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SUBMISSION FROM MS NANA OGUNTOLA
APP 20/01529/FUL - FIVE ACRES NURSING HOME, SIMPSON
I am Nana Oguntola
We recognise the need for more good quality homes in Milton Keynes. We also support and
encourage the sensitive development of our estates and villages. To help achieve this we like seeing
the renovation and repurposing of disused buildings, provided any such development is appropriate
to the area and has a positive impact.
This planning application is none of these things.
- The density of occupation is too high, with some of the accommodation planned being little bigger
than a walk-in wardrobe.
- The parking allocation is inadequate which will result in parking overflowing into already narrow
streets in the village.
- The claims by the developer about the availability of public transport are extravagant to the point
of fantasy. The service through Simpson doesn’t start until 8:15am and ends at 5:15pm and is hourly
for most of the day. There is no service on Sunday or public holidays. Rather than being an
alternative to private transport, the bus service will actually make it the only viable method across 7
days.
- Simpson is a small village, which like many these days, has no shopping facilities. It is the wrong
place for a property in multiple occupancy, where the occupants will classically want to shop on a
“little but often basis”.
The demerits of this application far weigh any merits, which are tenuous at best, and I urge the Panel
to reject the application.
Best Regards
Nana Ogunto
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SUBMISSION FROM MR PAUL ENDERSBY
APP 20/01848/FUL - 64 CHALLACOMBE, FURZTON

To the Development Control Panel.
Meeting: 19/11/20 at 19.00.
Regarding 64 Challacombe, application 20/01848/FUL.
My name is Paul Endersby and I am speaking here to ask that the Development
Control Panel deny planning permission for the development of 64
Challacombe.
I live with my wife, Margaret, at 63 Challacombe which borders 64 and have
lived there since January 2018.
When we moved in 64 was a one bedroom bungalow occupied by an elderly
lady who died last year and the property was then sold. On March 30th this
year, one week after the first lockdown started, builders began work at 64 and
this has been the situation ever since.
As part of this development there is a rear extension that borders the rear
fence between 63 and 64 and is at a height of approximately 2.8m, which is
40cm higher than the original eaves.
Previously there was the top of a small glass conservatory in that position
which covered a visible area above the fence of approximately a fifth of the
current structure, however that was glass while this is far larger and brick built.
This has had the effect that from late afternoon onwards this casts a heavy
shadow across the lower third of the rear of our property and the patio that is
at our backdoor.
I would also say that the standard of work on the wall bordering my property is
poor and this has been seen and commented on by others and this now looms
over the rear of our property being a metre or so from our kitchen window.
A rear wall has also been moved into a designated parking area which was
allocated to numbers 63, 64 and 65 which was land allocated for a specific use
by certain properties and there was no mention of building being allowed upon
it.
The work for the above has already been done and but there is also an
application to raise the roof of 64 Challacombe.
This roof borders a party wall that is shared by 63 and 64 and it is suggested
that this work be allowed with my permission. Prior to this application the
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owner of 64 has not sought anyone’s permission and has carried on building
despite being told by the Council Planning Department that this was not a
Permitted Development and then after being advised to stop building by
Planning Enforcement.
The eaves have already been raised at the front of the property leaving
damaged brickwork on my home. Permission should have been sought for this
but was not and if this roof is allowed to be raised I expect that the work there
will be done and damage caused to my home and there will be little I can do
about it.
There is no clear reason to raise this roof except to make available the
prospect of an extra room or two and when I last spoke with the owner in May
he said that he intended to raise and extend the roof to incorporate the
extension – making it even higher and further restricting light to my home.
There is also an extension on the side that meets with the rear extension so
that of the original one bedroom bungalow only the roof and small sections of
the front wall are still visible.
Milton Keynes Planning Policies state that any development needs to be in
character with the local area, which this most definitely is not. It also states
that “the proposed scale and design of extensions to existing buildings relate
well to the existing building and plot, and do not detract from the character of
the existing building and the surrounding area."
It would appear that the area covered by this property has doubled and as
little of the original property is still visible I have to ask how this ‘relates well’
to the existing building and plot and ask that this is considered when deciding
on this application.
It has been a long road leading us to this point and it has been particularly
upsetting for my wife. She works at Milton Keynes Hospital and on occasion
this has reduced her to tears as she has come home from work to see the
effect this has had on our home. And while I respect the right of anyone to
improve their property this surely has to be done with consideration of the
effect on others and with regard to any rules in place. This has not been the
case here, not by a long way, and I ask that the Development Control Panel
deny this application.
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Application Number: 20/02153/FUL
Description Two storey front/side extension with 2no dormer windows on front
elevation and 1 on the rear (resubmission of 20/01531/FUL)
At 6 Hooper Gate, Willen, Milton Keynes, MK15 9JR
For Mr J Au
Statutory Target: 30 October 2020
Extension of Time: 23 November 2020
Ward: Broughton
Parish: Campbell Park Parish Council
Report Author/Case Officer:

Contact Details:

Team Manager:

1.0

Sundas Shaban
Planning Officer

07717148931
sundas.shaban@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Myles Joyce
Interim Development Management Manager
myles.joyce@milton-keynes.gov.uk

UPDATE PAPER

One typo noted in section 7.10 of the officer report. It should read as follows:
In relation to the neighbour at no.4 (north) the proposed extension would not be visible
to this neighbour as it would be blocked by the applicants existing two storey house.
As such no unacceptable impact would result on the amenity of this neighbour.
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