm to existing wildlife and biodiversity in the local area.
Infestations of insects particularly in warm weather.
Landfill should be used less in the future so this site should not be required.
The delay in restoration works will have a negative impact on the local area
and amenity of Newton Leys.
The noise, flies and odours are so significant that complaints have been
made to the Council/ Environment Agency.
Waste from other locations within the region should not be imported.
The change in circumstances is a significant concern for homeowners in the
long term.
Safety and amenity issues from waste lorry drivers using Jersey Road as
an unauthorised overnight rest station with no facilities.
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Appendix 2 – Decision Notice MK/00806/95
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ITEM

6(c)

Application Number:
Description New residential dwelling (retrospective) and associated works
At Site to the West of 1, London End Lane, Bow Brickhill,
For Gill Hudson Homes
Statutory Target: 22nd October 2019
Extension of Time: Yes 28th November 2019
Ward: Danesborough And Walton
Report Author/Case Officer:

Contact Details:

Team Manager:

Parish: Bow Brickhill Parish Council

Jeremy Lee
Senior Planning Officer

01908 252316
jeremy.lee@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Jon Palmer
Head of Planning
jonathan.palmer@milton-keynes.gov.uk

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 site is located high on the hill above the southern edge of Bow
Brickhill and is seen in the context of the woods which largely surround it. Access to
the site is via Church Road which climbs steeply from Station Road (the main road
through the village) and London End Lane which is very narrow at the point it joins
with Church Road.

2.2

The site is located within the open countryside as defined by the Plan:MK and is
situated within a Biodiversity Opportunity Area and a Priority Habitat. Within the site
are two Oak trees which are subject to a Tree Preservation Order. A bridleway runs
across the north-west (front) of the site and footpaths run along both the northeastern and south-western sides of the site. The frontage of the site is within an
Archaeological Notification site. A Biological Notification Area and areas of Ancient
Woodland abut the site.
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Background
2.3

There is a long and complicated planning history to the site which is considered in
more detail in the Considerations section of this report. In brief, a dwelling was
originally approved on this site on Appeal (08/01721/FUL) in 2009. There have been
a number of subsequent applications to approve details required by conditions and
to renew the original permission, but it is still that 2009 approval which forms the
basis for the development of this site.

2.4

A house, largely based on that 2009 approval, has been constructed (and is nearing
completion) on the site. However, the house as built differs in a number of significant
ways from the house that was approved for development. There have been
numerous and significant breaches of planning control by the applicant throughout
the construction of the dwelling. The development as carried out has resulted in some
significant harm to the ecology of the site and it is considered that the development
has a damaging impact upon the appearance of the area. The changes compared to
the previously approved scheme are set out in the section below in more detail.

2.5

As set out in paragraph 58 of the National Planning Policy Framework, effective
enforcement is important to maintain public confidence in the planning system.
However, officers have sought to work with the applicants to secure amendments to
the development to mitigate the impact of the development as far as possible, given
the current situation, whilst minimizing the impact of any remedial work upon the
amenities of local residents.

2.6

The current proposal represents the applicant’s response to those aims.

2.7

This application was reported to 7th May 2020 Development Control Committee with
a recommendation for refusal on the grounds that the proposal constituted
development in the open countryside which did not meet any of the criteria for
exception to the local and national planning policies which restrict such development,
impact upon the appearance of the area, impact upon the ecology and biodiversity
of the site and surrounding area, failure to meet requirements for sustainable
construction and inadequate drainage proposals.

2.8

At the meeting the Committee resolved to defer consideration of the application to
allow the applicant to submit amendments to the application to make the proposal
more acceptable and, in particular, to address concerns expressed by the Committee
in relation to the green metal fence that had been erected, landscaping of the site,
impact on the Rights of Way that run along both sides and the front of the site and
the colour and treatment of the front of the building.

2.9

Following the Resolution of the 7th May Development Control Committee and further
discussions between officers and the applicant’s agent, the applicant has amended
the application. Whilst much of the following report is identical to that which appeared
in the Agenda for 7th May DCC it has been amended to reflect the amendments that
have been received. Those amendments and their impact are discussed within the
relevant sections in separate paragraphs under headings in bold type
The Proposal
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2.10

There are two distinct, but interrelated, elements to the proposal. The first element
relates to work that has already taken place, but not in accordance with the current
approvals for the development, and for which the applicant is seeking regularisation
for the development as built and this includes:
1) The removal of a large amount of soil from the site
2) Changes to the design of the house
3) Changes to the landscaping of the site
4) Changes to the access/driveway
5) Changes to the water management system
6) The introduction of a new pond
7) The erection of fencing along the boundaries of the site

2.11

The second element relates to work that the applicant is proposing to overcome
concerns expressed about the development, but which have not taken place yet and
these include:
1) Changes to the elevational treatment of the house
2) Re contouring the levels on the site
3) Changes to the landscaping of the site

2.12

Members should be aware that other development has taken place on the site which
it is envisaged will need to be the subject of Enforcement Action whether the current
application is approved or not. In particular this relates to the erection of concrete
pillars erected along the frontage of the site.

2.13

The following sections set out the details of the works covered by this application and
how they compare with the development as approved.
Removal of Soil

2.14

Under the original approval for the development of the house on this site, no soil was
to be removed from the site. However, during the course of the development around
100 loads of soil were removed from the site by a dumper truck with a load capacity
of 5.6 cubic metres giving an estimated 560 cubic metres of soil removed.

Changes to the design of the House
2.15

The proposal as originally approved was for an “earth sheltered” dwelling with
external crib wall construction to exposed elevations to allow the hill to flow over and
around the dwelling, to visually reflect the local landscape and minimize the visual
impact of the dwelling on its surroundings.

2.16

The dwelling was two storeys in height and concave in shape, with the dwelling
‘bowing’ out to reflect the shape of the hill, with mainly small, recessed, windows
facing towards London End Lane using materials that matched the elevation. A
double garage was proposed in front of the house along with a low bike and bin store.
All these ancillary structures would be built into the banking of the hill.

(163)

2.17

The house as built, whilst a similar size and shape to the approved dwelling, has
replaced the approved garage with additional habitable accommodation, replaced
the bike/bin store with a larger garage and includes a new, two storey high, ‘wing’ on
the north-western end of the building to provide two stores. The dwelling as built is
faced in white render with contrasting grey framed windows that are not recessed
and are of a different style and appearance to the approved drawing. A large air
conditioning unit has also been fitted to the front of the dwelling.

2.18

The current proposal includes a proposal to paint the render on the front elevation
with a paint known as ‘Warm Ash’ which is a soft, sandy-green colour. This has not
altered since 7th May DCC.

2.19

Amendments since 7th May DCC
The applicants have submitted drawings showing planting from the ‘Green Roof’
cascading down, and climbing plants climbing from new beds up a stainless steel
trellis over parts of the front elevation.
Changes to the Landscaping of the Site

2.20

The approved, detailed, landscaping scheme included retention of much of the
existing landscaping on the site including the hedging along the front and both side
boundaries and the bracken, wild flowers and other vegetation at the rear of the
house. With the exception of an area to the rear of the house which was to be laid as
lawn grass, the remainder of the site was to be sown with a wild flower mix. A number
of trees, including two Oaks which have TPO’s near the front of the site, were to be
retained and were to be supplemented by the planting of 29 fruit trees of different
varieties and 29 standard trees of varying species.

2.21

None of the approved landscaping has been carried out. Some of the existing trees
on the site appear to have been killed as a result of soil being mounded close to
them, impacting on their drainage. In addition the bracken, wildflowers and other
vegetation which was to be retained at the rear of the site has been totally removed,
as has much of the hedging along the front and sides of the site.

2.22

Amendments since 7th May DCC
The landscaping drawing that was originally submitted with the current application
lacked detail and contained a number of errors/anomalies. Following the resolution
of 7th May DCC the applicants have submitted drawings showing detailed proposals
for planting of the ‘Green Roof’ and planting cascading/climbing down/up the front
elevation of the building. In addition new ‘native hedge’ planting is proposed along
the boundaries of the site to replace hedging removed during the development,
together with ‘shrub thicket’ planting inside the hedge. The proposed detailed
landscaping scheme shows a significant area of the site sown with wildflowers and a
number of trees, both fruit and standards planted around the site. Only a small area,
immediately to the rear of the house would be planted as lawn/grass which reflects
the original approval.
Changes to the access/driveway
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2.23

The approved access/driveway was a permeable, resin bound, buff coloured, gravel
driveway. Prior to approval full details of the sub strata of the driveway were provided.
Just inside the site, the driveway included a small turning head area. The proposal
did not include any alterations to the bridleway outside the site. Surface water
drainage from the site, including the driveway, was to run off into the ditch that
separates the site from the bridleway.

2.24

The driveway which has been built has been surfaced with black tarmac. No details
of the sub strata of the driveway have been provided. It is not clear whether the
driveway is permeable, although the applicants have stated that it is without providing
any details.
Changes to the water management system

2.25

The development as originally approved incorporated a water capture and storage
system from rainfall on the buildings and hard surfaces to provide fresh water to the
development. Waste water was to be dealt with via combination of a septic tank and
then be filtered through a series of reed beds to treat the waste. Any excess water
would be captured by a pond near the front of the site which would provide a limited
discharge to the ditch that runs across the front boundary of the site.

2.26

No details have been provided relating to the supply of water to the site. However, in
terms of the treatment of waste water, a reed bed system has not been installed. It
would appear that the development is connected to a septic tank. A pond has been
created near the front of the site, although not in the location where it was approved.
No details of the drainage system have been submitted, but it is believed that the
pond does not form part of the drainage system.
Re-contouring of the site

2.27

The original concept was that the house would largely be built into the hillside. The
earth that would be removed to accommodate the building would be used to recontour the hill to the front of the dwelling to largely hide the dwelling from public
views so that the house would appear as part of the hill. The only gap between this
mounding would be to allow the approach of the driveway to the house.

2.28

To allow the re-contouring of the site, as part of the approved Construction
Management Plan, areas of the site were designated for the storage of soil (up to set
heights) during the construction process, before being redistributed across the front
of the site as part of the re-contouring designed to absorb the dwelling into the hill.

2.29

The development as carried out resulted in large mounds of earth being mounded
up across the site (not in the locations or to the heights agreed). In particular large
amounts of soil were mounded up along both side boundaries. So much soil was
mounded up that significant amounts slipped down and onto the adjoining footpaths
and into an adjoining garden. In an attempt to reduce the danger of further slippage
and to allow earth that had already fallen to be removed from the footpaths and
adjoining dwellings, officers agreed informally to allow soil to be removed from the
site.
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2.30

Nonetheless there are still significant amounts of mounding on the site. At the same
time the site has not been re-contoured to absorb the dwelling into the hill and the
dwelling sticks out above the earth in front of it, whilst the ground to the sides rises
up. In particular the land has been mounded up alongside footpath 17 above 1.5
metres in height. To hold back such a large amount of earth a barrier made of
‘sleepers’ held in place by iron stakes has been constructed alongside the footpath.
Reason for referral to committee

2.31

The application has been referred to committee at the request of Councillor David
Hopkins.
Scope of debate/decision

2.32

This 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 4 Decision making
Section 5 Delivering a sufficient supply of homes
Section 11 Making effective use of land
Section 12 Achieving well designed places
Section 15 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
In addition, the Planning Practice Guidance is also a material consideration
The Development Plan

3.2

Neighbourhood Plan
There is no Neighbourhood Plan for this area.

3.3

Plan: MK (March 2019)
Plan:MK was adopted at Council on 20 March 2019 and now forms part of the
statutory development plan for Milton Keynes, and includes the Policies Map that
indicates land use in the Borough.
Policy DS1 Settlement Hierarchy
Policy DS2 Housing Strategy
Policy DS5 Open Countryside
Policy NE2 Protected Species and Priority Species and habitats
Policy NE3 Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement
Policy NE5 Conserving and enhancing Landscape character
Policy CT6 Low Emission Vehicles
Policy CT10 Parking
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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
Policy FR1 Managing Flood Risk
Policy FR2 Sustainable Drainage Systems
3.4

Supplementary Planning Documents/Guidance
Parking Standards SPD (January 2016)

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
No pre-application enquiries were submitted prior to the current application.
However, advice was provided in the course of the preceding applications that
indicated that a recommendation to approve the retention of the dwelling could be
possible providing the proposal included suitable re-contouring of the site to reduce
the height of the banks alongside the footpaths, removal/reduction of the retaining
wall alongside the footpath, removal of the pillars at the front of the site and other
works to soften the appearance of the dwelling and to restore the ecological value of
the site.

4.2

Application Site
05/01170/FUL
Erection of dwelling with ancillary offices, garage, parking and 15m high wind
turbine
Refused 21.10.2005
08/01721/FUL
Erection of low impact dwelling with parking and ancillary office
Refused 09.12.2008. Allowed on Appeal 25.11.2009.
12/01154/DISCON
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Details submitted pursuant to discharge of conditions 3 (archaeological
investigation), 4 (ground assessment), 12 (site waste management plan), 13 (green
roof construction), 15 (finished floor levels), 19 (reptile mitigation plan), 20 (reptile
mitigation strategy) and 21 (construction method statement) attached to planning
permission 08/01721/FUL allowed on appeal ref APP/Y0435/A/09/2104644
Split Decision 13.03.2013 (Condition 21 Refused). Appeal Dismissed 27.11.2013.
12/01651/DISCON
Details submitted pursuant to discharge of conditions 2 (materials), 7 (surface
water disposal from vehicular access), 8 (highway works at junction of Church
Road and London End Lane), 10 (surfacing of vehicle and pedestrian areas), 11
(details of earth mounding and contouring), 16 (landscaping scheme), 17 (works to
trees) and 18 (boundary enclosure) attached to planning permission 08/01721/FUL
allowed by appeal ref APP/Y0435/A/09/2104644
Split Decision 13.03.2013 (Conditions 7 and 8 refused). At a subsequent appeal
the Council withdrew the reason for refusing condition 8. The Appeal was Allowed
in respect of condition 7 27.11.2013.
12/02504/FUL
Extension of time limit on planning permission 08/01721/FUL for erection of low
impact dwelling with parking and ancillary office
Permitted 18.06.2013
14/02691/FUL
Variation of conditions 8 (Disposal of surface water details, 18 (Tree protection
details), 21 (Crest newt habitat survey) and 22 (Construction method statement)
attached to planning permission 12/02504/FUL
Permitted 12.03.2015
15/00965/DISCON
Details submitted pursuant to discharge of condition 22 (construction management
plan) attached to planning permission 14/02691/FUL
Details approved 19.06.2015
17/01322/FUL
Erection of double garage
WDN 25.10.2017
17/01332/MMAM
Variation of condition 1 (approved plans), 3 (external materials) and 6 (fresh water
supply and foul water treatment and disposal) attached to planning application
14/02691/FUL
Withdrawn 23.03.2018
18/00896/FUL
Erection of dwelling house and associated works (part retrospective)
Withdrawn 15.11.2018
19/00497/FUL
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Retrospective application for the erection of a new residential dwelling and
associated works
Refused 09.05.2019
5.0

CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS

5.1

Bow Brickhill Parish Council
Comments on application as originally submitted:
No objections to the proposal, but are concerned that works carried out to the access
and to widen the bridleway have covered over the ditch along the front boundary of
the site causing water to run off the site, over the bridleway and onto the meadows
beyond. This creates a hazard, particularly in Winter when ice forms.
The Parish Council request that a condition be applied to any planning application to
narrow the bridleway and reinstate the ditch.

5.2

Cllr David Hopkins –Danesborough and Walton Ward
Comments on application as originally submitted:
Requests that the application be considered by Development Control
Committee/Panel

5.3

Cllr Victoria Hopkins –Danesborough and Walton Ward
No comments received

5.4

Cllr Alice Jenkins- Danesborough and Walton Ward
No comments received

5.5

MKC Highways
Comments on application as originally submitted:
The submitted drawings do not include the required turning area that was shown on
the approved plans.

5.6

MKC Urban Design
Comments on application as originally submitted:
It is disappointing that the original plans have not been followed and what has been
built is a poor interpretation of the original scheme. The original dwelling was
approved based on its design merit and this scheme does not meet the same quality
threshold in terms of design.
I would recommend that original features of the façade, particularly those that soften
the elevation, such as the timber cladding be reinstated. The proposed landscaping
to the front of the dwelling should be reinstated to minimise the visual impact of the
building and help the building integrate with its natural setting. The garage as built
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would ideally be removed or hidden with extensive landscaping placed in front of the
garage.
I would recommend:
•
Removing the garage as it hasn’t got planning permission and is a prominent
blank façade facing the public right of way
•
Alterations to the white façade that highlights the building within its setting as
opposed to a more sympathetic facade. I’d encourage the use of the approved timber
cladding system as this will weather and integrated with the natural environment
•
The approved landscape scheme including the approved ground levels needs
to be delivered to minimise the impact of the dwelling on the natural setting.
The plans also need to reflect what has / or is being built on site.
5.7

MKC Landscape Services (Tree Officer)
Comments on application as originally submitted:
I understand that this is a retrospective application but I am not sure as to the extent
of the works completed, I also understand that during development at this site
damage occurred to the two TPO Oak trees mainly to the soil that is their root-zone
and thereby to the root themselves. I would like it conditioned that an arboricultural
inspection of the trees is carried by an arboricultural consultant with a view to
assessing damage and recommending remedial works, which I would expect to
include physical de-compaction of the soil and installation of a mulch to assist the
trees in their recovery.
There are no arboricultural details submitted and if further construction works are yet
to take place, the TPO Oak trees will be at danger of further damage / death unless
they are properly protected in accordance with BS 5837:2012. If further work is
required a condition requiring protection of trees on the site is required.
If further soft landscaping is required a condition should also be appended to any
planning permission to control works within the root zones of retained trees.

5.8

MKC Landscape Architect
Comments on application as originally submitted:
No objection subject to condition requiring landscape details to be prepared in coordination with drainage and ecology details and submitted for approval.
Comments on application as amended by information/proposals submitted
following 7th May DCC:
No drainage plans are submitted with this application and therefore it is not possible
to assess the landscaping proposals against the accurate location of the Biodisc
Domestic treatment plant and any of the underground pipes and services which may
conflict with the proposed landscaping.
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The landscape proposals must be coordinated with the other works such as
drainage/services, external storage areas, hard landscaping, ecology and tree
retention / protection. Tree planting should avoid below ground drainage pipes and
treatment plant.
An accurate as built survey that shows all built structures, including drainage and
services, overlaid needs to be provided. In addition the landscaping proposals have
been produced in advance of the Biodiversity Enhancement Plan. However, the
Biodiversity Enhancement should inform the landscape proposals so they should be
produced together.
In terms of what is shown in the submitted drawings the planting shown on the
images does not seem to be realistic. The planting won't be that 'lush' and the
proposal is more appropriate for high end commercial premises with a good budget
to implement, irrigate and maintain it to provide the right growing conditions.
In terms of the green roof idea, 2 details are shown. A lighter weight Sedum roof and
a heavier detail for shrub and tree planting. These proposals will not be low cost and
particularly the proposal for shrubs / climbers requiring the more intensive green roof
build up is a purely aspirational paper exercise without evidence that the structural
engineering required to the building has been thought through. The plans state ‘green
roof details to be specified by specialist supplier’ highlighting proposals are not
beyond draft stage.
The new native species hedgerow planted along boundary to continue existing hedge
will work. In addition to the other planting shown this should provide a significant
screen around the development once it has established.
5.9

MKC Countryside Officer
Comments on application as originally submitted:
The applicant has submitted a Site Landscape Plan, which shows a range of features
that could be considered to be ecological enhancements. This includes:
•
The planting of a range of tree species;
•
The use of wildflower mixes to create meadows to the front and rear of the
house;
•
The retention of trees to the front and rear of the house;
•
The creation of a pond on site.
A site visit in October 2019 highlighted that these features/management measures
are either missing or have not been implemented in an appropriate way. The majority
of the site is now covered by homogeneous rough grassland and has not been
managed with biodiversity in mind. No trees have been planted on site and of the
retained trees, two are dead and the rest have significant damage from construction
activities and pruning (further advice should be sought from the MKC Arboriculture
Officer and/or Landscape Technical Officer).
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The installation of ten permanent hibernacula for reptiles (and amphibians), a number
of temporary hibernacula/wood piles and an area of tree/scrub planting were required
under a previously approved proposal; although trees/scrub were previously planted
in the south-western area of the site and the hibernacula/log piles were constructed
in the south-eastern end of the site, natural habitat that previously contained them
seems to have been removed, flattened and the levels altered. Prior to development,
this site provided suitable habitat for significant numbers of amphibians and reptiles,
and their presence was recorded during site surveys. However, current site
conditions have not compensated for the loss of this habitat. The landscape
proposals should maintain the habitat links around the site to the wider landscape for
these species.
The exclusion fence that was erected to protect reptiles and amphibians during
construction should have been removed on the completion of construction. It is still
present. If works are complete on site the exclusion fence must be removed to allow
the species to access the site and maintain habitat links.
A reed bed had previously been included in the biodiversity enhancement/landscape
proposal. However, this is not included in the current scheme, despite habitat of this
type providing significant benefits for biodiversity. Instead, a pond has been created
in the south of the site, but is of little ecological value due to the nature of its
construction. The gravel substrate is not suitable for the establishment of plants and
blanket weed is present. A natural substrate is preferable because this will allow
water plants to colonise the pond and potentially provide suitable habitat for
amphibians.
To comply with NPPF, the proposals should provide a net gain in biodiversity. The
site would appear to have little biodiversity value and therefore the applicant should
provide further information on the biodiversity enhancement measures that have
been implemented on site, including specifications, and those are still to be
completed.
If construction works are complete on site, the reptile/amphibian exclusion fence
should be removed.
Comments on application as amended by information/proposals submitted
following 7th May DCC:
No comments received.
5.10

MKC Rights of Way Officer
Comments on application as originally submitted:
A full drainage plan needs to be submitted to demonstrate that the development will
not impact upon the rights of way. I am particularly concerned about the impact on
Bridleway 006 as a result of infilling of a culvert.
The slippage of earth onto footpath 007 has stabilised, however, large lumps of
material remain on the footpath and the footpath has been left in poor condition.
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Works are still required to Footpath 017. Damaged fencing continues to lean into the
footpath and some surface levelling works are yet to be undertaken. The erection of
the sleeper retaining wall has affected the character of this footpath, replacing a
natural boundary to the route with an imposing structure. An improvement would be
if the Footpath was not so closed in. The applicant has commented that the cracks
in the concrete at the base of the structure have been checked by a suitably qualified
professional and confirmed they do not affect the structural integrity of the retaining
wall, however no evidence has been provided to the Council.
5.11

MKC Environmental Health
No Comments

5.12

Neighbour/ Third Party Representations
The three local residents have commented on the application. Two have raised
concerns about flooding on the bridleway as a result of the development and would
like to see other issues related to the design of the development addressed.
One local resident, whilst raising many concerns about the development, considers
that the development originally approved could never have been built and would wish
to see planning permission granted.

6.0

MAIN ISSUES
Principle of development
Impact on character of the area
Design
Residential amenity
Landscape
Ecology

7.0

CONSIDERATIONS
Principle of development

7.1

The application site is located in the Open Countryside where development is
normally only usually permitted where it is related to agriculture, forestry or other
activity appropriate to the open countryside. This was also the case in 2009.

7.2

In 2009 the Planning Inspector allowed an appeal (08/1721/FUL) on the site for a
dwelling as an exception to planning policies that limit development in the open
countryside. The Inspector concluded that the proposal complied with paragraph 11
of Planning Policy Statement 7(Sustainable Development in Rural Areas) published
by the government which supported the building of dwellings of “exceptional quality
and innovative nature that can be deemed to be truly outstanding and ground
breaking in its design”.

7.3

In reaching this decision the Inspector noted the design of the house and the way
that it achieved neutral consumption of water and incorporated energy efficiency to
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the extent that it achieved carbon neutrality. In relation to the latter the Inspector
imposed a condition requiring the dwelling to cease to be occupied should the energy
efficiency rating fall below 12.5 on the National Home Energy Efficiency Rating scale.
The Inspector also noted that the development would not require soil to be removed
from the site, avoiding the need for additional vehicle movements.
7.4

The approved house was to be constructed with elevations constructed from Criblock
walling using a grid of timber with built in planters to allow the elevation, over time,
to be covered with greenery. The windows of the house were relatively small and set
back within the elevations so that they were almost hidden. The design of the house
included a number of energy efficiency measures including high levels of thermal
insulation and a photovoltaic collector integrated into the southern edge of the roof
to supply energy at a level where it was anticipated that the house would not require
energy from other sources.

7.5

The approved house also originally included a system for collecting rainwater on the
site to provide all the water the house and its occupants required. The original design
also included systems for managing organic waste and sewage, involving a readbed system that avoided the need for waste to be removed from the site.

7.6

The landscaping of the site originally included the retention of a number of trees and
existing hedges and a considerable amount of planting of new tree and shrubs to
create a varied series of habitats and to help the development blend into the
landscape around it. The hard landscaping included a permeable resin bound, buff
coloured, gravel driveway. The proposal also contained a number of measures
designed to mitigate the impact of the development on reptiles that were known to
inhabit the site and surrounding area. These measures included 10 refuges and 5
log piles located around the site for reptiles.
The development as constructed

7.7

The building as constructed does not benefit from planning permission, and the
original planning permission has expired. The house that has been built has concrete
rendered white walls with windows with charcoal grey window frames. The driveway
has been constructed in black tarmac, the access from the bridleway has been
widened and large concrete pillars have been erected at the front of the site. None
of the landscaping shown in the approved scheme has been provided. Whilst some
of the reptile refuges are in situ most are not and those that are provided are placed
in locations where they are of little value because the associated habitat has been
removed.

7.8

The contouring of the site has not been carried out in accordance with the approved
site leaving the building sat on the hill rather than sculpted into it. At the same time
in digging into the hill to locate the house more soil was removed than had been
anticipated and much of this has been mounded around the boundaries of the site.
In places these mounds have collapsed onto the footpaths on either side of the site.
Although most of this has been cleared not all of it has been removed. In addition, to
stop more of the soil falling onto the footpath along the north-eastern boundary, a
retaining wall made of steel supports and wooden 'sleepers’ has been constructed
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along the footpath to a height of about 1.5 metres. This has given a harder edge to
this section of footpath that was originally bounded by hedging.
7.9

Plan:MK policy DS1 directs the location of new residential development. In the case
of rural settlements like Bow Brickhill, development is allowed on sites allocated
within Neighbourhood Plans or within settlement boundaries. The application site is
outside the settlement boundary of Bow Brickhill and there is no Neighbourhood Plan
for the area. The site is therefore within the open countryside as defined by Plan:MK
and is not identified for development.

7.10

The proposal would therefore be contrary to Policy DS5 (Open Countryside) of
Plan:MK which states that planning permission within the open countryside will only
be granted for development which is essential for agriculture, forestry, countryside
recreation, highway infrastructure or other development which is wholly appropriate
for a rural area and which cannot be accommodated within a settlement. Policy DS5
does provide an exception for dwellings of exceptional quality or innovative design
which meet the requirements of paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF). Following amendments to the NPPF, paragraph 55 has been
replaced by the Paragraph 79 of the NPPF which states:
e) the design is of exceptional quality, in that it:
- is truly outstanding or innovative, reflecting the highest standards in
architecture, and would help to raise standards of design more
generally in rural areas; and
- would significantly enhance its immediate setting, and be sensitive to
the defining characteristics of the local area.

7.11

The current proposal lacks the fine detailing in the design of the house and innovative
use of water capture, low impact drainage system and other sustainable measures
that were part of the development which was originally approved. This view is clearly
supported by the comments from MKC Urban Design. It is therefore considered that
the development that is proposed would not achieve any of the requirements to meet
paragraph 79 and, therefore, would not comply with policy DS5.
Highway matters and parking

7.12

London End Lane is narrow for much of its length and the junction with Church Road
is particularly tight, with substandard visibility. However, apart from construction
traffic, the development would not create a significant number of additional vehicle
movements. It is, therefore, not considered that the proposal would have a
detrimental impact upon the safety or convenience of highway users.

7.13

The site is situated in car parking zone 4 as set out in the Council’s car parking
standards. Within zone 4 a 3 bedroom dwelling house requires 2 allocated parking
space plus 0.5 unallocated spaces. The proposed development can accommodate
at least 6 vehicles on site, independently and, therefore, complies with Policy CT10
of Plan:MK.
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7.14

Whilst the Highway Engineer has requested that the original turning area proposed
at the front of the site be provided there is no suggestion that the failure to provide
the turning area would have a detrimental impact upon users of the Highway. There
appears to be adequate area within the site to allow vehicles to turn, and exit in a
forward gear, without obstructing the Highway. It is believed that the turning area at
the front of the site was included in the original proposal to facilitate the turning of
construction vehicles prior to the construction of the parking/turning area within the
site.
Impact on character of the area

7.15

The dwelling originally approved in 2009 was designed to blend into its surroundings;
indeed the original concept effectively contoured the dwelling into the hillside. The
proposed materials were intended to ensure that the proposed dwelling would have
as little visual impact upon the appearance of the area as possible and would largely
be lost within its wooded setting. However, the house that has been built stands out
sharply against its surroundings.

7.16

The use of white painted render on the elevations makes the building stand out
against the woodland around it. The new garage and projecting side wing increase
the bulk of the building and the amount it projects above the ground rather than sit
down into the hill. Plan:MK Policy D5 requires that the design of vehicle parking
facilities should ensure that an attractive and coherent street scene is maintained.
The changes to the contouring of the site have led to the site appearing as a jarring
feature against the surrounding landscape, rather than a feature sculpted into its
surroundings. Particularly along the north-eastern boundary where the soil has been
piled up to head height immediately abutting the footpath, the site dominates its
surroundings. The changes to the access and the erection of the entrance gate
pillars have turned what was a low key, lightly engineered entrance into an
overpowering and visually intrusive feature. All these changes to the development as
approved have had a significant and damaging impact upon the appearance of the
area.

7.17

It is considered that each of these changes by itself would warrant refusal of the
application, but cumulatively their impact is overwhelming. There have been other
detrimental changes, but it is considered that these have not had such a significant
impact upon the appearance of the area. The development as constructed, rather
than being of exceptional quality as outlined in Policy DS5 (and envisaged by the
Inspector in the original allowed appeal), has in fact had a harmful impact on the
character and appearance of the open countryside. The development is therefore
contrary to Policy DS5 for the reasons set out above.

7.18

Discussions have taken place with the applicant on measures to mitigate these
impacts.

7.19

The applicant has agreed to paint the render on the elevation a darker colour to help
it blend more into its surroundings. The suggested colour is Dulux’s Warm Ash’ which
is a soft, sandy-green colour. Whilst this would not break up the massing of the
elevation in the way that the elevational treatment originally approved would have, it
would achieve a similar colour and allow the building to be less visually intrusive. It
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is considered that should Members be minded to approve the application a condition
requiring the building to be painted in this colour within two months and thereafter be
retained should be imposed. However, officers do not consider that this amendment
alone would make the proposal acceptable in planning terms.
7.20

The applicant has also provided plans showing plants trailing down the front elevation
from the existing ‘Green Roof’ to help break up the hard edge that the roof currently
displays. At the time of writing those drawings have not yet been received. An update
on the drawings will be provided prior to the Committee meeting.

7.21

Plan:MK policy D1 requires development to respond appropriately to the site and the
surrounding context and provide appropriate landscaping and boundary treatment to
enhance the surrounding area. Policy D2 requires that development should exhibit a
positive character and provide visual interest through careful use of detailing. Policy
D3 requires that a building’s form, massing and façade elements create character
and visual interest. As the application stands it is considered that the proposal would
be contrary to policies D1, D2 and D3 of Plan:MK.

7.22

Update following 7th May DCC
A revised landscaping proposal has been submitted. Whilst this does not alter the
design of the building or the mounding of the ground around the building, it does
provide for significantly more planting which could soften the stark and oppressive
impact of the building.

7.23

In particular the amended landscaping scheme provides for a stainless-steel trellis
and new landscaping areas in front of the house which would allow trailing plants to
climb down from the ‘Green Roof’ and climb up from the new planting areas to cover
parts of the front elevation. This would both soften the appearance of the building
and break up the massing of the building. In addition, replacement hedge planting
and shrub thicket would help screen the house and soften the appearance of the
mounding around the house.

7.24

However, the Council’s Landscape Architect has raised concerns regarding the
practicality of the trailing/climbing planting and the integration of the proposed
landscaping scheme with the drainage system and other underground services on
the site. These concerns call into question the ability of the proposed landscaping
scheme to integrate the development into the surrounding area as required by
Plan:MK Policy D1.

Residential amenity
7.25

The dwelling is reasonably well separated from neighbouring occupiers and it is not
considered that it results in any overlooking or overshadowing of adjoining properties.
The most significant impact that the development has had on local residents’
amenities is the noise and disturbance during the construction of the house. Whilst
construction of development always causes some problems for local residents, in
this case the impact has been particularly difficult because of the narrowness of the
northern end of London End Lane and the constrained layout of the London End
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Lane and Church Road. Both of these factors caused construction traffic to pass
within centimetres of dwellings and caused traffic congestion.
7.26

The slippage of soil from the development onto the adjoining dwelling also impacted
directly on the amenities of that property.
Landscape

7.27

7.28

7.29

7.30

7.31

The impact of the development on the landscape of the area has already been
considered in respect of the impact upon the appearance of the area, but the main
impact has been to change this area of rough pasture, overgrown with bracken and
brambles on the edge of the woodland into a semi-suburban garden area around a
prominent dwelling.
Update following 7th May DCC
The visual impact of the detailed landscaping scheme that has been submitted
would, on the face of it, closely resembles or re-instates the landscaping scheme
originally approved in support of the development of a dwelling on this site if
implemented and maintained thereafter. This is a significant improvement on the
drawings that were considered in May. However, the practicality of the proposed
planting, particularly in relation to underground drainage infrastructure is currently
unclear. The applicants have been requested to provide a drawing showing all
underground services and structures. At the time of writing that had not been
received.
Trees
The site contains two Oak trees which are covered by a Tree Preservation Order.
These trees are still alive, although concerns have been raised about their health as
a result of the changes in the contouring of the site, the storage of building materials
within their root protection zone during construction work and building activities in
close proximity to these trees. A small group of trees further into the site which were
shown to be retained in the planning approvals for the development appear to be
dead: probably as a result of mounding up earth around the trees.
Trees which should have been planted as part of the development have not been
planted.
Update following 7th May DCC
The revised landscaping scheme submitted would provide a broader range of tree
planting and would resemble the tree planting shown in the landscaping scheme
originally approved. However, it is not clear at this time whether the proposed tree
planting would conflict with the underground services, and in particular the drainage
system, which has been installed and differs from that originally approved. There
would appear to be a likely conflict with the biodisc sewage treatment plant and trees
planted nearby, and there may be other locations where a similar problem may arise,
but more information is required from the applicants to be sure one way or the other.
The applicant’s have been requested to provide this information, but no response
has been received.
Ecology
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7.32

Prior to the commencement of development Slow Worms and Grass Snakes had
been found on the site and there was evidence that the site was used for foraging by
Great Crested Newts that live in ponds close to the site. All of these animals are
protected species. Policy NE2 of Plan:MK states that where there is a reasonable
likelihood of protected species or their habitat development will not be permitted if it
would have a negative impact upon those species or their habitat.

7.33

The development as originally approved incorporated a number of features designed
to protect the ecology of the area during development and to enhance the ecology of
the site post development. The proposal included a pond and a series of reed beds
to provide a range of habitats (they also performed a drainage function), refuges for
reptiles, a mix of wildflower planting across the site, the retention of a number of trees
on site and additional tree planting.

7.34

To safeguard the protected species during the construction process reptile/GCN
proof fences were erected around the areas that were to be disturbed during
construction and surveys were undertaken to ensure that no protected species were
within the construction areas prior to the commencement of building work.

7.35

During the construction of the dwelling that has been built it is clear development
work took place outside the protected areas and the reptile refuges have either been
removed or their ecological value destroyed by the removal of the undergrowth in
which they were set.

7.36

It is considered that the development has clearly damaged the ecology of the site as
it was prior to development. However, there are still opportunities to mitigate the
impact of the development and enhance the ecological value of the site. Officers
have discussed with the applicant improvements that can be made to the
development to improve the ecological value of the site. The pond that has been
constructed near the front of the site is a response to those discussions. However, it
is considered that the pond that has been constructed is of very limited ecological
value. It is therefore considered that the proposal is contrary to policy NE3 of
Plan:MK.

7.37

7.38

Update following 7th May DCC
In addition to the amended landscaping scheme that has been submitted, a
Biodiversity Enhancement Plan has also been submitted. The Plan argues that the
proposed planting scheme together with the provision of bird, bat, and insect boxes,
a hedgehog dome and a number of amphibian hibernaculum would provide a net
biodiversity gain.
However, there is nothing in the application which shows where these facilities have
been/would be provided to allow their suitability/effectiveness to be considered.
Plan:MK policy NE3 requires developments to maintain and protect biodiversity and,
where possible, result in a net biodiversity gain. Whilst the comments of the Council’s
Countryside Officer are still awaited, it is felt that the details submitted are not
adequate to demonstrate a net gain in biodiversity would be achieved by the proposal
as required by policy NE3 of Plan:MK.
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Drainage and flood risk
7.39

No details of the drainage system for the house as built/proposed have been
provided. The site is on the side of a steep sided hill and surface water run-off has
been a significant concern during the development of the site. Clearly the
development has departed from the originally surface water and foul water drainage
system, but what this has been replaced with as an alternative it is not clear.

7.40

Plan:MK policy FR1 requires development to incorporate a surface water drainage
system with acceptable flood control and demonstrate that water supply, foul
sewerage and sewage treatment capacity is available or can be made available in
time to serve the development. Policy FR2 requires new development to incorporate
SuDS; in line with national policy and guidance and, which meet the requirements
set out in national standards and the Council’s relevant local guidance. As it stands
the application does not provide evidence that it complies with policies FR1 and FR2
of Plan:MK.

7.41

Concern has been raised about surface water run-off from the driveway/amended
access. It is not clear from the information provided if the driveway as constructed
achieves the permeability of the originally approved drive. Whilst there has clearly
been some change to the access and the bridleway to the front of the site, this work
appears to be outside the red line area of the current application site and is, therefore,
beyond the scope of the current proposal.
Sustainable construction

7.42

In his decision letter the Planning Inspector considered that the originally approved
scheme that the dwelling would achieve “a high level of thermal efficiency” and would
maximise “the potential for energy, water supply, surface water drainage, sewage
treatment and waste disposal to be generated or managed on site”.

7.43

On that basis he was satisfied that the development would meet the sustainability
principles contained in Government advice. In support of those principles the
Inspector imposed a condition which required the dwelling to cease to be occupied
should it fail to maintain an energy efficiency rating of at least 12.5 on the National
home Energy Rating scale.

7.44

No information has been provided regarding the sustainable construction value of
the dwelling as built. Plan:MK policy SC1 requires development to set out how it
meets the principles and requirements of sustainable construction. It is therefore not
clear that the proposal would meet the requirements of Plan:MK policy SC1.

Other matters
7.45

During the course of the development large amounts of soil spilled out of the site and
onto the adjoining footpaths, bridleway and into the garden of an adjoining dwelling.
This was a result of soil being piled up higher than shown in the approved contour
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plans. Whilst most of the soil has been removed from the footpaths and bridleway
some remains. This is outside the scope of the current application, but may be an
issue for planning enforcement and is also subject to enforcement under Rights of
Way legislation.
7.46

Whilst the Highway Officer is concerned that the turning area at the front of the site,
originally approved, has not been provided this turning area was designed to facilitate
the construction of the site and serves no purpose in the completed development.
There is adequate room to turn vehicles immediately in front of the house and an
additional turning area at the front of the site cannot be justified.

7.47

If planning permission is refused, this would need to be supported by appropriate
Enforcement Action. This would almost certainly involve at least some demolition of
what has been constructed. It is likely that demolition works would have a negative
impact upon the amenities of local residents and the ecology of the site during the
demolition works (and potentially during the rebuilding of the dwelling in accordance
with the approved drawings). However, the Committee could refuse the current
application, but express the view that they would be minded to approve an application
along the lines proposed, but with all the required information provided. It is
considered that such an application could be submitted relatively quickly, avoiding
the need for enforcement action or too much further uncertainty of for the applicant
or local residents.

7.48

It is considered that the development cannot now realistically achieve the exceptional
requirements that lead to the original approval on Appeal. Given the potential impact
upon the amenities of local residents from further construction/demolition traffic and
the continuing uncertainty over the future of the site an argument could be made that,
with sufficient mitigation measures to deal with the most significant impacts of the
development, granting planning permission for the proposed development would
benefit the local community. However, whilst there have been some significant
improvements in the proposal since May too many details are vague or not provided
to be confident that the development will not remain an eyesore, have a negative
impact upon the biodiversity of the area or have a detrimental impact upon local
residents through inadequate drainage.

7.49

If the Committee were minded to approve the current application careful
consideration of the wording of conditions relating to landscaping drainage and
ecological diversity would be required if the development were to come close to
meeting the requirements of Plan:MK policies.

8.0

CONCLUSIONS

8.1

The proposal clearly represents an inferior form of development to that originally
approved and it is considered that it fails to meet the requirements of para 79 of the
NPPF (which is the current equivalent of the government guidance which originally
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justified the approval of the dwelling on Appeal) and policy DS5 of Plan:MK. The
development has had a detrimental impact upon the ecology and appearance of the
area.
8.2

Nevertheless, the site does have planning permission for the development of a house
and this is a material planning consideration that has to be taken into account when
weighing up the merits of the case. It is also considered that the implications of
approving or refusing the current application for the ecology of the area and upon the
amenities of local residents need to be taken into account.

8.3

It is considered that the proposal is contrary to National and Local planning policy.
Whilst the existing planning permission is a material consideration, the current
proposal is so far from achieving the standards that provided the rationale for that
permission that the existing approval can carry little weight in this instance.

8.4

Although the applicants have made some attempt to address the harm that has been
done to the appearance of the area and the ecology of the site it is not considered
that they have made sufficient progress as to override those concerns.

8.5

Update following 7th May DCC
The landscape scheme which has been submitted since May represents a significant
move towards providing appropriate landscaping of the site to enable the
development to be integrated with its surroundings, minimise the visual impact of the
dwelling and to replace and enhance the biodiversity of the site. However, the lack
of details of underground services that have been installed as part of the
development, concerns about the practicality of some of the proposals and the lack
of detail in the Biodiversity Management Plan make it unclear whether all the benefits
implied could be achieved.

8.6

Despite the progress made, it is still considered that the proposal fails to meet the
requirements for exceptional development as an exception to policies DS1 and DS5
of Plan:MK, which seek to protect the open countryside from inappropriate
development, and would result in the same impacts that lead to the original
recommendation that the application be refused. In addition, whilst the amended
landscaping scheme does give some hope that the impact of the development upon
the appearance of the area and the ecology of the site could be mitigated, there are
still some concerns as to whether this could realistically be achieved. Associated with
this, but also a concern in its own right, is the lack of detail relating to drainage. Given
that the drainage system is already, presumably, in place it would be difficult to deal
with this as a condition imposed on any planning permission that may be issued.
Similar concerns remain with regard to sustainable construction.

8.7

In terms of the issues that were referred to by the Committee in the resolution to
defer consideration of the application the following paragraphs address each of the
issues that the Committee expressly sought improvements:

8.8

The Green Metal Fence: this is still in place and included in the proposal. However,
in conversations with the applicant’s agent it has been suggested that once the
proposed planting along the boundaries of the site has become established the fence
could be removed. It is suggested that should the Committee wish to approve the
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application a condition limiting the retention of the fence to two years from the date
of the approval would be sufficient to allow the landscaping to establish and define
the boundary of the property.
8.9

Landscaping: as has been said, there has been a significant improvement in the
landscaping proposals for the site however it is not clear yet how the proposed
landscaping would be impacted by the drainage system that has been installed. Until
a plan of the drainage system and other underground services is provided it is not
clear how the landscaping scheme may be impacted.

8.10

Impact on the adjoining Rights of Way: assuming that the landscaping scheme is
capable of being implemented successfully, the additional planting proposed in the
landscaping scheme would provide a more attractive setting for the Rights of Way
and soften the impact of the development. Whilst the sleeper built retaining wall
would remain its visual impact would be reduced by the proposed planting on the
bank above it. Whilst not strictly part of the current proposal, unless conditioned, the
replacement of the green metal fence with hedging would similarly improve the
setting of the footpath on the other side of the site. No information has been provided
in relation to earth that slipped onto the footpaths and bridleway or with regard to the
changes that have been made to the bridleway, however these are not planning
issues which can be taken into account when considering this application.

8.11

The colour and treatment of the front of the building: The proposed painting of the
building is considered to help reduce the visual impact of the dwelling and this may
be further aided through the application of the stainless-steel trellis and the planting
it would support. However, some questions remain as to how practical this solution
is and exactly what impact this would have upon the appearance of the building. The
timber cladding identified as being important for mitigating the impact of the building
by Urban Design is not included in the current proposal.

9.0

REASON FOR REFUSAL
1. The proposed development would result in a dwelling in the Open Countryside as
defined in the Adopted Plan:MK which is not required for agriculture or forestry or
other rural business and which does not meet the requirements for exceptional
buildings within the Open Countryside set out in Paragraph 79 of the National
Planning Policy Framework. As such the proposal would be contrary to Policies
DS1 and DS5 of Plan:MK.
2. The proposed dwelling and associated mounding would appear as an intrusive and
incongruous feature in views of the area to the detriment of the appearance of the
area. As such the proposal would be contrary to policy D1, D2, D3 and D5 of
Plan:MK.
3. The proposal would be detrimental to the ecological value of the site and protected
species within it, through the destruction of habitat and inadequate proposals to
enhance the ecological value of the site following development contrary to policies
NE2 and NE3 of Plan:MK.
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4. The proposal fails to demonstrate that the development would achieve the
principles of Sustainable Construction set out in Policy SC1 of Plan:MK contrary to
the requirements of that policy.
5. The proposal fails to provide adequate information to demonstrate that the
proposal would incorporate a Sustainable Drainage System (SuDs) to minimise the
risk of flooding and to ensure appropriate drainage to serve the development
contrary to policy FR2 of Plan:MK.
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A1.0 FULL CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
A1.1 Bow Brickhill Parish Council
At a meeting held on 12 September 2019, it was agreed that Bow Brickhill Parish
Council has no objection in principle to the following application:
Application no: 19/02141/FUL
Proposal: New residential dwelling (retrospective) and associated works
At: Site To The West of 1 London End Lane Bow Brickhill

We would, however, like to request the following conditions to remediate the
damage caused by the development to the drainage in London End Lane.
Now that the applicant has, in effect, significantly widened the bridleway to allow
two vehicles to pass, the ditch at the foot of the slope and the verge have been lost
under tarmac. In consequence, when it rains, the water runs down the slope from
the bridleway round the corner, with nowhere to go other than straight across the
bridleway onto the meadows beyond, creating a significant ice hazard in winter.
We would, therefore, request that it be made a condition that the applicant be
asked to narrow the bridleway again after his entrance, reinstate the ditch, channel
the water under the bridleway, and down the hedge line where it always went in the
first place.
A1.2 Cllr David Hopkins – Danesborough and Walton Ward
I formally request that the above named application is heard at DC Committee or
Panel.
A1.3 Cllr Victoria Hopkins - Danesborough and Walton ward
No comments received
A1.4 Cllr Alice Jenkins – Danesborough and Walton Ward
No comments received
A1.5 Highway Engineer
Comments on application as originally submitted:
The submitted drawings do not include the required turning area that was shown on
the approved plans.
A1.6 MKC Urban Design
Comments on application as originally submitted:
It is disappointing that the original plans have not been followed and what has been
built is a poor interpretation of the original scheme. The original dwelling was
approved based on its design merit and this scheme does not meet the same
quality threshold in terms of design.
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I would recommend that original features of the façade, particularly those that
soften the elevation, such as the timber cladding be reinstated. The proposed
landscaping to the front of the dwelling should be reinstated to minimise the visual
impact of the building and help the building integrate with its natural setting. The
garage as built would ideally be removed or hidden with extensive landscaping
placed in front of the garage.
I would recommend:
•
Removing the garage as it hasn’t got planning permission and is a prominent
blank façade facing the public right of way
•
Alterations to the white façade that highlights the building within its setting as
opposed to a more sympathetic facade. I’d encourage the use of the approved
timber cladding system as this will weather and integrated with the natural
environment
•
The approved landscape scheme including the approved ground levels
needs to be delivered to minimise the impact of the dwelling on the natural setting.
The plans also need to reflect what has / or is being built on site.
A1.7 MKC Landscape Services (Tree Officer)
Comments on application as originally submitted:
I understand that this is a retrospective application but I am not sure as to the extent
of the works completed, I also understand that during development at this site
damage occurred to the two TPO Oak trees mainly to the soil that is their root-zone
and thereby to the root themselves. I would like it conditioned that an arboricultural
inspection of the trees is carried by an arboricultural consultant with a view to
assessing damage and recommending remedial works, which I would expect to
include physical de-compaction of the soil and installation of a mulch to assist the
trees in their recovery.
There are no arboricultural details submitted and if further construction works are yet
to take place, the TPO Oak trees will be at danger of further damage / death unless
they are properly protected in accordance with BS 5837:2012. If further work is
required a condition requiring protection of trees on the site is required.
If further soft landscaping is required a condition should also be appended to any
planning permission to control works within the root zones of retained trees.
A1.8 MKC Landscape Architect
Comments on application as originally submitted:
No objection subject to condition requiring landscape details to be prepared in coordination with drainage and ecology details and submitted for approval.
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Comments on application as amended by information/proposals submitted
following 7th May DCC:
I note the revised landscape plans. However, no drainage plans are submitted with
this application so I don't know the accurate location of the Biodisc Domestic
treatment plant and any of the underground pipes and services which may conflict
with the proposed location of the pond and tree planting.
The landscape proposals must be coordinated with the other works such as
drainage/services, external storage areas, hard landscaping, ecology and tree
retention / protection. Tree planting should avoid below ground drainage pipes and
treatment plant.
I previously requested an accurate as built survey that shows all built structures
including drainage and services, overlaid with proposals yet to be built. This doesn’t
appear to have been provided yet. Also the Biodiversity Enhancement Plan is said
to be 'being finalised now that the landscape documents are complete and we will
get this over to you as soon as possible'. However, the BES should inform the
landscape proposals so I would have expected the landscape and ecology plans to
have been submitted together so they can be reviewed together.
A revised scheme of hard and soft landscape proposals to be coordinated with
services and ecology features can be conditioned.
I hope the following advice helps to answer you queries.
Is the planting on the roof and up and down the front elevation, realistic?
In my opinion the climbing / trailing plants shown on the images aren't realistic.
Although the images are 'sketch' planting won't be that 'lush' and the proposal is more
appropriate for high end commercial premises with a good budget to implement,
irrigate and maintain it to provide the right growing conditions. In terms of the green
roof idea, 2 details are shown. A lighter weight Sedum roof and a heavier detail for
shrub and tree planting. In reality, these proposals will not be low cost for the average
private home owner / builder and to my mind particularly the proposal for shrubs /
climbers requiring the more intensive green roof build up is a purely aspirational
paper exercise without evidence that the structural engineering required to the
building has been thought through. Planning should seek to secure proposals that
are accurate and reflect what will be built once approved. The plans state ‘green roof
details to be specified by specialist supplier’ highlighting proposals are not beyond
draft stage. If the landscape scheme is going to be relied upon to make consent
acceptable then bear in mind - if the landscape scheme is approved or conditioned
and then approved is it really going to be enforced if the landscape scheme doesn’t
get implemented?
Would the 'native species' hedge mix integrate well with the retained hedging?
Yes I think that the new native species hedgerow planted along boundary to continue
existing hedge will work.
Also, in answer to your initial question in terms of site integration into its surroundings,
I would say that in balance there is a lot of planting proposed alongside what is shown
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as existing planting to the boundaries, if the planting gets implemented and is helped
to establish through good horticultural management then it should go a long way to
screening the development.
A1.9 MKC Countryside Officer
Comments on application as originally submitted:
The applicant has submitted a Site Landscape Plan, which shows a range of features
that could be considered to be ecological enhancements. This includes:
•
The planting of a range of tree species;
•
The use of wildflower mixes to create meadows to the front and rear of the
house;
•
The retention of trees to the front and rear of the house;
•
The creation of a pond on site.
A site visit in October 2019 highlighted that these features/management measures
are either missing or have not been implemented in an appropriate way. The majority
of the site is now covered by homogeneous rough grassland and has not been
managed with biodiversity in mind. No trees have been planted on site and of the
retained trees, two are dead and the rest have significant damage from construction
activities and pruning (further advice should be sought from the MKC Arboriculture
Officer and/or Landscape Technical Officer).
The installation of ten permanent hibernacula for reptiles (and amphibians), a number
of temporary hibernacula/wood piles and an area of tree/scrub planting were required
under a previously approved proposal; although trees/scrub were previously planted
in the south-western area of the site and the hibernacula/log piles were constructed
in the south-eastern end of the site, natural habitat that previously contained them
seems to have been removed, flattened and the levels altered. Prior to development,
this site provided suitable habitat for significant numbers of amphibians and reptiles,
and their presence was recorded during site surveys. However, current site
conditions have not compensated for the loss of this habitat. The landscape
proposals should maintain the habitat links around the site to the wider landscape for
these species.
The exclusion fence that was erected to protect reptiles and amphibians during
construction should have been removed on the completion of construction. It is still
present. If works are complete on site the exclusion fence must be removed to allow
the species to access the site and maintain habitat links.
A reed bed had previously been included in the biodiversity enhancement/landscape
proposal. However, this is not included in the current scheme, despite habitat of this
type providing significant benefits for biodiversity. Instead, a pond has been created
in the south of the site, but is of little ecological value due to the nature of its
construction. The gravel substrate is not suitable for the establishment of plants and
blanket weed is present. A natural substrate is preferable because this will allow
water plants to colonise the pond and potentially provide suitable habitat for
amphibians.
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To comply with NPPF, the proposals should provide a net gain in biodiversity. The
site would appear to have little biodiversity value and therefore the applicant should
provide further information on the biodiversity enhancement measures that have
been implemented on site, including specifications, and those are still to be
completed.
If construction works are complete on site, the reptile/amphibian exclusion fence
should be removed.
Comments on application as amended by information/proposals submitted
following 7th May DCC:
No comments received.
A1.10 MKC Rights of Way Officer
Comments on application as originally submitted:
A full drainage plan needs to be submitted to demonstrate that the development will
not impact upon the rights of way. I am particularly concerned about the impact on
Bridleway 006 as a result of infilling of a culvert.
The slippage of earth onto footpath 007 has stabilised, however, large lumps of
material remain on the footpath and the footpath has been left in poor condition.
Works are still required to Footpath 017. Damaged fencing continues to lean into the
footpath and some surface levelling works are yet to be undertaken. The erection of
the sleeper retaining wall has affected the character of this footpath, replacing a
natural boundary to the route with an imposing structure. An improvement would be
if the Footpath was not so closed in. The applicant has commented that the cracks
in the concrete at the base of the structure have been checked by a suitably qualified
professional and confirmed they do not affect the structural integrity of the retaining
wall, however no evidence has been provided to the Council.
A1.11 MKC Environmental Health
No comments.
A1.12 Third Party/Neighbour Comments
The three local residents have commented on the application. Two have raised
concerns about flooding on the bridleway as a result of the development and would
like to see other issues related to the design of the development addressed.
One local resident, whilst raising many concerns about the development, considers
that the development originally approved could never have been built and would wish
to see planning permission granted.
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ITEM

7

Description Six Monthly Development Management Performance Report and update on
Planning Improvement work.
Report Author/Case Officer: Tracy Darke, Director – Planning, Strategic Transport and
Placemaking

Contact Details: tracy.darke@Milton-keynes.gov.uk

1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

The report sets out the 6 monthly performance updates of the Development
Management team since the previous report circulated to the Development Control
Committee on the 23rd April 2020. The data within the report runs from 1st February
2020 to 31st July 2020. Furthermore, it also provides information on the planning
improvement work that has been taking place in the service.

2.0

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT

2.1

PS1 / PS2 – Statistics reported quarterly to MHCLG
The statistics below only include the types of applications monitored by MHCLG.
This covers in the region of one third of the applications dealt with by the service.
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Total Number of Planning Applications
(PS1/PS2)
% Approved/Refused by Month
100%

95%

90%

85%

80%

75%
Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Number planning applications approved

Government Statutory Totals
Number planning applications approved
Number planning applications refused
Total

Jun

Jul

Number planning applications refused

Feb
95
11
106

Mar
86
11
97

2020
Apr
May
96
87
10
10
106
97

Jun
85
11
96

Jul
86
15
101
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2.2

Major applications determined within statutory targets

Majors
100.0%

80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

20.0%

0.0%
Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

% of applications determined within statutory targets

Majors
MKC - % of applications determined within
statutory targets
MKC – Total number of applications
National Target

Jul

National Target

2020
Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

100%

100.0%

100%

12

3

3

8

5

3

60.0%

60.0%

60.0%

60.0%

60.0%

60.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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2.3

Minor applications determined within statutory targets

Minors
100.0%

80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

20.0%

0.0%
Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

% of applications determined within statutory targets

Minors
MKC - % of applications determined within
statutory targets
MKC – total number of applications
National Target

Feb
100.0%

Mar

Jul

National Target

2020
Apr
May

Jun

Jul

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 96.9%

14

15

23

15

25

32

70.0%

70.0%

70.0%

70.0%

70.0%

70.0%
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2.4

Other applications determined within statutory targets

Others
100.0%

80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

20.0%

0.0%
Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

% of applications determined within statutory targets

Others

Jul

National Target

2020
Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

98.6%

100.0%

97.0%

MKC - % of applications determined
within statutory targets

96.3%

MKC – total number of applications

80

79

80

74

66

66

70.0%

70.0%

70.0%

70.0%

70.0%

70.0%

National Target

3.0

100.0% 100.0%

ENFORCEMENT
Enforcement cases from 1st March 2020 to 31st July 2020

3.1

During the reporting period the Enforcement Team have served 2 formal notices and
closed 412 cases. Earlier in the year the planning enforcement performance had
been significantly impacted by the absence of team members. One of the officers has
now returned to work and the other post has now been filled with a temporary
resource. We are currently in the process of recruiting to this post on a permanent
basis.
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3.2

Further impact on the team has been as a result of work related to a high-profile
enforcement case, although the inquiry has now been moved to early next year which
has helped.

3.3

There has been a strong focus on improving processes in enforcement to ensure that
information is better recorded following a recent ombudsman case. We have also
focused on reducing the number of old cases, bringing them to a conclusion as there
was risk associated with some of these in relation to the potential lawfulness due to
the length of time the breach had occurred.

4.0

5 YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY

4.1

The Council’s current position is that it can demonstrate a five-year housing land
supply (5YHLS) and as such all policies contained within the Development Plan
should be given full weight in decision making. As outlined below, this is however
currently being reviewed.

4.2

Throughout 2019/20 the Council’s position was challenged via a number of appeals,
including via two planning inquiries into refused applications at Cranfield Road,
Woburn Sands and Rectory Farm, Bow Brickhill. The Council committed a lot of
resource into defending these appeals and was ultimately successful, with both
appeals being dismissed and the Council’s decision to refuse planning permission
upheld. Both decisions also concluded that the Council could demonstrate a
deliverable 5YHLS. This represented a significant achievement for the authority and
involved officers from both the Development Management and Development Plans
teams.

4.3

End of year monitoring for 2019/20 showed that the Council delivered their housing
requirement for the second year running, with the number of units delivered in
2019/20, 2,076 net units, being 17.6% above the Plan:MK annual requirement and
also being the highest number of units delivered across the Borough in over a
decade. Furthermore, with 2,279 units under construction as of 1 April 2020 and
8,926 units with detailed planning permission, the Council is in a positive position to
continue strong delivery over the forthcoming years.

4.4

It should however be noted that the current challenges presented to housebuilders
by Covid-19 may have an impact on completions in 2020/21. Council monitoring todate in 2020/21 shows that construction was halted on a large majority of sites for a
period of 4-6 weeks. However, whilst monitoring for Quarter 1 of the year (1 April –
30 June) did show a reduced rate of completions, they were more positive than
initially expected; as outlined below:
•
•

432 net completions were recorded, which is equivalent to 24.4% of the yearly
housing requirement; a good return considering sites were closed for
approximately half of the quarter;
Construction was started on 741 new units, therefore further increasing the
supply of units under construction compared to the start of the year, even after
taking into consideration units completed in the same quarter.
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4.5

The Council are currently undertaking the annual process of updating their housing
land supply position, which has been delayed this year due to the onset of Covid-19
and the intent to allow further time to assess and incorporate (where possible) the
likely short term impacts on the Council’s housing supply.

4.6

Ongoing engagement with landowners and developers as part of this process has todate been relatively positive with many noting that the numbers of units being
completed and sold in the Borough have risen back to pre-Covid rates. This is likely
to have been positively affected by the Government’s current stamp duty holiday and
the high number of units already under construction within the Borough. As such, the
Council will need to keep its housing supply under review to continue monitoring the
response to the impacts of Covid-19 in the medium and longer term.

4.7

The updated 5YHLS position for the period 2020/21 – 2024/25 is due to be completed
and published in late summer/early autumn 2020 and this will provide the Council’s
position for decision making purposes for the remainder of 2020/21; unless
circumstances require a further interim review and update.

5.0

NATIONAL PERFORMACE INDICATORS

5.1

The Ministry of Housing and Local Government (MHCLG) has two key indicators for
measuring the performance of a council’s development management function. These
relate to the number of applications that are determined within prescribed time limits
and the percentage of applications that have been allowed on appeal. The latest
figures published for Milton Keynes Council are set out below1, which also show the
corresponding figures for Aylesbury Vale District Council and Central Bedfordshire
Council as comparators.

1

Live tables on planning application statistics (Tables P151; P152; P153 & P154) https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-planning-application-statistics
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24 months to end of December 2019
No. of applications

Applications determined within time

LPA rank

MKC

AVDC

CBC

MHCLG Target

MKC

AVDC

CBC

206

133

266

60%

82.5%

73.7%

86.1%

266

325

235

Non-major (8 weeks
2538
or agreed extension)

3072

3987

70%

95.4%

74.7%

89.1%

72

342

197

Major (13 weeks or
agreed extension)

MKC AVDC CBC

Major and non-major applications determined in time

24 months to end of December 2019
Applications overturned at appeal

LPA rank

MHCLG Target

MKC

AVDC

CBC

MKC

AVDC

CBC

Major

10%

2.8%

5.1%

3.1%

246

317

257

Non-major

10%

0.8%

1.6%

0.6%

166

297

99

Percentage of applications allowed on appeal
5.2

These figures show that performance of Milton Keynes Council’s Development
Management Service against these measures is good and significantly exceeds the
MHCLG targets. A key element of Planning Improvement Board will be to ensure this
performance is maintained and the Council can respond positively to any future
changes to these targets.

6.0

PLANNING IMPROVEMENT WORK

6.1

Following the decision of the Development Control Committee in May 2017 to
approve the proposed warehouse at 1 Yeoman’s Drive in Blakelands, and the
subsequent issuing of the decision by officers without including all of the required
planning conditions, there has been significant work taking place to ensure that the
risk of such an incident happening again is minimised. This work has included the
following:
(i)
(ii)

Commencement of an internal audit of the error regarding the missing
conditions. This work has been overtaken by the external independent
review.
External independent review by Mr Marc Dorfman. This review is expected
to conclude at the end of August 2020.
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(iii)

Internal Planning Improvement Board. This is chaired by the Deputy Chief
Executive and includes officers from planning and other service areas in the
Council. The Terms of Reference are attached at Appendix 1 for
information.

6.2

The Planning Improvement Board (PIB) has been in operation since January 2020
and was established to oversee and manage the implementation of the initial
improvement plan prepared by the service following a number of issues identified in
2018/19. It will also respond to any further issues highlighted following the conclusion
of the independent investigation into the Storage and Distribution Warehouse
planning application at 1, Yeomans Drive (due in Aug 2020). A copy of the Interim
Improvement Plan is attached at Appendix 2.

6.3

The Planning Improvement Board has been set up to provide a focus on ensuring
that the interim improvement plan that has been prepared is implemented and that
there is a concerted focus on improving the service, providing a resilient, robust, high
performing and professional development management service. The Interim
Improvement Plan has 4 overall objectives:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

Development and maintenance of robust and effective processes
Retention of workforce capacity and developed capability
Reliable IT systems that respond effectively to customer demand
To be recognised by stakeholders and customers as a professional and
high performing service that responds effectively to feedback

6.4

An action plan has been prepared, identifying the key activities that need to be
progressed under these objectives and is used to guide the work of the planning
improvement board and is monitored at each meeting. The key issues that the
improvement board and action plan have been focused around to date include
implementing various process checking issues and moving these actions into
business as usual once completed. Examples of the actions completed include the
preparation and adopting of a Local Validation List, a review of the S106 procedure
note, review of the process for report writing, weekly monitoring of performance
statistics, introduction of a Parish Buddy System and regular meetings with internal
consultees.

6.5

The Independent report into the 1 Yeomans Drive planning application is expected
to be received in the next couple of weeks and an audit committee meeting is likely
to be scheduled for September. The interim improvement plan will be updated once
the independent report has been issued and considered by the Audit Committee and
will need to reflect any recommendations made by the Audit Committee.

6.6

The DCC Committee will continue to receive regular reports on progress being made
with the work of the Planning Improvement Board.

7.0

Planning for the Future White Paper

7.1

On the 6 August the Government published the White Paper – Planning for the Future
and the consultation is open until 29 October 2020. On 14 August the Head of
Planning circulated an email to all Members with some further information and on line
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resources regarding this. A fuller briefing is being prepared on this and the other
more immediate changes that the Government are also consulting on.
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Appendix A- Planning Improvement Board, Terms of Reference

Element

Description

Name

•

The name of the
Board

Planning Improvement Board (PIB)

Aims and
objectives

•

What the Board
has been
established to
achieve (our
vision)

Vision
The Planning Service is operating efficiently and effectively
and regarded as a quality, well managed planning service.
Purpose
Oversee and manage the implementation of the improvement
plan following a number of issues identified in 2018/19 and to
respond the recommendations following the Blakelands
review to be issued in 2020.

•

How it will
achieve the
purpose
(priorities)

Objectives
To oversee and manage the implementation of the action
plans relating to the planning service to deliver a quality and
effective service.
Outcomes
Improve and maintain performance standards above the
Government targets for the determination of planning
applications.
Reduce the level of complaints, including those upheld by the
Planning Ombudsman and deal with complaints more
effectively.
Reduce the number of appeals lost and decisions that go
against officer recommendations.
Reduce the average days to process applications and deal
with enforcement issues within the locally set target times.

•

Measures of
success

•

Work
Programme

•

What is in scope
of the Board

Specific service delivery KPIs as set out in the Improvement
Plan.
An initial six month work programme to be prepared and then
updated following the publication of the Blakelands review
report. The work programme will be set to include key
decision milestones and potentially reporting back to the
Audit Committee.
The Board is able to recommend actions and interventions to
other corporate programme boards, CLT and Cabinet where
this requires authority to proceed (i.e. needs an Executive
decision, is beyond the scheme of financial delegation).
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Governance

Determination of applications and changes to the scheme of
delegation.

•

What is out of
the scope of the
Board

•

Senior
Responsible
Officer

Deputy Chief Executive

•

[Lead Cabinet
Members]

Portfolio Holder for Planning and Transport

•

Chairing
arrangements

Chair: Deputy Chief Executive

•

Relationship with
other
Management
Boards

There is a relationship with the Growth Delivery Board as well
as achieving the overall service plan objectives.

Core members

Portfolio Holder for Customer Services

Tracey Aldworth

Deputy Chief Executive and Chair

Tracy Darke

Director, Growth Economy and
Culture

Jonathan Palmer

Head of Planning

Sharon Bridglalsingh

Director, Law and Governance

Jill Jones

Head of Portfolio Office

The above are core members. Others may be invited to attend on a regular or
occasional basis to report on risks, issues, project escalations and delivery.

Meetings

Powers

•

Notice and
frequency of
meetings

Meetings will be held every 6 weeks and reviewed after the
first 6 months of operation for future frequency.

•

Voting
arrangements

None.

•

Minute taking
and distribution
arrangements

Meetings will be supported by the SEA to the DCE.
An
Action list will be distributed (at least in draft form) within one
week of the meeting and Agenda’s sent out 5 days before the
meeting.

•

Decisions which
can or cannot be
made by the
members of the
Board

The Board cannot make decisions that override other project
and programme governance arrangements or make
decisions that need to be taken by the Executive of fall
outside the financial scheme of delegation.
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Decision
making and
risk
management

•

Escalation
procedures –
when risks or
disagreements
are referred up
to the Board

Key (Red) risks and issues will be reported to the CLT
quarterly.
Escalation of risks and disagreements up to the Corporate
Leadership Team if PIB cannot resolve the identified issue.
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ANNEX A

Planning Service: Interim Improvement Plan
July 2020
Development Management

1
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1. Purpose of the Interim Improvement Plan

1.1

An independent review of Milton Keynes Council’s Planning Service is currently being
undertaken. This is in response to the way Application 16/03023/FUL – a Storage and
Distribution Warehouse scheme at Blakelands 1, Yeomans Drive - has been decided and
processed. The review was commissioned following concerns about how and why a
Planning Committee decision to approve the scheme with conditions resulted in a Decision
Notice being issued without 14 of the planning conditions agreed by Committee.

1.2

Whilst this review has not been completed, the Council has concurrently undertaken an
assessment of its planning performance and processes. This has resulted in the “Interim
Improvement Plan” which will be updated following the conclusion of the independent
review. The Plan has taken into account relevant good practice guidance published by the
Planning Advisory Service (PAS) which includes key principles for managing a Development
Management Service (March 2016)1. A number of these principles are particularly
pertinent in guiding the current improvements that are being progressed within the
service, for example:

1

•

Meeting targets is as much about work flow as it is about capacity - Regularly
review how work is moving through the process; constantly ask: is this step / check
/ hand-off absolutely necessary / what purpose does it serve?

•

Never underestimate people's propensity to complicate things - It is often
anxiety about making mistakes (“what if?”) that build delay into the process. Keep
things simple by empowering your people and collectively owning mistakes.

•

You will be tempted to swap expensive staff for cheaper staff - Especially to do
the more straightforward parts of the process. Beware. Any saving in cost per hour
is very quickly lost in the cost of hand-offs, queueing and several people picking
up the same piece of work and having to get their heads round it.

•

Something will go wrong one day - When things go wrong you’ll be tempted to
get everybody’s work signed off by someone more senior (and more expensive).
You will tell yourself these extra checks remove the possibility for error. They
won’t. Delegate everything down to a level where people are comfortable with
“what is right”.

•

Every minute spent on an application adds up to 2 days work for every 1,000
applications - Small changes in process can make a difference.

https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/managing-dm-process-pdf-fe8.pdf

3
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•

Handle an application as few times as possible - In an ideal world that would be
twice, once when it comes in, once when it goes out. With the correct procedures
in place that could be achievable for simple applications. Every time an application
has to be handled it gets in a queue again, even if it is the same person doing the
handling at each stage.

•

Keep the process map as simple as possible - In an ideal world there would be
just one route that every application takes. Wherever there is a branch in a
process map there is scope for (mis) interpretation and wrong turns, handovers
and delays. This can’t be avoided altogether because it starts at the very beginning
where there are various ways of entering the system - paper applications vs.
Planning Portal - but avoid unnecessary branches.

•

Do it because it’s good customer service not because the targets require it - In
most cases if you are providing good customer service you will also be meeting
the targets. Don’t do things to meet the target which actually make the service to
the customer worse.

4
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2. Delivering the Interim Plan

2.1

The Ministry of Housing and Local Government (MHCLG) has two key indicators for
measuring the performance of a councils development management function. These relate
to the number of applications that are determined within prescribed time limits and the
percentage of applications that have been allowed on appeal2. The latest figures published
for Milton Keynes Council are set out in tables 1 and 2 below. This includes, for reference,
corresponding figures for two adjoining planning authorities (Aylesbury Vale District
Council and Central Bedfordshire Council) that have a broadly similar population size and
number of planning applications.
Jan18 - Dec 19
No. of applications

Applications determined within time

LPA rank

MKC

AVDC

CBC

MHCLG Target

MKC

AVDC

CBC

206

133

266

60%

82.5%

73.7%

86.1%

255

314

224

Non-major (8 weeks
2538
or agreed extension)

3072

3987

70%

95.4%

74.7%

89.1%

62

331

187

Major (13 weeks or
agreed extension)

MKC AVDC CBC

Table 1: Major and non-major applications determined in time
Oct 16 - Sept 18
Applications overturned at appeal

LPA rank

MHCLG Target

MKC

AVDC

CBC

MKC

AVDC

CBC

Major

10%

2.0%

4.7%

3.0%

195

299

251

Non-major

10%

0.5%

1.2%

0.7%

66

241

131

Table 2: Percentage of applications allowed on appeal
2.2

These figures show that performance of Milton Keynes Council’s Development
Management Service against these measures is good and significantly achieves the MHCLG
targets. A key element of the Interim Improvement Plan is to ensure this performance is
maintained and the Council can respond positively to any future changes to these targets.

2

Live tables on planning application statistics (Tables P151; P152; P153 & P154) https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-planning-application-statistics
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2.3

However, it is recognised that these indicators are limited in defining whether all of the
council’s development management functions are being delivered in an effective and
efficient manner. Therefore, to support the improvement planning process, the PAS
development management toolkit (December 2015)3 has been reviewed. This toolkit sets
out how councils should seek to understand and improve their development management
services. It poses a series of questions that cover the various stages of the development
management process. This assists in identifying those measures that could result in
improved ways of working.

2.4

An amended version of this toolkit was sent to the Council’s Planning Service to complete
as part of the independent review. A series of meetings were held by officers within the
Planning Service over May/June 2019 to go through the toolkit. These included input from
the Council’s Development Management Manager, Deputy Development Management
Manager, two Senior Planning Officers and two Planning Officers. Additional input was also
provided on specific matters by the Technical Planning Manager, Senior Enforcement
Officer, Senior Planning Officer- Policy and the Business Improvements Project Manager.
This was to ensure that all questions were addressed in full. The completed toolkit (Annex
A) was forwarded to the consultant undertaking the independent review in July 2019.

3

https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/download-dm-challenge-too-e24.pdf
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3. Objectives and Actions

3.1

In considering the questions set out in the PAS Development Management toolkit, a
number of ‘Actions’ were identified that could help to deliver service improvements. These
actions have been reviewed, recognising that the improvement planning process needs to
be ongoing, and are set out below. They form the basis of an Action Plan (Annex B) that is
being taken forward by the service. This has been further informed by feedback following
discussions that have taken place with a wide range of stakeholders, developers and
agents, Ward Councillors and Town/Parish Councils, which have been reflected in
additional actions that have been included in the Action Plan.

3.2

A number of the actions that were identified through the completion of the PAS
Development Management toolkit have already been progressed. As such, there are some
actions that have already been largely completed or started before the preparation of this
Interim Improvement Plan. Where relevant these have been retained in the Action Plan as
an ongoing action and comments/notes added to identify the progress that has already
been made.

3.3

The Action Plan seeks to deliver the overall aim of the Interim Improvement Plan, which is
to continue to build a resilient, robust and high performing and professional Development
Management service.

Objective 1: Development and maintenance of robust and effective processes
Actions:
a) Review and adapt pre-application and PPA process and develop appropriate process map
and procedure note – as a key stage in the planning application process, the provision of
pre-application advice, including through Planning Performance Agreements, can lack
openness and transparency. Therefore, the review of this service will focus on clarifying the
processes that are followed in providing pre-application advice and how this will be
communicated to stakeholders (such as Town/Parish Councils and Ward Councillors) and
clarify the charges that will be applied to different types of development proposal. This
review should take into account the 10 commitments for effective pre-application
engagement4, pre-application self assessment questionnaire5 and other guidance on preapplication services6 published by PAS. The aim of pre-application advice is to reduce the
number of applications being submitted that would receive an in principle objection, or to
4

https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/10-commitments-effective--927.pdf
https://www.local.gov.uk/pas/pas-topics/planning-applications/pre-application-self-assessment-questionnaire
6
https://www.local.gov.uk/pas/pas-topics/planning-applications/pre-application-suite
5
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identify changes that would make a proposal more likely to secure planning permission.
Therefore, it forms a key element of the development management function seeking to
improve the quality of development proposals that are then submitted as planning
applications. Measuring the effectiveness of the pre-application service would require
monitoring the number of planning applications that have received pre-application advice.
This can then be used to identify whether these applications have taken into account the
pre-application advice provided.
b) Prepare and adopt a Local Validation List – the Local Validation List (LVL) will aid the
validation process be setting out those documents that need to be submitted alongside
different types of development proposal. This will provide clarity for applicants on what
documents need to be submitted for an application to be valid. It should reduce the
number of invalid applications that are submitted as this creates an additional cost and
delay to the determination of a planning application.
c) Review and adapt inclusion of standard conditions – planning conditions should be kept
to a minimum and only used where they are necessary; relevant to planning; relevant to the
development to be permitted; enforceable; precise; and reasonable in all other respects. In
addition, pre-commencement conditions must not be imposed on the grant of planning
permission without the written agreement of the applicant. Therefore, it is necessary to
undertake periodic reviews of applications to identify whether the use of planning
conditions meets these tests. This should take into account best practice guidance
published by PAS on using and discharging conditions7.
d) Review and adapt validation process map and procedure note – applications go through
a validation process to determine if the correct documents have been submitted and
required fee paid. If a submitted application is valid, then the eight or thirteen week
deadline for determining the application starts from the date it was originally received by
the Council. Therefore, it is important that validation works effectively and does not cause
unnecessary delay to the determination of a planning application. The process map and
procedure note will provide consistency for officers involved in validating a planning
application.
e) Review and adapt s106 process map and procedure note – s106 agreements are
negotiated where a developer contribution is required to mitigate the impacts of a
proposal, principally through the provision of new infrastructure. Legal agreements can
involve lengthy negotiation which must be completed before a decision notice can be
issued. Therefore, it is important that the s106 process works effectively and does not cause
unnecessary delay to issuing a decision notice for a planning application that has been

7

https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/download-using-and-discha-fc3.pdf

8
(215)

approved. The process map and procedure note will provide consistency for officers
involved in negotiating and securing s106 planning obligations.
f) Review and adapt enforcement process map and procedure note – enforcement cases
can be particularly challenging and contentious. Ultimately this can involve a notice being
served on the owner to undertake action to remedy the harm created by the unauthorised
development. It is important that these notices are robust and the Council follows the
necessary procedures prior to, and after, serving a notice. This includes the involvement of
colleagues within the Council’s Legal team, as well as enforcement officers within the
Planning Service. It is important that the enforcement process operates in an effective and
timely manner. The process map and procedure note will provide consistency for officers
involved in undertaking enforcement action.
g) Review and adapt appeals process map and procedure note – where planning
applications are refused the applicant has a right of appeal to the Planning Inspectorate.
This right also exists for landowners who seek to challenge an Enforcement Notice that has
been issued by the Council. Whilst the performance of the Planning Service in defending
appeals is good (table 2), it is important to ensure this standard is maintained and all
planning officers are clear on the process they need to follow and how ward Councillors and
the Town/Parish Council should be engaged. Appeals related to DCC/DCP decisions that are
contrary to the planning officer’s recommendation can be particularly challenging. In these
instances it is important that members of the committee are involved in defending the
appeal and the performance of the Council recorded.
h) Review and adapt process for preparation and review of DCC/DCP reports – whilst the
majority of planning applications are determined by officers under delegated authority,
larger or controversial applications are referred to DCC or DCP for determination. Some
proposals can be extremely complex and require the application of professional planning
judgement when arriving at a recommendation. It is essential that reports to committee are
clearly set out and justified to ensure Councillors have the necessary information to make a
well informed decision that is not open to challenge. Therefore, reports needs to be
prepared in a manner that allows sufficient time for review by Managers and Team Leaders
within the Planning Service, as well as input from colleagues within the Council’s Legal
team.
i) Review and adapt process for undertaking and recording site visits – site visits are a key
element of the planning officer’s assessment of a planning application. This can reveal
elements of the scheme that would not otherwise be visible from online images, such as
Google streetview. Therefore, it is important that site visits are undertaken by planning
officers, as part of considering a planning application, and recorded in a consistent manner.
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j) Undertake monthly monitoring checks of DM processes – whilst the establishment of
process maps and procedure notes should ensure consistency in the operation of the
Development Management service, it is necessary to undertake regular monitoring checks.
This will enable the Development Management Manager and Team Leaders to confirm the
revised systems/ processes are operating effectively. This will involve a sample check of
applications approved in each month to confirm:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Descriptions of development proposal are clear and concise
Application documents are correctly referenced and uploaded onto Public
Access
Site notice posted within the first week following validation of an application
Site visits undertaken and notes/photos accurately recorded on Uniform
Consultation responses are uploaded onto Public Access within two working
days of receipt
Delegated officer reports are correctly formatted, clear and robust
All conditions have been included on decision notices

Objective 2: Retention of workforce capacity and developed capability.
Actions:
a) Review resources and skills within the service – many of the improvements identified, as
well as the maintenance and monitoring of improvement plans, will require a dedicated
project management expertise to be embedded within the Planning Service. This will also
be needed to provide effective support for the governance structures that are in place to
monitor and manage the performance of the planning service. In addition, the existing
structure of the Development Management team is flat and does not easily allow for career
progression. This has resulted in a significant challenge for officers when making the
transition from Planning Officer to Senior Planning Officer where they are expected to
manage cases related to very significant and contentious developments. The current service
structure provides no clear progression path which has also resulted in the loss of
experienced individuals. This could be remedied by replacing the current planning officers
and senior planning officer posts with planning officers, senior planning officers and
principal planning officers. Alongside the existing Development Management Managers and
East/West Team Leaders, this would ensure the largest and most contentious development
proposals are dealt with suitably qualified and experienced officers.
b) Monitor weekly performance statistics – whilst the key performance indicators are
identified under objective 3b, there is a need to ensure this data is used to monitor the
performance and capacity of the service. This is to be undertaken through 1:1 meetings
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with officers and case reviews to ensure individual officers’ workload can be delivered to a
high level.
c) Prepare library of training materials for officers and Councillors – a range of organisations
undertake research and publish best practice. This includes professional bodies (such as the
RTPI), the Local Government Association and Planning Advisory Service, as well as individual
organisations (such as the Town and Country Planning Association) and companies. Much of
this material is relevant to the continued professional development of officers and may be
of assistance or interest to members of the Development Control Committee. Therefore, a
shared resource or library, which includes new material as it is identified by individual users,
could provide assistance as an aid to training and development.
d) Briefing to DCC members on roles and responsibilities and training for committee chairs–
each member of DCC undergoes training. As with professional planning officers, it is
important that DCC members are fully briefed on how the planning system works and their
role in making decisions that are not open to challenge and can be robustly defended at
appeal.
e) Maintain service training plan – planning officers that are members of the RTPI are
require to maintain Professional Development Plans and undertake Continued Professional
Development. There is also a need to ensure new Development Services Assistants and
Planning Officers, who are not members of the RTPI, have access to a programme of
training that will aid their professional development.
f) Support officers to obtain professional qualification – many officers joining the Planning
services, either as a Development Services Officer or Planning Officer, do not have a
planning related qualification or significant experience of working within a local planning
authority. Therefore, it is important to ensure their continued professional development is
supported, which will aid their career development. This can be through supporting
individuals through offering the opportunity to undertake a postgraduate masters degree
and/or working towards obtaining corporate membership of the RTPI.

Objective 3: Reliable IT systems that respond effectively to customer demand
Actions:
a) Review in-team IT management resource – the Planning Service is reliant on customised
IT systems that are critically important to manage customer demand and support the work
of officers. At present there is not a dedicated post responsible for the effective operation
of these systems.
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b) Regular updating of the Planning webpages to include a full annual audit – a significant
amount of information is held on the Planning pages of the Council’s website. It is essential
that this is kept up-to-date and is in an easily accessible format for customers. Where
necessary out-of-date information needs to be removed and pages updated to reflect
changes to the Development Management processes and procedures as set out in this
Interim Improvement Plan. Alongside regular updates, this also needs to include a more
comprehensive annual audit of all pages to ensure that they are up-to-date.
c) Develop programme of improvements for Uniform and Public Access DM Portal –
Uniform is the main IT system used by planning officers to monitor progress of a planning
application and record key events (e.g. site visits, consultation letters, decision dates,
conditions, etc.). A significant amount of the performance data used by the service is
extracted from reports generated by the system. Public Access is also the main interface for
customers to monitor progress with a planning application. Therefore, they are critically
important tools that aid the effective operation of the service and PAS has published
guidance on managing ICT systems to support planning8. It is essential that future
developments of these systems are fit-for-purpose and respond to customer and user
feedback. Particular actions include:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

Create a clearer reporting tool to extract robust data that can be presented in an
easily accessible format and used to monitor service performance
Establish permission profiles to ensure relevant officers have the appropriate
level of access to amend and upload documents
Remove unnecessary steps in the process and handovers between different
officers
Ensure control mechanisms are in place to minimise the risk of decisions being
issued without the correct conditions
Prepare guidance notes and establish a programme of training for new starters
(as part of their induction) to ensure consistency and accuracy in officers’ use of
Uniform

Objective 4: To be recognised by stakeholders and customers as a professional and
high performing service that responds effectively to feedback
Actions:
a) Prepare a communications plan to report on service improvements and performance –
the Planning Service has a wide range of customers (such as applicant’s, developers and
their agents; members of the public, Town and Parish Councils; statutory and other
consultees; Ward Councillors). This places a range of demands and expectations on the
8

https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/managing-ict-systems-supp-3ce.pdf
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service, alongside differing views over how it should operate. In particular, cases can often
be challenging and require detailed investigation before they can be responded to and
addressed. Therefore, a communications plan would help to co-ordinate the activities
undertaken by the service and outline how these will be communicated to relevant
stakeholders in a timely manner. In developing the communications plan and reporting on
performance, it is essential that the Portfolio Holder for Planning and Transport is
recognised as a key representative of the Council’s Planning Service. Therefore, monthly
briefings will be provided to the Portfolio Holder that include an update on those
performance measures listed in objective 3b.
b) Communicate on key performance indicators – it is recognised that the government’s
planning applications statistics are only one measure of performance. There is a need to
establish a suite of indicators that can be monitored to show how the service is operating
overall and identify feedback and issues that may need to be addressed. A range of
measures have been identified that will be monitored. These will be included within a six
monthly performance report to the Council’s Development Control Committee and
reported to the Planning Improvement Board:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.
x.
xi.
xii.
xiii.
xiv.

9

MHCLG stats (see table 1 and 2 above)
% applications validated within two working days hours
Number of planning applications approved, refused and withdrawn
Number of appeals allowed/dismissed (delegated and DCC/DCP decisions)
% of LGO complaints about the Planning Service that are upheld and % of LGO
recommendations that are implemented within time
% of consultee responses received within 21 days (by consultee)9
% of consultation responses uploaded onto Public Access within two working
days9
% of correspondence from the Planning inspectorate uploaded onto Public
Access within two working days9
Average number of planning applications per Planning Officer (total on hand and
determined)
Average number of planning applications per Senior Planning Officer (total on
hand and determined)
Average time taken (from date of validation) to put up site notice and undertake
site visit10
Average number of cases per enforcement officer (total on hand and closed)
Average time taken to complete initial site investigation for an enforcement
case10
Average time taken to close an enforcement case10

Uniform does not currently provide a reporting tool on this data and it is not possible to measure this indicator.
A change is required to Uniform to set up a report for this indicator.

10
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xv.

Hours of training that have been provided (per year) and the average % of DCC
Members and Planning Officers that attend a training session

There are also qualitative measures that will need to be reviewed to ensure other aspects of
the Planning Service’s work are monitored. Therefore, it is proposed to undertake sample
checks each month of those elements listed above in objective 1(j).
All of these measures will provide a comprehensive suite of information that will help to
identify any training and development needs, problems with the Service’s Development
Management systems and processes, as well as help to inform 1:1 meetings and
performance reviews with officers across the service.
c) Review DCC/DCP decisions made contrary to recommendation – there are a number of
decisions by DCP/DCC that are made contrary to the planning officer’s recommendation. An
analysis of these decisions will help to identify those issues where there is an apparent
difference between committee and planning officers in the application and interpretation of
planning policy. This would allow for the consideration of further training opportunities or
amendments to committee reports to aid service performance and delivery.
d) Develop strong relationships with Town/Parish Councils – Town and Parish Councils are a
key stakeholder that engages with the Planning Service on a frequent basis. As a
democratically elected and accountable body their input to the planning system is
extremely important. This includes through the preparation of Neighbourhood Plans which,
once made/adopted, form part of the statutory development plan and have to be applied
by the planning service through the determination of relevant planning applications. A
number of specific sub-actions have been identified to support the delivery of this action:
i.
ii.
iii.

iv.

Arrange quarterly Town/Parish Council liaison meetings
Prepare a Planning Manual for Town/Parish Councils
Establish a Town/Parish Council buddy system where a named planning officer
would be available to respond to any general planning queries or issues and
attend Town/Parish Council meetings (including a review after six months to
obtain feedback)
Prepare training material for Town/Parish Councils and offer training
opportunities

e) Develop and deliver training to DCC – a key aspect of the work of the Development
Management team is providing support for the Development Control Committee to ensure
the Council makes decisions that cannot be challenged through the courts or overturned at
appeal. This includes the provision of training and policy updates on issues that are of
interest or concern to Councillors. These events are included within the training plan for the
14
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service (see objective 2 above) and are open to all Ward Councillors, as well as Town and
Parish Councils.
f) Undertake annual performance review with DCC members – the development
management team submits reports to the Development Control Panel (DCP) and
Development Control Committee (DCC). At these meetings, members of the committees
are responsible for determining those planning applications where officers do not have
delegated authority as set out in the Council’s constitution. It is, therefore, a critically
important element of the Council’s decision making processes, especially for large scale and
controversial planning applications. An annual session with DCC at the end of the meeting in
April could be used to elicit feedback on performance from all members of the committee.
This would then allow the development management team to reflect on any comments
through future service delivery and iterations of the Improvement Plan.
g) Undertake customer feedback survey – as outlined above, there is a wide range of
customers that engage with the Planning Service. However, no information has been
collated to show the experience of these different groups and whether there other issues
that need to be considered and addressed through the delivery of the Council’s
development management functions. Therefore, an annual customer survey will be
undertaken to obtain feedback from a sample of applicants/agents/developers, consultees,
ward Councillors and Town/Parish Councils.
h) Review the DM Customer Charter – the charter was published in July 2017 and sets out
the key aspects of how the Planning Service will respond to customers. This includes the
timescale for dealing with enquiries and processing planning applications. However, it does
not include any performance measures. As a key document setting out how the service
communicates with its customers, it is important to ensure the development management
Customer Charter reflects the programme of improvements being progressed by the
Planning Service.
i) Review the enforcement guide and plan – the enforcement plan was published in August
2017 and sets out the role and function of the Council’s enforcement team. The
enforcement unauthorised development is important to maintain the credibility of the
planning system, albeit action is only appropriate where it is considered proportionate and
expedient. Such development can be of significant interest to the local community.
Therefore, it is important that information on enforcement cases/action is disseminated to
key stakeholders after cases have been investigated and actioned. As a key document
setting out how the service responds to customers’ concerns, it is important to ensure the
Council’s enforcement plan reflects the programme of improvements being progressed by
the Planning Service.
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j) Arrange bi-annual agents and consultee forums – the effective and smooth operation of
the planning system relies on the effective input of developers/agents and consultees. This
includes understanding changes to policy and guidance, as well as the systems and
processes being implemented by the Planning Service. Therefore, the establishment of
forums will help to disseminate key messages as well as provide an opportunity to secure
feedback on the service that is being provided.
h) Arrange monthly liaison meetings with MKC consultees – there is a wide range of teams
and services across the Council that are consulted on planning applications and provide
responses. This includes Highways Development Management, Housing Strategy,
Consultation, Landscape, Urban Design, the Lead Local Flood Authority, etc. It is important
that there is regular communication with these consultees to ensure all of the Council’s
internal processes operate effectively in providing a comprehensive and robust response on
planning applications.
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4. Monitoring and Review

4.1

It is recognised that there will always be room for improvement within any service.
Therefore, the improvement planning process is not fixed and a number of the actions
identified in this interim plan will require ongoing monitoring to ensure the benefits to
service delivery are maintained.

4.2

Work on the service improvements initially commenced with the completion of the work
undertaken in the summer 2019 and set out in Annex A. As outlined above, this resulted in
the identification of a range of actions that have subsequently been reviewed through the
preparation of this Interim Improvement Plan. Some actions, whilst included in the Action
Plan (Annex B) for completeness, have already been completed and embedded within the
working practice of the service. These now represent business as usual and will be kept
under review to ensure that they are being effectively implemented. To ensure these
completed actions are fully embedded in the work of the Service, it is anticipated that an
annual audit will be required to demonstrate the completed actions continue to be
implemented in an effective and robust manner.

4.3

The interim plan will be revised following the conclusions and any recommendations from
the independent review of the Council’s Planning Service that is currently taking place. This
is to ensure the plan remains up-to-date and fit for purpose. It is also intended to undertake
a further review of the PAS Development Management Challenge Toolkit once the actions
set out in this Interim Improvement Plan have been implemented. This would provide a
basis for identifying any additional actions that could be added to future reviews of the
plan.
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Ann A
Annex A: PAS Toolkit
MKC Planning Review completed PAS Development Management challenge
toolkit (July 2019)
1.Development Management - Customer, Community and Service Promises
MK has a Development Management Charter that sets out its commitments to good performance and fair
decision making on planning applications
Like all other Planning Authorities, MK has consulted residents and businesses on a City Plan and a set of
planning policies and development standards. These are all published on the Council’s web site and are the
basis for deciding planning applications.
Almost all decisions are made by planning officers under delegated powers, leaving a few important,
strategic or especially contentious applications for planning committee.
Planning Committee members are all trained before they sit on committee.
Planning decisions are “community decisions”. Planning is about finding the balance between housing and
business growth on the one hand - and good building design, quality environmental standards and
protecting the fair amenity of existing homes and businesses on the other. The agreed policies and
development standards of MK are the criteria used to find that balance. These are the only things that can
be used to consider planning decisions. The impact on the value of a property neighbouring the proposed
development cannot be taken into consideration. The things that can be considered are called “relevant
planning matters” – they include:
- the quality of the design;
- does the application fit into the character of the area;
- does the proposal overshadow or dominate a neighbour’s property to a level that significantly
changes the quality of life and environment of the occupants;
- noise and light pollution; severe traffic congestion; unacceptable flooding.
On contentious applications, the balance between a recommendation for approval and refusal can be fine.
In these cases officers must be careful to present a professional and well - judged case to Planning
Committee. Trained elected members must consider that balance and in public, find a final decision.
Planning Committee can overturn an officer’s recommendation – but it must be on “relevant planning
matters”.

A good planning service...
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Sets out a customer promise to planning applicants and the community and monitors against this
promise and publishes the results.
Clearly sets out which decisions should be delegated to officers and which to Planning Committee
Has clear policies and standards for deciding planning applications – and these are understood by both
supporters and objectors to planning applications.
Has a clear and ongoing training plan for officers and councillors who assess and make decisions on
planning applications.
At Planning Committee – officers and members make it clear to the public how application decisions will
be made.
Monitor the planning application process – a) the efficiency and effectiveness of process for neighbours
and the community; for applicants and for officers and members and b) the delivery of the objectives of
the MK City plan and its development standards.

Questions
1.1 How does MK keep officers and members up to date
on planning regulations and good planning application
decision making?

Comments
Members are kept up to date via training
sessions held periodically and also through
briefing notes and updates on appeal decisions
which are shared at DCC/DCP.

1.2 How does MK check and review the efficiency and
effectiveness of its planning application process for all
its stakeholders?

We conduct process reviews on various
internal procedures to identify improvements
or to move procedures in line with latest policy
or legislation. Hold agent forums to obtain
feedback. Established parish council buddy
system pairing an Officer with a parish/town
council within the Borough.

1.3 How does MK ensure good pre application practice? Do Pre-application service offers a variety of
pre apps go to Planning Committee? If not why not?
options for applicants, inclusive of meetings
and formal responses. Formal responses, once
completed by an Officer, are then signed off by
a Senior Officer prior to being issued to the
applicant.
Pre-applications enquires are confidential and
not circulated via the public access system,
hence it would be inappropriate for such
applications to be discussed at a Planning
Committee.
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1.4 Are measures in place to help MK understand
and manage the work of planning committee?
- Count of applications going to committee
- Time taken for committee to make decisions (cf
deferrals)
- Counts of overturns
- Survey consultees and objectors about how well
Committee performs

Count of applications taken to committee is
held within our Uniform system.
Time taken to make decisions held with Legal
and Democratic Services Team.
Recently issued ‘decision sheet’ is indexed to
each committee meeting to indicate if a
decision was an overturn or in line with officer
recommendation.
ACTION: Survey consultees and objectors. Set
up Surveys / questionnaires to be produced in
due course. Survey to be provided on evening
on of DCC / DCP for objectors. Emails issued to
consultees (frequency to be agreed).

1.5 How does MK ensure that that planning decisions are
made well and quickly – but also in a way that consultees
and objectors feel they are properly involved?

ACTION: Collate information on number of
committee overturns. Work on process to
ensure consistent means of monitoring
number of committee overturns via our
Uniform System.
- We encourage applicant to use preapplication advice service.
- Consistency in dealing with consultation
responses. Consultee comments addressed
fully within reports.
- We measure our rate of determining
applications within the statutory time period.
- Recently implemented appeals spreadsheet,
which is reported to Development Control
Committee, including lessons learnt.

1.6 How does MK make sure planning committee
members can question an officer’s report and
recommendation and know when they can over turn it?

- The structure of committee enables
questioning, discussion and the putting
forward of motions within committee
meetings.
- Legal and Head of Planning / DM Manager
are present at meetings in order to provide
effective support to members.
- We provide opportunity for Members to
submit specific questions for Officer’s to
answer prior to committee meetings.
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1.7 MK DM Charter – is it monitored and published? What
is MK’s performance – improving/declining? Does MK
have a DM Improvement plan?

- Milton Keynes Council Development
Management (published July 2017) is available
online and provided to new Officers.
- Performance stats are held internally and are
produced quarterly and issued to all DM
Officers.
- We have dedicated Business Improvements
Project Manager.
ACTION: Charter to be reviewed by end of
2019.

1.8 How does MK make sure officers and members know
their respective roles and work well together?

- Recent implementation of ‘DCC Councillor /
Planning Service Communication (Customer
Service) Discussions’ held annually (or
whenever considered necessary).
- Member and Officer training to help
understand role within the DCC/DCP process.
- ‘Member Charter’ provided to outline
Member role within DCC/DCP Process.
- Briefing held before every DCC/DCP meeting.
Legal and Democratic Services present to
provide support.

1.9 How effective is MK’s scheme of delegation
(delegated decision to an officer or decision by
Committee) – how often reviewed?

- Effective in terms of ensuring that Officers
have wide ranging powers of delegation to
determine applications without high numbers
of cases being determined at DCC/DCP.
- ACTION: Consider reviewing the effectiveness
of the Scheme of Delegation so that it remains
fit for purpose.
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2. Pre-application
Good pre-app improves the quality of applications submitted to the council in the longer term. It
enables early involvement in the evolution of a scheme and resolution of issues (or progress
towards) prior to submission.
A good planning service...
Has a good and well-publicised pre-application service which acts as effective branding for a council
that is both open for business and cares about environmental standards and neighbouring amenity.

Provides a pre-application service that
- reduces costs to the council at application stage;
- leads to fewer refusals and appeals;
- turns away early “no-hope” applications at very low cost for all
- ensures applicants get a corporate response from the whole authority
- and involves the early consideration of both development neighbours and planning
committee members.

Questions
Comments
2.1 Does the MK pre app service deliver
- reduced costs to the council at application stage? - The pre-application process reduces costs by
improving efficiency and Officer time spent on
- fewer refusals and appeals?
- early turn away of “no-hope” applications at applications at full application stage.
very low cost for all ?
- a corporate response from the whole authority - Qualitatively, we believe that our pre- early consideration of both development
application process does result in less refusals,
neighbours and planning committee members?
and subsequently appeals, however there is a
lack of quantitative evidence to verify this.
- We provide firm, clear advice on preapplications that are unacceptable.
- Our pre-application responses deliver advice
on the pertinent planning considerations
related to the proposed development. This
advice is advisory and does not form a
corporate response on the acceptability of an
application (no licensing consideration or other
non-planning related matters).
- We do not consult neighbours or committee
members on development at pre application
stage. However, we draw attention to issues
with development that may prompt objections
from these parties. We encourage consultation
/ consultation events via the pre-application
process and PPAs.
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3. Receipt / validation
Aside from any pre-application advice this is the first encounter that an applicant has with the council. It’s
important to get it right to start off on the right foot. The validation step is important because it is when
‘the clock starts ticking’ for measuring 8 and 13 week targets for planning decisions. It is also critical –
because it is the moment when the local community and neighbours and members may first find out
about the application for development.
High numbers of invalid applications indicates problems with your Validation Check List, or/and your IT and
administrative process and represents additional cost to the council and applicants.
A good planning service...
On declaring applications valid, begins working on them at the earliest opportunity.
Does not use the validation process to ‘manage’ demand.
Deals with validation within a few days of receipt (or shorter). Where it has validation ‘targets’ (e.g. 3 days)
it takes care that this approach is not adding unnecessary delay to ‘good’ applications / or causing other
‘perverse’ outcomes in order to meet targets.
Finds a balance between being helpful and proportionate but without doing rework for agents at public
expense.
Has clear guidance available and engages proactively with regular applicants to make their expectations
and standards clear.
Trims its validation requirements to the minimum, really questioning whether an extra set of information
will add value to the consideration of the proposal.
Applies a risk-based approach to some of the processes for high volume work e.g. minimal validation
requirements, no site visits – perhaps linked to an incentive for agents to submit ‘good work’.
Uses common sense for example if they can see at validation stage that something is unacceptable, will
advise applicants at the same time as letting them know about an application being valid/invalid.
Questions
Comments
3.1 Is the local validation list regularly reviewed to make We do not have an up to date local validation
sure that it is relevant and necessary (e.g. Do we use all of list (LVL). The new draft LVL is in the process
the information that we routinely require?), or to look for of being consulted on and will then adopted. It
ways of reducing the amount of information automatically is proposed to review it every two years in
required (e.g. by moving it into a discretionary category?). accordance with the PPG requirements.
3.2 A good registration and validation service is
delivered by staff that understands the elements of the
local list that are always required, and where they have
some flexibility. The opposite can be said of a service
where staff rigidly apply the requirements of the local
list on all occasions or wilfully apply their ‘own’ rules
based on personal preference.

This is somewhat irrelevant as we do not have
a local validation list, however our validation
team apply the national validation standards
consistently when validating applications.
Planning Officers check the validation of each
application upon allocation.

What is your approach?
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3.3 The way that the service is structured and resourced
can affect the number of hand-offs, applications queueing
and bottlenecks. What have you done to mitigate against
this?
E.g. do registration / validation staff process
applications through to decision? Do planners register
and validate their own cases?

- There are only two hand-offs within the
process- these are between validation and the
planning officer once an application has been
made valid, and then between the planning
officer and the sign-off officer once the
planning officer has made their
recommendation. However, after validation
the planning officer takes responsibility for
the case throughout its lifetime, unless it is
reallocated.
- We monitor validation daily.
- Sign-off resource was reduced to a single
officer in the wake of the Blakelands decision
to ensure accuracy and consistency. This was
not sufficient resource to cope with the
demand, therefore two additional senior
officers were given this task. This resource
proved to be unsustainable. More recently, a
further two senior officers were given
delegated powers to sign off applications and
we will continue to monitor this resource.

3.4 Good councils try and prevent validation issues
holding things up by working to the minimum legal
requirement; phoning or visiting applicants to sort out
issues (rather than using a letter or email as the default
communication); asking themselves what else can be
progressed while waiting for missing information.
How closely do you follow these approaches?

- We do not currently have a local list in MKC,
however this is currently being developed,
meaning application shave to meet the
minimum nation validation requirements.
- Calls are made to applicants or agents,
however as invalidation letters are made to
agents/applicants we require the audit trail to
confirm the reasons, therefore any calls would
be followed up with an email or letter for the
case file.
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3.5 Do you ‘performance manage’ the validation - Yes – validation performance including
process? E.g. do you know:
incoming and processed applications being
recorded on a daily basis. Daily emails are also
How much works comes in valid and therefore ready to issued to staff advising them of daily turnaround
be worked on?
times for validation workloads.
Whether validation is an issue that affects all types
of applications or just certain types?
- All application types have minimum
What is the standard time for an invalid application
requirements for information to be submitted
to pass through this stage?
but these vary dependent upon the application
type.
- Most applications are made valid within 28
days of additional information being requested,
however if they extend beyond 28 days the
Council reserves the rights to return invalid
applications over 28 days beyond requested
information.
- Uniform has graphs which indicate the reasons
for invalidation, these reasons can be broken
down into per month, per year and annually to
allow for analysis.

3.6 Do you regularly review or invite feedback that
helps you understand:

- Validation issues log – used by planning
officers.

What the common validation issues are and the types of - Training and DM Officer oversight of their
application they are associated with?
process notes.
What problems applicants are having submitting valid
applications?
- Agents Forum
What can be done to help them get it right first time?
- Local validation list which is being drafted will
help set the requirements out clearer for what
applicant/agents can be expected to supply with
their application to ensure it is made valid.
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4. Consultation – Neighbours/Public; Councillors; Advisors
Consultation (for many applications) is a step required by law. It involves making neighbours;
community groups/parish and town councils; local members and statutory consultees aware of the
application and then inviting them to make comment on it.
A good planning service...
Uses its Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) to set out its consultation policy and complies with
it. Has a checklist that means that decisions about the process of consultation can be taken quickly and
consistently.
Works with stakeholders to get timely consultation responses.
Ensures consultees know who the case officer is and have access to them to facilitate discussions. Or has
a generic case system that ensure enquires are answered quickly.
Reviews how effective the different consultation methods are and make the most of the more effective
methods e.g. many councils are reviewing how they use the media and letters in favour of site notices.
Questions
Comments
- The Council’s consultation requirements are
4.1 A good consultation process is conducted in plain
English and makes it clear what is in or outside scope to informed by national legislation and ratified
by councilors.
change. It is done by staff who understand what is
always required and where they have some flexibility.
- Case Officers double check the consultations
The opposite can be said of a service where
and site notices that have been generated by
consultation is often unclear about the issues at hand
and/or that often without good reason goes beyond the validation and amend accordingly.
requirement of the Law, perhaps due to staff applying
- As part of the recent process review, we have
their ‘own’ rules.
reviewed the consultation requirements and
How would you describe your approach?
have increased consistency as a result.
- Refresher’ training on consultation
requirements periodically.
- Results of consultations are shared with
4.2 Are the results of consultation shared with
applicants and the community immediately? It can play applicants and the community via public
a part in reducing the need for conditions if an applicant access.
has time to consider and respond to issues identified.
- We proactively email consultee comments
onto the applicant as and when it is
appropriate.
4.3 Do you understand what consultees are typically
concerned about, and when they get concerned? Most
of the time you’ll be consulting the same consultees
about the same things; a little understanding on both
sides can help to anticipate and address issues earlier
and more proactively, and should lead to better and
more timely responses.

Yes, agreed. We understand what neighbours
and consultees are usually concerned about.
Further, we actively promote the preapplication process which helps to address
issues early and proactively.
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4.4 Consultees (including statutory ones) can represent
a risk and a bottleneck to planning decisions. Do officers
work proactively and engage with consultees on
concerns prior to producing the committee report?

- Officers engage with consultees throughout
the application process, ahead of writing
delegated or committee reports. However, if
the consultees have fundamental, valid issues
with the application then rather than ‘engage’
with consultees we will refuse the application.
In regard to neighbour responses, any
comments received will be addressed within
the delegated / committee report. It is not
general practice to respond to individual
neighbour comments and this is reflected in
the residents’ notification letter.

4.5 Do you have measures or processes in place that
allow you to understand how much time and
resources are spent on consultation?

None in place, varies on a case by case basis.
Would be useful to undertake a PAS style
survey monitoring time to form the basis of an
average day/week/month/quarter on this.

4.6 Do you have any feedback mechanisms that allow
you find out what consultees say about your approach
to consultation?

- There are no formal feedback mechanisms for
internal consultees. In terms of feedback for
external consultees there are, similarly, no
formal feedback mechanisms- however, we
would hope that these parties would get in
touch with us directly if they wished to provide
feedback.
- draw attention to surveys at committee (see
section 1.4).
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5. Consideration – Planning Application Assessment – Allocation to officers, Case Assessment
and Consultations Assessment
A good planning service...
Has a flexible and proportionate approach: many councils go through a standardised approach for
every application e.g. visiting the site and considering the application against a wide range of
issues. This is because of a perceived need to be “bullet proof” against challenge.
Knows the issues that are regularly the subject of negotiation and considers whether particular
policies (e.g. viability) are causing trouble without benefit.
Works with applicants (avoiding where possible quick refusals) when problems occur or revisions
are required to the application and only refuse schemes that are clearly unacceptable and not
fixable. Note that quick refusals can lead to “free go” applications.
Only use extension of time agreements and planning performance agreements when appropriate;
not as a default way of bypassing NI targets.
Works with other parts of the service or council to ensure a co-ordinated and joined up approach.
Crucially has respect for the “consultation process” and ensures relevant planning matters are
carefully taken into account
Employs case officers who are regularly trained to deal with planning applications and decision
making criteria.
Questions
Comments
5.1 What criteria do you use to decide on whether a site
The current practice is normally to undertake
visit is necessary on an application? Are there alternatives a site visit on all applications other than
certificate of lawfulness applications for
(e.g. Google Earth or similar, or applicant photos?).
proposed development and householder
applications without objections.
However, officers also use google earth/
street view and GIS aerial photographs.
We are reviewing our processes with regards
to undertaking site visits.
ACTION From 01.08.2019 all site visits to be
logged onto uniform system.

5.2 Do you have an early triage process that makes a
decision about whether an application will ultimately get
there or whether the kindest approach is a quick refusal?
Do planners feel able to ask for help or a second opinion?

Officers carry out early informal assessments
on the merits of each case when they receive
valid applications. Amendments are only
asked for when the amendments are minor
and would not require re-consultation,
otherwise a timely decision is made as soon as
possible.
Yes, planners use peer review meetings
(fortnightly), allocated mentor meetings and
open door policy to discuss and also ask for
assistance when needed.
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5.3 Do you work with consultees to understand if
there are issues that are typically/regularly the
subject of negotiation so that you can address these
concerns specifically?

Yes, case officers learn from experience about
what different consultees will raise. This
allows them to inform applicants of what
consultees will raise. Training with consultees
allows discussion on these issues.

5.4 How closely do you work with other parts of the
service (e.g. policy, design, enforcement, heritage) to
look at opportunities to address issues that regularly
occur as sticking points in negotiations?

Very closely, both on an adhoc basis and
during weekly consultee surgeries.

5.5 How is time managed at this stage e.g. is there a
process that prompts for action on cases that are about
to ‘expire’? How ‘old’ are cases once they get in front
of an officer?

There is a prompt within the uniform system
and all officers have their own caseload
spreadsheet. Managers manage application
performance by going through 7&8 weeker
(expiring) cases with officers on a weekly
basis as well as keeping an eye on overall
caseload numbers and agreeing re-allocations.
This is dependent on the speed of validation
by the technical team.

5.6 How do you ensure that extensions of time and
planning performance agreements are used properly
i.e. in cases that genuinely need more time to approve?

Extensions of time are agreed with/by
managers.
PPAs are only agreed for more complex cases
where performance management and a
bespoke timetable, agreed prior to submission,
but subject to review, is required.

5.7 Do you carry out any performance management of
this part of the process to understand volumes and
where problems might be focused? e.g.

Yes, open applications per officer are regularly
monitored by case officers.

Volume of free goes per application type
Volume of withdrawn applications per type
Volume of open applications per officer
5.8 When a case is controversial and the planning balance
fine how does a Cttee report get signed off and how is the
planning balanced judged before it gets to Cttee?

Numbers of withdrawn and free go applications
have not been regularly monitored, but the
information is available.
All committee and panel reports are cleared by
managers only and legal officers before being
published.
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6. The Report
There is no requirement for a report on a planning application, although reports can be used as a “dry
run” for the requirements of the decision notice. This is a very useful area to focus on as it will increase
capacity. Equally on controversial applications neighbours, the community and members like to see a
report in order to understand the “planning balance” behind the recommendation. Reports should
properly consider all relevant consultation responses.

A good planning service...
Thinks about the audience and the purpose of the report (delegated, committee) and adjusts the
content accordingly.
Ensures that reports set out the decision-making logic, accepting that these can vary widely in length,
detail and approach depending on the complexity of the application. Even so, still make sure that the
report is clear, focussed and relevant.
Is aware of risk and challenges to decisions.
Questions
6.1 Who decides what form a report should take and how
long it should be? What criteria are these decisions based
on?

Comments
There is a scheme of delegation that sets out
whether an application is called in to
committee.
A report is completed on a standard
template, depending on the application type.
Officers assess applications in as much detail
as necessary to fully justify their
recommendation.

6.2 Is there inconsistency among officers e.g. do different
officers follow different rules (for the same types of cases)?

The template is the same, but each officer is
free to write their report in their own style
capturing the material planning
considerations.

6.3 Report templates are often tweaked as a result of a
perceived gap in a particular case. They can become
longer and longer over time and represent a burden to
everyone. When were they last critically appraised?

Committee reports were last reviewed in
May/ June 2019. Delegated reports were
last reviewed in April 2019.

6.4 Are officers clear about what the reports are for? Who
the audience is? And do reports have any subsequent use?

Officers are aware that their report is
justification for their recommendation. They
are aware that they have multiple audiences,
including councilors, members of the public
and the sign off officer. They are also aware
that they could be used for future appeals or
subsequent planning applications on the site,
etc.
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6.5 Do you ask councillors for their views on committee
reports – are they meeting the needs of the committee?

The chair of DCC has been involved in the
recent committee report review. Members
also provide their feedback at committee
briefing and occasionally after the
committee meeting.
Councilors do not see individual reports
prior to being published.
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7. The Decision (Delegated)
Decisions are made by a Planning Authority. In practise almost all decisions are made by planning
officers under delegated powers, leaving a few important, strategic or especially contentious
applications for planning committee.

A good planning service...
Has a clearly understood and accepted delegated agreement that enables decisions to be taken at the right
level.
Is clear about the purpose of every single report, and tailor the task according to its audience and risk
profile.
Makes sure that the reasons for the decision are clear and well communicated.
Questions
Comments
7.1 How do you make sure that the triggers for call-in to
The triggers for call-in are within the
Scheme of Delegation which has been clearly
committee are clear, well communicated and
communicated to parish councils, councillors
understood, and are regularly reviewed to reflect the
and officers and is available on the Milton
needs and priorities of planning in your place?
Keynes Council website. The Scheme of
Delegation was last reviewed in 2016 and is
revised when necessary.
7.2 Good planning committees spend their time on
important work. How do you make sure that the right
work is getting in front of them?

7.3 Have you considered alternative ways of getting a
political steer on applications that is short of being calledin by committee?

The Council has approved a wide ranging
Scheme of Delegation which ensures that the
majority of cases are dealt with under
delegated powers and only the applications
that are required to be heard by committee
are heard by the planning committee.
Officers, where possible, look to address
issues that can avoid the request for an
application to be heard by committee (for
example Parish Council objections) so it can
agreed by relevant parties that it can be
dealt with as a delegated decision where
appropriate.
All Council members receive the weekly list
of applications.
All Ward Councillors are notified of
applications in their ward and officers
discuss these applications with Councillors
where necessary, to understand their
concerns and mitigate the need for
applications to be called-in where these
concerns can be addressed.
Developers for major schemes are
encouraged to notify and engage with Ward
Councillors and Parish Councils during the
pre-application stage to resolve any
concerns prior to submitting an application.
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7.4 Are there any measures in place to help you understand The upcoming items for committee are
monitored through the draft agenda
and manage the work of the committee e.g.
spreadsheet by the development
management team.
Statistics for committee including overall
figures of applications going to committee,
time taken and counts of overturns are not
monitored by development management
however this information is available if
required.
Feedback to officers is regularly given by
7.5 Are there any processes in place to get feedback e.g.
the Chair at committee briefing. Councillors
What do committee members say about how committee is occasionally provide feedback at the end of
committee meetings. Regular meetings are
serviced by officers?
held with officers and councillors to provide
Do your customers understand your decisions?
customer service feedback. Positive
feedback has recently been received from
councillors.
Count of applications going to committee
Time taken for committee to make decisions (cf deferrals)
Counts of overturns

The issues on each case are set out in the
officers report and then debated at length by
members as part of the meeting and
therefore in a public forum. The decisions
made on applications are clearly articulated
by the Chair at committee meetings.
Feedback is provided by agents through the
Agents Forum.
ACTION: public feedback questionnaire is
being proposed (See section 1.4).
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8. The Decision ( Committee)
Decisions are made by a Planning Authority. In practise almost all decisions are made by planning
officers under delegated powers, leaving a few important, strategic or especially contentious
applications for planning committee.

A good planning service...
Has a clearly understood and accepted delegated agreement that enables decisions to be taken at the right
level.
Is clear about the purpose of every single report, and tailor the task according to its audience and risk
profile.
Makes sure that the reasons for the decision are clear and well communicated.
Questions
Comments
8.1 How do you make sure that the triggers for call-in to
The triggers for call-in are within the
committee are clear, well communicated and
Scheme of Delegation which has been clearly
understood, and are regularly reviewed to reflect the
communicated to parish councils, councillors
needs and priorities of planning in your place?
and officers and is available on the Milton
Keynes Council website. The Scheme of
Delegation was last reviewed in 2016 and is
revised when necessary.
8.2 Good planning committees spend their time on
important work. How do you make sure that the right
work is getting in front of them?

8.3 Have you considered alternative ways of getting a
political steer on applications that is short of being calledin by committee?

The Council has approved a wide ranging
Scheme of Delegation which ensures that the
majority of cases are dealt with under
delegated powers and only the applications
that are required to be heard by committee
are heard by the planning committee.
Officers, where possible, look to address
issues that can avoid the request for an
application to be heard by committee (for
example Parish Council objections) so it can
agreed by relevant parties that it can be
dealt with as a delegated decision where
appropriate.
All Council members receive the weekly list
of applications.
All Ward Councillors are notified of
applications in their ward and officers
discuss these applications with Councillors
where necessary, to understand their
concerns and mitigate the need for
applications to be called-in where these
concerns can be addressed.
Developers for major schemes are
encouraged to notify and engage with Ward
Councillors and Parish Councils during the
pre-application stage to resolve any
concerns prior to submitting an application.
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8.4 Are there any measures in place to help you understand The upcoming items for committee are
monitored through the draft agenda
and manage the work of the committee e.g.
spreadsheet by the development
management team.
Count of applications going to committee
Time taken for committee to make decisions (cf deferrals)
Statistics for committee including overall
Counts of overturns
figures of applications going to committee,
time taken and counts of overturns are not
monitored by development management
however this information is available if
required.
Feedback to officers is regularly given by
the Chair at committee briefing. Councillors
What do committee members say about how committee is occasionally provide feedback at the end of
committee meetings. Regular meetings are
serviced by officers?
held with officers and councillors to provide
Do your customers understand your decisions?
customer service feedback. Positive
feedback has recently been received from
councillors.

8.5 Are there any processes in place to get feedback e.g.

The issues on each case are set out in the
officers report and then debated at length by
members as part of the meeting and
therefore in a public forum. The decisions
made on applications are clearly articulated
by the Chair at committee meetings.
Feedback is provided by agents through the
Agents Forum.
Action: public feedback questionnaire is
being proposed.
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9. The Decision Notice (and legal agreement)
A good planning service...
Aims to issue a ‘shovel-ready’ permission so minimises later work e.g. pre-commencement conditions;
recognises the cost to applicants and risks to development of these conditions.
Minimises the number of conditions to those that are essential.
Has already discussed with applicants the conditions required and has agreed Heads of Terms for legal
agreements.
Minimises jargon to the legal minimum and makes sure that the decision is clear and well communicated
Keeps up to date with the requirements of the DMPO; many people’s knowledge is out of date.
Questions
9.1 What is in place to ensure the correct DN is
issued after a delegated or Cttee decision?

Comments
Following the Blakelands case, the process of
issuing a decision notice was reviewed and is
now as below:
For delegated decisions, the sign-off officer
reviews and agrees the report, the
recommendation and conditions/ reasons for
refusal. Once sign off officers are content to
sign off a recommendation steps are in place
to preview the decision notice before it is
issued to ensure that all of the officer’s
recommended conditions/ refusal reasons are
on the decision notice.
For committee decisions, the case officer
checks the recommendation and conditions
that they have inputted into the system based
on the committee report, update paper and
decision sheet that is filled in at committee
(that notes any additional changes to
conditions or reasons for refusal and whether
the decision has been overturned and the
subsequent conditions or reasons that are
applied by the members’ resolution). The
sign-off officer checks the report and decision
as above to ensure accuracy and preview the
decision as they would a delegated decision.
In both cases, once the decision notice has
been generated, there is an opportunity to
double check the notice before it is emailed to
the agent and published, if necessary.
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9.2 A decision notice can be attacked in various ways.
Permissions can be JR’d, and refusals appealed. These
represent risks to the council, but how often do they
happen and is the ‘bullet-proofing’ proportionate?

JRs are extremely rare.
We monitor appeals to decisions including the
outcome. These are reported to committee
with a summary of the Inspector’s comment.
It is not understood what is meant by ‘is the
bullet-proofing proportionate’.

9.3 Performance – do you count the number of prestart conditions you issue?

The number of pre-commencement
conditions is not monitored, however, these
are applied in accordance with the national
guidance (ie. Agreeing these with the
applicant/ agent prior to being applied). They
are avoided wherever possible and other
triggers are used where appropriate.

9.4 Are there any processes in place to get feedback from Customers are able to provide feedback
customers about their experience and understanding e.g. (compliments, complaints and comments)
directly to case officers or through the Council
do your customers understand your decisions?
website.
ACTION: public feedback questionnaire is
being proposed.
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10. Monitoring and Achieving Quality
After the decision notice, good councils monitor and learn about their work.
A good planning service...
Takes the planning committees on post-decision site visits to see how schemes turned out and to
assess particular issues that they’d considered or acted on.
Ensures its planning officers can continue to “own” the development and deal with any
problems or questions as they arise.
Monitor what doesn’t start on site, and works with land owners and developers to resolve any
planning related reasons for delays.
Has a well-resourced enforcement service that can help with monitoring and then enforcement
breaches, and works to an enforcement plan.
Questions
Comments
10.1 How does the service monitor and learn from
The service currently monitors statistical
what developments get built?
data on permitted residential and
employment development in terms of the
amount, and type of development, started and
completed per quarter. This is collected by
conducting site visits every quarter.
This data is used to analyze delivery rates and
to inform the Council’s housing trajectory and
five-year land supply position, as well as
assisting in preparing local planning policy
and strategy.
The service is also currently reviewing the
wider monitoring processes it undertakes
following the adoption of Plan:MK, which
contains a new monitoring framework to
monitor the delivery and implementation of
the policies contained within it. An Annual
Monitoring Report (AMR) will be produced
every year which will analyse and report on
the performance of Plan:MK policies.
ACTION: potential for setting up and
undertaking periodical officers’ reviews and
members’ tours of completed schemes to
learn lessons
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10.2 How does the service monitor and learn from
schemes that do not get built or have stalled?

The service monitors the progression of all
major residential and employment
developments which have been granted
permission, as outlined in Question 10.1. With
regards to large and strategic developments,
where monitoring data shows these are not
progressing, further information is sought on
why so as to ascertain what actions the
planning service, or wider Council, may be
able to take to assist delivery.
The service has also produced a Housing
Delivery Action Plan which incorporates a
number of objectives, including monitoring
based objectives, aimed at ensuring the
Borough’s housing requirement is met on an
annual basis. This action plan is reviewed on
an annual basis so as to consider and
implement new actions that may be required.
Furthermore a Plan:MK Delivery Board has
been set-up to monitor and report on delivery
throughout the year and to consider actions
and initiatives to address underperformance.

10.3 Lots of quality assessment is focused on finding
problems or mistakes. Does the council notice and
celebrate success?

There is currently no process for postdecision assessment of completed
developments.
ACTION: potential for setting up and
undertaking periodical officers’ reviews and
members’ tours of completed schemes to
learn lessons
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10.4 Is there an agreed enforcement plan that sets out and There are three main documents that
constitute Milton Keynes enforcement policy.
explains how enforcement is targeted and prioritised?
The Milton Keynes Local Planning
Enforcement Plan sets out the framework for
how planning enforcement investigations
should be conducted and includes a guide to
response times and how we prioritise
complaints.
The enforcement guide is a guide to the Local
enforcement plan and explains how we
investigate our complaints and sets out
response targets and explains how we
prioritise complaints.
The enforcement policy sets out the general
principles of enforcement policy for Milton
Keynes council this includes the scope and
aims of enforcement and the potential actions
and recovery of costs.
10.5 How well is enforcement resourced e.g. do Planning enforcement covers a wide remit of
potential breaches of planning control
resources reflect the priority?
because of this wide ranging remit resources
need to be allocated accordingly when there
are planning investigations that require
specific and special attention. This can on
occasion require officers to be redirected
from the lower priority but still important
reported alleged breaches of control.
10.6 Do you monitor complaints and record
feedback from customers (e.g. using surveys)?

Complaints are monitored on a daily basis.
All complaints are followed through until a
resolution / response to the complainant. We
follow the Customer Service KPI dates in
which to respond. A survey is included with
the correspondence to the claimant, Customer
Services send a monthly report to the Senior
Management Team noting any feedback
received.
ACTION: public feedback questionnaire is
being proposed.
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(249)

Low

Low

Medium
High

Low

Medium

Medium

High

High

f) Review and adapt enforcement process
map and procedure note

g) Review and adapt appeals process map
and procedure note
h) Review and adapt process for
preparation and review of DCC/DCP
reports*
i) Review and adapt process for
undertaking and recording site visits*

High

e) Review and adapt s106 process map and
procedure note

Medium

High
Low

Low

High

High

Medium

Resource
requirement10

High

Priority9

d) Review and adapt validation process
map and procedure note

a) Review and adapt pre-application and
PPA process and develop appropriate
process map and procedure note
b) Prepare and adopt a Local Validation
List (LVL)
c) Review and adapt inclusion of standard
conditions

Action

Objective 1: Development and maintenance of robust and effective processes

Annex B: Interim Action Plan (March 2020)

Short

Short

Short

Short

Short

Short

Medium

Short

Short

Timescale

DM Manager

DM Manager

DM Team Leader

Infrastructure
Policy and
Programme
Manager
Senior
Enforcement
Officer

Technical Planning
Manager

DM Manager

DM Team Leader

DM Team Leader

Lead Officer11

DM Team Leader /
Head of Planning

DM Manager /
Head of Planning /
Legal team
DM Manager /
Head of Planning

DM Manager /
Head of Planning

DM Team Leader /
Head of Planning
DM Manager / DM
Team Leader /
Head of Planning

DM Manager

DM Manager /
Head of Planning

Other
Stakeholders12
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Medium

j) Undertake monthly monitoring checks of
DM processes

* Action completed and transferred to business as usual

Priority9

Action
Medium

Resource
requirement10
Short

Timescale
DM Manager /
Technical Planning
Manager

Lead Officer11

Other
Stakeholders12
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Medium

High
High

Low

Low

Medium

* Action completed and transferred to business as usual

f) Support officers to obtain professional
qualification*

e) Prepare service training plan

High

Medium

Medium

Resource
requirement10

Medium

High

b) Monitor weekly performance statistics*

c) Prepare library of training materials for
officers and Councillors
d) Briefing to DCC members on roles and
responsibilities and training for committee
chairs

High

Priority9

a) Review resources and skills within the
service

Action

Objective 2: Retention of workforce capacity and developed capability

Short

Short

Medium

Long

Short

Medium

Timescale

Head of Planning

Head of Planning

Business
Improvement
Manager
DM manager

Head of Planning
/ DM Manager

DM Manger /
Technical
Planning Manager

DM Manager

Other
Stakeholders12

Democratic
Services

DM Team

DM Team Leader

Head of Planning

Lead Officer11
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a) Review in-team IT management
resource
b) Regular updating of Planning webpages
to include a full annual audit
c) Develop programme of improvements
for Uniform and Public Access DM Portal

Action
Medium
High
High

High
High

Resource
requirement10

High

Priority9

Objective 3: Reliable IT systems that respond effectively to customer demand

Medium

Long

Medium

Timescale

Technical Planning
Manager

DM Team Leaders

Head of Planning

Lead Officer11

DM Manager

Other
Stakeholders12
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High

i) Review the enforcement guide and plan

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

Long

Medium

Medium

Short

Short

Short

Short

Short

Timescale

Head of Planning
DM Manager

Senior
Enforcement
Officer

Head of Planning /
Communications
Team
Technical
Planning Manager
DM Manager

Head of Planning

Head of Planning /
Legal /
Placemaking
DM Manager /
DM Team Leaders
DM Manager

DM Team

12

Other
Stakeholders14
Head of Planning /
Communications
Team / Portfolio
Holder
DM Manager /
Head of Planning
Technical Planning
Manager

DM Manager /
Head of Planning

DM Team Leaders

Technical
Planning Manager

DM Manager

Lead Officer13

Indication of the level of priority attached to the action given the benefits to service delivery
Indication of the level of resource (financial or officer time) that would be required to deliver the action (high, medium, low)
13
Lead officer(s) within the Planning Service that are responsible for taking forward delivery of the action
14
Other stakeholders that have been identified as providing support in the delivery of the action

11

High

Medium

g) Undertake stakeholder feedback survey

h) Review the DM Customer Charter

High

f) Undertake annual workshop to reflect
on DCC performance

High

High
High

Medium

Medium

High

Low

Medium

Resource
requirement12

High

High

Priority11

e) Develop and deliver training to DCC

b) Communicate on key performance
indicators*
c) Review DCC/DCP decisions made
contrary to recommendation*
d) Develop strong relationships with
Town/Parish Councils*

a) Prepare a communications plan to
report on service improvements and
performance

Action

Objective 4: To be recognised by stakeholders and customers as a professional and high performing service that responds effectively to
feedback
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Low
Low

High

Resource
requirement12

Medium

Priority11

* Action completed and transferred to business as usual

j) Arrange bi-annual agents and consultee
forums
h) Arrange monthly liaison meetings with
MKC consultees*

Action

Short

Medium

Timescale

DM Manager

DM Manager

Lead Officer13

Head of Planning

Head of Planning

Other
Stakeholders14
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Milton Keynes Council
Civic
1 Saxon Gate East
Central Milton Keynes
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