AGENDA
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
When:

19:00hrs – 04 NOVEMBER 2021

Where:

Civic Offices, Central Milton Keynes and online at
www.youtube.com/user/MiltonKeynesCouncil

Membership of the Committee
Councillor Legg (Chair)
Councillors Alexander, Baume, Bowyer, Cryer-Whitehead, Exon, A Geary, Lancaster,
McLean, Priestley, Reilly and Taylor.
Public attendance / participation
All our meetings are open to the public to attend. Public health measures remain at Civic and
the number of people who will be able to physically attend this meeting to observe
proceedings, continues to be limited – please let us know in advance if you plan to attend.
We use our best efforts to stream meetings on YouTube. From time to time there are technical
problems which could mean we are unable to stream the meeting. When this happens, our
meetings will continue, and we will do our best to upload a recording of the meeting after it
takes place. Meeting minutes form the formal record and are published after every meeting.
For those registering or entitled to speak, facilities will be in place to do so in person or via
video / audio conferencing, but this is not guaranteed. From time to time there are technical
problems which mean we are unable to enable remote participation. When this happens our
meetings will continue, although we will try to provide alternatives options, for example
through a telephone call as opposed to a video call.

Public speaking at this meeting
Deadline for planning applications on this agenda:
• Request to speak in objection to applications: 12:00 noon, Monday 1 NOVEMBER 2021
• Written submissions: 12:00 noon, Wednesday 3 NOVEMBER 2021
Deadlines (not related to planning applications):
• Submission of general questions: 19:00, Tuesday 02 NOVEMBER 2021
• Requests to speak on agenda items 18:45, Thursday 04 NOVEMBER 2021
For all requests, please email dc-speaking-requests@Milton-keynes.gov.uk.
Enquiries about this agenda
Please contact Dino Imbimbo (Committee Manager), on 01908 252458 or
dc-speaking-requests@milton-keynes.gov.uk. This agenda is available at: www.miltonkeynes.cmis.uk.com/milton-keynes/Committees.aspx.
(1)
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
1.

Chairs Welcome and Introduction

2.

Apologies.

3.

Minutes
To approve, and the Chair to sign as correct records, the minutes of the meeting
of the Development Control Committee held on 2 SEPTEMBER 2021 (Item 3a)
(Pages 5 to 9) and the Minutes of the meeting of the Development Control Panel
held on 16 SEPTEMBER 2021 (Item 3b) (Pages 10 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 MONDAY 1 NOVEMBER 2021. Any
additional written representations must be received by 12:00 NOON on
WEDNESDAY 3 NOVEMBER 2021.
7.

Consultation on the draft Development Brief for the CMK Theatre
Multi-Storey Car Park site
To consider Item 7 (Pages 60 to 110)

8.

Correction of Development Control Committee Minutes of 8 October 2020
To consider Item 8 (Pages 111 to 113)
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INDEX OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS TO BE CONSIDERED AT THIS MEETING
Item

Application
Reference

Address

Ward

Town/Parish

Report
Page

Plan Appendix
Page Page

Item 21/02650/DISCON
6a

Blakelands 1,
Yeomans Drive,
Blakelands

Newport
Pagnell South

Great Linford

22

-

29

Item 21/02698/DISCON
6b

Blakelands 1,
Yeomans Drive,
Blakelands

Newport
Pagnell South

Great Linford

33

-

47

(4)

ITEM

3(a)

Minutes of the meeting of the DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE held on
THURSDAY 02 SEPTEMBER 2021
Present:

Councillors Alexander, Bowyer, Cryer-Whitehead, Exon, Lancaster,
Legg, McLean, Priestley, Reilly and Taylor

Officers:

J Palmer (Head of Planning), C Nash (Development Management
Manager) J Lyall (Interim Principal Solicitor) and D Imbimbo
(Committee Manager).

Apologies:

Councillor A Geary

Also Present:

Councillors Darlington and Rankine.

DCC22

INTRODUCTIONS AND WELCOME
The Chair welcomed members of the public and councillors, advising
that the meeting was being held both at the Civic Offices and remotely
and would be broadcast live on YouTube, further explaining the
procedures to be adopted.

DCC23

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
No declarations were made.

DCC24

MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS
RESOLVED –
That the minutes of the meetings of the Development Control
Committee on 5 AUGUST 2021 and the Development Control Panel
held on 22 JULY 2021 be agreed as an accurate record and signed as
such by the Chair subject to an additional sentence being added at
DCC20 in respect of application 20/03293/FUL after paragraph 18 to
read;
“Upon questioning by the committee, the Development Management
Manager, stated that the use of emerging evidence from unadopted
parking standards would not be seen as setting a precedence due to
the individual circumstances of the proposal before the committee,
taking account of various factors – factors which are unlikely to be
replicated together elsewhere. This clarity was welcomed through Cllr
A Geary at later questioning, noting their use here would not set a
precedent”.

DCC25

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Questions
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None had been notified.
DCC26

APPEALS UPDATE
The Committee considered a report, introduced by the Development
Management Manager, in respect of ongoing and recently decided
appeals. The Development Management Manager gave the Committee
an overview of the report and told the Committee that an update had
also been published following a further decision.
The Committee heard an explanation of the outcomes of recent
decisions.
In addition the Committee heard that the Bletchley Landfill Enquiry was
now scheduled to commence on 19 October and that the Portland Drive
Appeal outcome was expected soon, these matters would be reported
to the Committee in due course.
Councillor McLean, referring to the ‘Astwood appeal’, asked that the
Development Management Manager write to Parish Councils to make
them aware of some of the issues that arise following that outcome in
respect of ‘windfall sites’ and ‘character’, which in this case resulted in
an application being allowed, following an appeal, resulting in a
development that the Parish Council would not want.
RESOLVED –
That the report be noted.

DCC26

6 MONTHLY DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE REPORT
The Committee considered a report, introduced by the Development
Management Manager, in respect of Development Management
Performance.
The Committee heard that about 92% of ‘Major’ Decisions were issued
on time for the period February to July 2021 which was well in excess
of both National and Local targets. There was however a decline in the
percentage of ‘Minor’ application decisions being issued which was
primarily due to a capacity issue within Development Management due
to vacancies. The rate was 77.5% of decisions being issued which was
still in excess of National targets.
The Development Management Manager told the Committee that
there was an increase in Enforcement complaints resulting in some 500
enforcement cases so far this year, it was also commented that
recruitment of a Senior Enforcement Officer had been successful, which
will provide additional capacity, in addition a new team leader had
been appointed recently.

2 SEPTEMBER 2021
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The Committee also heard that the Planning Improvement Board
continued to meet and that the interim improvement plan had been
considered by the Audit Committee on 6 July where it had been
referred to the Development Control Committee for information and
consideration.
The Development Management Manager told the Committee that the
frequency and schedule of the reports to the Development Control
Committee did not run parallel to the National reporting timeline and
recommended that the Committee agree to receiving future reports
which cover the April to September, and October to March periods,
with reports usually to be presented to the December and June
meetings of the Committee.
Councillor Legg proposed that the schedule of reports be amended to
reflect the recommendation, this was seconded by Councillor McLean
and agreed unanimously.
Members of the Committee expressed concern at the number of
vacancies that remained in the Planning Department, in response to
questions the Development Management Manager and Head of
Planning confirmed that initiatives to recruit and retain staff were being
looked at including market supplement payments, it was hoped that in
future in house development would see Officers promoted to senior
levels, much of the difficulty in recruiting more senior staff lay in the
historically low numbers that went into training in the early 2010’s
resulting in there being fewer planners with the level of experience and
knowledge to fill the positions.
In respect of enforcement the Committee asked that more detail be
provided in future reports in respect of why and how enforcement
cases were closed, it was also asked that the Development
Management Manager provide a briefing note for members explaining
the categories of enforcement that are dealt with. The Committee, in
response to a question, heard that Officers were trained to recognise
and deal with vexatious complaints when received.
The Committee also heard an explanation in respect of the timescales
that enforcement actions took and the factors that influenced that.
Councillor McLean commented that there remained concerns in
respect of the public access portal which was difficult to navigate and
frequently displaying faults which prevent the public accessing the
information they require. The Development Management Manager
confirmed that an improved system was being sought but was a major
project that would need significant investment in both time and money

2 SEPTEMBER 2021
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to secure a suitable system, in the short term there were initiatives
being put in place to improve the portal.
RESOLVED –

DCC27

1.

That the report be noted.

2.

That future reports provide more detail in respect of the
reasons that enforcement cases are closed.

3.

That future reports cover the April to September, and October
to March periods, with reports usually presented to the
December and June meetings of the Committee.

4.

That a briefing note be circulated to the Committee setting out
details of the various categories of enforcement actions.

EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC - BLETCHLEY LANDFILL SITE
The Item was withdrawn.

DCC28

BLETCHLEY LANDFILL SITE
The Committee considered a report, introduced by the Development
Management Manager, in respect of the Bletchley Landfill site appeal.
The Committee heard that the appeal inquiry had been put on hold as
the Secretary of State had required an Environmental Statement to be
submitted by the appellant. This had now been produced and was with
the Council, and as a consultee it had assessed the Environmental
Statement and would now submit any observations in respect of its
content and findings. The inquiry was set to resume on 19 October
2021.
The Committee also heard that the report set out the response that the
Council would submit to the Planning Inspector. It was noted that a
number of omissions from the Environmental Statement had been
identified, and some areas were considered to lack sufficient detail.
The Council’s position remains that the proposal would have a
significant detrimental impact on the amenity of residents in the area
of the site, the response to the Inspector reflects the various comments
received by the Council in its consultation with in-house stakeholders.
The Committee heard from Councillors Darlington and Rankine in
consideration of the Item.
The Principal Solicitor told the Committee that it was the duty of the
Council to make a full response to the Environmental Statement and it
would be for the Inspector to determine whether he felt the

2 SEPTEMBER 2021
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Environmental Statement was adequate or would require more
information.
DCC29

EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC – JUDICIAL REVIEWS UPDATE
The Item was withdrawn.

DCC30

JUDICIAL REVIEWS UPDATE
The Committee considered a report, introduced by the Principal
Solicitor, in respect of the status of Judicial reviews in respect of a
Warehouse development at Blakelands, Milton Keynes and an
application in respect of Lidl’s at Oldbrook, Milton Keynes.
The Committee heard an update the Judicial Review in respect of the
Warehouse application, which was against the Secretary of State with
the Council as a second defendant, was now listed to be heard on 9
September 2021.
In respect of the Lidl Judicial Review, the Council has now agreed a
Consent Order and the original application would be sent back to the
Local Planning Authority to make a new decision on the application.
There remains a disagreement between the original objector (Tesco)
and the Planning Authority as to whether policy ER10 of the Local Plan
had been properly applied and it would now be for the Council to
decide again whether that was the case and to both decide how the
application should be decided, by delegated powers or Committee, and
whether to refuse or grant it.
In response to a question the Principal Solicitor confirmed that the
original consultation process was still valid in respect of the
redetermination of the application.
RESOLVED –
That the report be noted.

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 8:17 PM

2 SEPTEMBER 2021
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ITEM

3(b)

Minutes of the meeting of the DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL held on
THURSDAY 16 SEPTEMEBR 2021 at 7:00 pm.

Present:

Councillor Legg (Chair)
Councillors Baume, McLean, and Taylor.

Officers:

P Keen (Team Leader (East) - Development Management), C Ashby
(Planning Officer) R Larner (Planning Officer), R Widd (Arboriculture
Officer), E Gineikiene (Senior Solicitor - Planning and Highways) and D
Imbimbo (Committee Manager).

ALSO PRESENT:
DCP12

Councillor Wardle and 1 members of the public.

APOLOGIES
Councillor Alexander

DCP13

INTRODUCTIONS AND WELCOME
The Chair welcomed members of the public and councillors, advising that
the meeting was being held both in the Civic Offices and remotely and
would be broadcast live on YouTube, further explaining the procedures to
be adopted.

DCP14

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
None were made.

DCP15

REPRESENTATIONS ON APPLICATIONS
Councillor Forgham (Castlethorpe Parish Council) and Councillor Wardle
(Ward Councillor) spoke in objection to application 21/01017/FUL/FUL,
Loft conversion with front rooflights and rear dormer (Resubmission of
21/00369/FUL) at 23 Thrupp Close, Castlethorpe, Milton Keynes.
The Applicant Mr D Mavir exercised the right of reply.

DCP16

APPLICATIONS
21/01017/FUL

LOFT CONVERSION WITH FRONT ROOFLIGHTS
AND REAR DORMER (RESUBMISSION OF
21/00369/FUL)
AT
23
THRUPP
CLOSE,
CASTLETHORPE, MILTON KEYNES FOR MR
MAVIR.
The Planning Officer introduced the application with
a presentation. The Panel heard that the
determination of the application had been deferred at
the meeting of the Panel on 19 August 2021 to allow
a site inspection to be undertaken. The Site
Inspection had been conducted on 13 September
and had been attended by Councillors Baume, Legg,
McLean, and Taylor also in attendance were

16 SEPTEMBER 2021
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Councillor Forgham representing Castlethorpe
Parish Council and Ward Councillor Wardle. The
Panel heard that the recommendation remained to
grant the application subject to the recommendation
remained to grant the application subject to the
conditions as detailed in the Panel report.
The Panel heard from Objectors who stated that the
proposed development was out of character of the
area and would have an adverse impact on the street
scene. It was their assessment that the proposal was
contrary to policy CAS4, ‘Design Guidance’ in the
modified Castlethorpe Neighbourhood Plan. There
was also a concern that there would be significant
loss of privacy for the neighbouring property
‘CasaRocca’ due to overlooking, contrary to Policy
D3 of Plan:MK. It was further commented that the
previous application had been refused as it was
considered to be in breach of policies HA1, D1, D2
and D3 of Plan:MK, Policy 3 of the 2017 Castlethorpe
Neighbourhood Plan, and Paragraph 16 of the
National Planning Policy Framework, in respect of
character and design. It was also not in keeping with
he other houses in Thrupp Close and in particular the
other houses in the terrace and would be visible from
the public realm, in particular Castle Field.
It was further commented that although the property
would no longer be within the conservation area
once that had been redesignated the proposal would
not sit well with neighbouring properties, it was also
in the now designated character area, which required
any development to be in keeping with the existing
character of the area and in doing so use
sympathetic design and materials. It was noted that
the modified neighbourhood plan had been made at
Council on 15 September 2021.
The Panel heard that the design of the dormer would
result in windows being visible from the patio of
CasaRocca and represented a significant loss of
privacy.
The Panel heard that the modified Castlethorpe
Neighbourhood Plan had been drawn up following
significant work and was focused on retaining the
character of the area, to allow the application would
not be in keeping with those principles and would
send the wrong message in respect of the status of
Neighbourhood Plans in general.
The applicant told the Panel that the original
proposal to alter the front of the property had been
amended as it was accepted that did not accord with
the street scene, however the rear was flanked by
16 SEPTEMBER 2021
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properties that had dormer windows and the
proposed design of the development would better fit
in with the character of the area than that proposed
as an alternative by the Parish Council. The
Applicant told the Panel that the Neighbourhood Plan
states that development should conform to the
design of adjacent buildings, adjacent builds being
defined as two or more buildings on the same plot
not separated by any street, avenue or other
thoroughfare. The adjacent buildings to the
development site have a loft conversion, two double
dormers, flat roofs, one wood the other tile clad, a
two-storey extension with a flat roof and another with
solar panels.
None of these properties were
separated from the development site by a road or
other thoroughfare.
The applicant told the Panel that he believed that the
proposed
development
accords
with
the
neighbourhood plan as the proposed design
matched the adjacent buildings. There is no view of
the development site from either Castle field or North
Street that does not have another dormer window in
the sight line. It was also commented that there had
been no objection from the occupant of CasaRocca.
The Planning Officer told the Panel that it was her
opinion that the proposed development did match
the character and design of adjacent buildings and
therefore the scheme was considered acceptable.
Councillor Legg, seconded by Councillor McLean,
proposed that the recommendation to approve the
application subject to the conditions as detailed in
the Panel report be agreed.
Members of the Panel commented that the site
inspection had proven useful in assessing the
proposals in terms of the character of the area. It
was noted that there was a significant variety of
properties in the vicinity. It was also commented that
the Panel fully accepted that a Neighbourhood Plan
was an important document when determining an
application however it was also necessary to
consider the application on its merits. It was noted
that the front roof lights would not look pout of place
as the neighbouring property had solar panels and
therefore the impact was minimal. It was also
recognised that the proposed rear dormer would be
in keeping with the design of adjacent properties to
the rear, it was noted that the development would be
different to the other properties in the terrace but no
significant harm would result.
It was further
commented that overlooking of CasaRocca was
16 SEPTEMBER 2021
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likely to be minimal due to the proposed height of the
extension and that no objection had been received
from the owners of that property.
The Team Leader (East) reminded the Panel that the
application had not previously been refused on the
grounds of residential amenity and that in respect of
issues of character, properties are not considered in
the sense of silo’s, and that a wider view may be
necessary particularly in respect of the rear of this
site, which would go beyond the defined character
area.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application subject to the conditions detailed in the
Panel report was carried with Councillors Baume,
Legg, and Taylor voting in favour of the proposal and
Councillor McLean abstaining from the vote.
RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to the
conditions as detailed in the Panel report.
DCP17

CONFIRMATION OF TREE PRESERVATION ORDER AT CHURCH
OF ST MARY AND ST GILES, HIGH STREET, STONY STRATFORD
PS/540/15/429.
The Planning Officer introduced the application with a presentation. The
Panel heard that the proposal was to confirm a tree preservation order
that had been placed on a tree that was within a conservation area,
following an application to carry out work on it that had been refused.
The Panel heard that the tree was considered to be in relatively good
health and held a prominent position in Church Street Stony Stratford. It
was considered to have a high visual amenity value. The
recommendation was therefore that the tree preservation order be
confirmed.
It was confirmed that there had been three objectors to the confirmation
of the order.
In response to a question the Arboriculture Officer told the Panel that
there were different methods of measuring trees, there was a degree of
uncertainty as to the actual height of the tree in question but it was
estimated at around 18m.
The Panel was also told that a question had been submitted by an
objector which sought to establish who would be liable in the event that
falling branches caused injury or damage, it was the owner of the tree
who would be liable.
Councillor Legg, seconded by Councillor McLean, proposed that the
Officer recommendation to confirm the Tree Preservation Order be
agreed.
Councillor McLean, noting that a report was first written in 2019

16 SEPTEMBER 2021
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commented that had the Church held concerns at that time in respect of
the condition of the tree work could have been carried out sooner yet
nothing had been done. He therefore believed that the proposal to
confirm a tree preservation was appropriate.
Councillor Legg
commented that having an order in place would not preclude applications
to carry out works but would prevent the removal of the tree.
On being put to the vote the proposal to confirm the Tree Preservation
Order was carried unanimously.
RESOLVED –
That Tree Preservation Order PS/540/15/429 be confirmed.

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 7:38 PM

16 SEPTEMBER 2021
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS

ITEM

6

Glossary of terms
The following reports will contain abbreviations of commonly used terms. For ease of reference,
those most frequently used are listed below:
BIAM Biodiversity Impact Assessment Metric
CAA Conservation Area Appraisal
CCG Clinical Commissioning Group
CDC Critical Drainage Catchment
CEMP Construction Environment Management Plan
CIL
Community Infrastructure Levy
CPO Compulsory Purchase Order
DAS Design and Access Statement
DPD Development Plan Document
EA
Environment Agency
EHO Environmental Health Officer
EIA
Environmental Impact Assessment
ES
Environmental Statement (under the EIA Regulations)
FRA Flood Risk Assessment
GCN Great Crested Newt(s)
GPDO Town & Country (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (as amended)
HER Historic Environment Record
HIA
Health Impact Assessment
HMO House in Multiple Occupation
LCA Landscape Character Area
LCT
Landscape Character Type
LEAP Local Equipped Area for Play
LEMP Landscape and Ecology Management Plan
LLFA Lead Local Flood Authority
LNR Local Nature Reserve
LVIA Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
LWS Local Wildlife Site (PLWS = Potential LWS)
MKC Milton Keynes Council
NDG National Design Guide
NDSS Nationally Described Space Standard
NEAP Neighbourhood Equipped Area for Play
NP
Neighbourhood Plan
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework
POS Public Open Space
PPG Planning Practice Guidance
PRoW Public Right of Way
RAMs Reasonable Avoidance Measures
s106 Section 106 (Agreement)
SPD Supplementary Planning Document
SPG Supplementary Planning Guidance
SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest
SuDS Sustainable Drainage System
TA
Transport Assessment
TPO Tree Preservation Order
(15)

General guidance

Application types and scope of discussion/decision
Outline applications
These establish the principle of development, with details reserved for later consideration. The
‘reserved matters’ cover (1) the means of access; (2) the layout of features; (3) the scale of buildings;
(4) the appearance of buildings and spaces; and (5) the landscaping of the site. Outline applications
can be made with all matters reserved, or with up to 4 matters to be considered. Most common is for
access to be considered.
Assessment should establish whether a satisfactory form of development could be advanced at the
reserved matters stage. The consideration of flood risk and drainage, likely effect on biodiversity and
heritage assets, impacts on existing infrastructure, and housing tenure are all relevant
considerations. Conditions and/or planning obligations can be used, including to set parameters for
the reserved matters, but conditions duplicating detail required by the reserved matters should not
be attached.
Reserved matters applications
Submitted subsequent to an outline permission, these seek approval of one or more of the reserved
matters. A reserved matter can also be considered in part. Where the matter has already been
considered in full at the outline stage, a reserved matters application cannot vary that detail, nor can
the principle of development or other issues be reconsidered (e.g. impact on existing infrastructure).
Separate applications can be submitted for each reserved matter.
Full applications
These establish the principle and detail of a development. They also cover householder extensions
and changes of use. Much of the above guidance applies. Conditions and/or planning obligations can
be used to mitigate impacts, secure finer detail (e.g. facing materials) and control long-term use (e.g.
by limiting permitted development rights).
Listed Building Consent (LBC)
For when work to listed buildings is proposed. Consideration is limited to the effect on the
desirability of preserving the listed building or its setting (or any features of special architectural or
historic interest which it possesses). Other considerations, such as the effect on highway safety, are
not relevant.
Variation/removal of conditions (including minor material amendments)
These applications seek to vary the wording of, or remove, one or more conditions attached to a
permission or consent. Minor material amendments usually seek to vary the condition listing the
approved plans. Assessment must be confined to the subject matter of the condition(s) and cannot
be used to reassess the principle of development.
An approval results in a fresh permission, separate to the original permission. The decision notice will
carry all other conditions which remain relevant, adjusted to reflect any progress on site and whether
prior approval requirements have been satisfied. Planning obligations need to be ‘carried forward’
through a revised or existing section 106 agreement.
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General guidance

Advertisement consent
Applications must be considered with respect to visual amenity and public safety. These applications
do not have to be made in conjunction with a ‘host’ application, such as a new shopfront.
Prior notification and Prior approval
The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (‘the GPDO’) grants
permission for various works and changes of use, subject to a prior notification or prior approval.
Prior notifications are normally limited to agricultural or forestry development or demolition of nonheritage buildings. A limited period exists for the Council to require the submission of specific detail,
such as proposed materials.
For prior approvals, a range of building works and changes of use benefit from the ‘in principle’
permission and the Council is limited to considering certain, specified impacts. The Council may also
consider whether the proposal complies with criteria set out in the GPDO.
Tree works
Permission is required for works affecting trees protected under a Tree Preservation Order (TPO).
These are assessed against the amenity value of the tree(s) and whether it is in the best interests of
the health of the tree(s). This consideration can occasionally include heritage or biodiversity issues.
Notification is also required for works to, or removal of, trees above a certain size within a
conservation area.
Lawful Development Certificates (LDCs) (also known as Certificates of Lawfulness)
Used to establish if an existing or proposed development is lawful in planning terms. Assessment
rests on whether, based on the facts of the case, the specific matter is or would be lawful. Planning
merits and policies in the Development Plan are not relevant, so the impact of the development
cannot be considered. If the Council is satisfied that, on the balance of probability, the appropriate
tests are met, it must grant an LDC to confirm that:
(a) an existing use, building works, or breach of a planning condition, is lawful under section 191
of the 1990 Act;
(b) a proposed use or building works would be lawful for planning purposes under section 192; or
(c) proposed works to a listed building would not affect its character as a building of special
architectural or historic interest.
Approval of details required by condition (discharge of condition)
The scope of a decision is confined to confirming whether the details provided are satisfactory to
address the requirements of the condition. It is possible for multiple applications to be made, to
allow for the phased delivery of sites, or to allow for revisions to previously approved details.
Non-material amendments
These do not have a material effect on the development. This is a matter of judgement and is
assessed against the original permission. As long as the effect is non-material, these applications can
be used to vary the description of a development, approved plans, or introduce/vary the wording of
a condition.
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General guidance

Scale of planning applications (not applicable to prior approvals, notifications, etc.)
‘Major’ application
▪
▪
▪

the provision of 10 or more dwellings, or, where the number of dwellings is not known
(outline applications), the site has an area of 0.5 hectares or more;
the provision of a building or buildings where the floor space to be created is 1,000 square
metres or more; or
operations or a material change of use carried out on a site of 1 hectare or more.

‘Minor’ applications
▪
▪
▪

the provision of 1 to 9 dwellings, or, where the number of dwellings is not known (outline
applications), the site has an area of less than 0.5 hectares;
the provision of a building or buildings where the floor space to be created is less than 1,000
square metres; or
operations carried out on a site of less than 1 hectare.

‘Other’ applications
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

proposals for householder development (but not that covered by prior approval allowances);
applications for consent to display advertisements;
changes of use which do not create dwellings or fall under the ‘Major’ category;
works to, or demolition of, listed buildings; or
applications to demolish certain buildings or enclosures within a conservation area (where no
replacement development is proposed or requires an application for planning permission).
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A1
A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
B1(a)
B1(b)
B1(c)
B2

Shops <= 280sqm mostly selling essential
goods at least 1km from another shop

Shops

Financial and professional services

Restaurants and cafés

Pub or drinking establishment

Hot food takeaway

Offices (not financial/professional services)

Research and development of products or
processes

Industrial processes without causing
detriment to amenity in a residential area

Industrial

D2
D2

Gymnasiums and indoor recreation not
involving motor sports or firearms
Hall or meeting place for the principal use of
the local community

Cinemas, concert halls, bingo halls and dance
D2
halls

F2

E

Sui generis

F1

D1

Schools, training centres, galleries, courts,
museums, libraries, places of worship, public
halls

C4
E

C4

Houses in multiple occupation (for 3 to 6
persons)

C3

C2a

C2

C1

Clinics, health centres, crèches, day nurseries
D1
and day centres

C3

C2a

C2

C1

Before 1 Sept From 1 Sept
2020
2020

Dwellinghouses

Secure residential institutions

Residential institutions

Hotels, boarding and guest houses

Use

Class E (Commercial, Business and Service)

Storage or distribution

B8

Class F (Learning and non-residential institutions)

B8

Class F.2 (Local community uses)

Swimming pools, skating rinks, and outdoor
recreation not involving motor sports or
D2
F2
firearms
Changes of use within the same class are not development. Use classes prior to 1 September 2020 will remain relevant for certain change of use permitted
development rights, until 31 July 2021. The new use classes comprise:

B2

E

E

E

Sui generis

Sui generis

E

E

E

F2

Before 1 Sept From 1 Sept
2020
2020

Use

Use classes

General guidance

Material planning considerations
The Development Plan for the Borough comprises Plan:MK and, where relevant, policies of the Site
Allocations Plan, Minerals Local Plan, Waste Development Plan Document and Neighbourhood Plans.
When considering an application against the Development Plan, Councillors should only take into
account 'material planning considerations' when considering the comments of interested parties. The
most common of these are (this is not an exhaustive list):
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

National planning policy and guidance;
Emerging Development Plan policy;
Ministerial statements;
Subordinate and other legislation, including case law;
Previous planning decisions (including appeal decisions);
The scope of permitted development rights in achieving the same or a similar development;
Evidence on the capacity of local infrastructure, including schools, healthcare and highways;
Incompatible or unacceptable uses;
Overshadowing and overlooking/loss of privacy;
Landscape impacts and visual amenity (but not loss of private view);
Adequacy of parking, loading and turning space;
Highway safety;
Noise, odour/air quality and disturbance from existing and proposed uses;
Hazardous materials and contaminated land;
Flood risk and surface water drainage;
Effect on trees, hedgerows and biodiversity;
Effect on heritage assets; and
Character and appearance (including density, pattern of development, scale and landscaping
(where relevant to the application)).

Depending on the type of application, only some of the matters above will be relevant.
The weight attached to material considerations is a matter of judgement. However, it is necessary to
demonstrate that, in reaching a decision, all relevant matters have been considered. Generally, greater
weight is attached to issues raised which are supported by substantiated or technical evidence.
Matters are sometimes raised which cannot be taken into account, these normally being:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Perceived effect on property value;
Business competition;
Land ownership and restrictive covenants;
Boundary and neighbour disputes;
The ability to comply with other legislation, such as Building Regulations;
Loss of a private view;
Private disputes between neighbours; or
The morals or intent of an applicant.
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General guidance

Retrospective applications
A retrospective application must be considered in the same manner as one made in advance. These can
be submitted on request, following an enforcement complaint, or under due diligence of the applicant.
It does not mean that permission should be automatically given, although likely success of taking
enforcement action (expediency) is a material planning consideration.
Planning conditions and obligations
The NPPF encourages consideration of whether otherwise unacceptable development could be made
acceptable through the use of conditions or planning obligations.
Conditions should be kept to a minimum and only imposed where:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

necessary;
relevant to planning;
relevant to the development concerned;
enforceable;
precise; and
reasonable.

Pre-commencement conditions should be avoided, unless there is a clear justification.
Planning obligations should only be used where it is not possible to address unacceptable impacts
through a planning condition. They must meet all of the following legal tests:
(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
(b) directly related to the development; and
(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.
Informatives
Alongside statutory requirements relating to rights of appeal and purchase notices, advisory notes
(more commonly called informatives) may be appended to a decision notice. These alert the applicant
or developer to matters which may assist in addressing conditions attached to an approval, clarify
matters in relation to a refusal, or draw attention to the responsibilities of the developer in complying
with other legislation/matters.
The following reports include informatives relevant to that particular proposal and the recommended
decision. Decision notices may also carry further ‘standard’ informatives, where relevant to the proposal
concerned, such as:
▪

A planning permission does not override other legislative and civil requirements, such as
Building Regulations, the Wildlife and Countryside Act, licensing, or restrictive covenants, and
that those requirements do not authorise deviation from a planning permission; and/or,

▪

The Council is responsible for the street naming and numbering of property and the developer
should apply at the appropriate time.

(21)

ITEM

6(a)

Application Number: 21/02650/DISCON
Proposal:

Details submitted for approval pursuant to condition 18 (Traffic Management)
of permission ref. 18/02341/FUL, relating to demolition of existing B8 storage
and distribution warehouse and erection of a new B8 storage and distribution
warehouse with ancillary B1 floorspace and associated works at Blakelands 1,
Yeomans Drive, Blakelands, Milton Keynes, MK14 5AN

Applicant:

GUPI 6 Ltd

Application type:

Approval of details reserved by condition

Ward:

Newport Pagnell South

Parish:

Statutory Target:

22.10.2021

Extension of Time: 05.11.2021

Case Officer:

Paul Keen
Development Management Team Leader (East)
paul.keen@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Team Manager:

Chris Nash
Development Management Manager
chris.nash@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Great Linford

1.0

Recommendation

1.1

It is recommended that the details submitted pursuant to condition 18 (traffic management) of
planning permission ref. 18/02341/FUL are approved.

2.0

Introduction

2.1

The application has been referred to the Development Control Committee (DCC) due to the
controversial nature of the development, and the public interest in relation to the planning
history of the site in conjunction with the subject matter of the condition concerned.

3.0

Background
The site and its context

3.1

The application site is situated on the northern boundary of one of the employment areas of
Blakelands. The former warehouse building has been demolished and a new warehouse
building constructed in accordance with the extant permission 18/02341/FUL.
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3.2

The surrounding area is largely characterised by light industrial, warehouse and office uses,
comprising buildings of varying sizes. However, abutting the northern boundary of the site are
residential properties, including a row of bungalows in Bessemer Court.

3.3

Four conditions attached to the planning permission require further details to be submitted for
approval. These include conditions 5 (bicycle parking), 17 (noise management plan), 18 (traffic
management plan) and 19 (external lighting). Details pursuant to conditions 5 and 19 have
been approved under ref. 19/01031/DISCON.

3.4

Condition 18 states:
Prior to occupation, a Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Plan Authority. The site shall thereafter be
managed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure the development provides adequate movement within the site
and at the access points.
The proposal

3.5

A Traffic Management Plan has been submitted pursuant to condition 18 in order to satisfy the
prior to occupation requirements of it. It provides traffic management for:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

heavy goods vehicles;
cars/motorcycles;
pedestrians;
cyclists; and
management and implementation of these matters.

4.0

Relevant planning history

4.1

Application site
21/02698/DISCON

Details submitted for approval pursuant to condition 17 (noise
management plan) of permission ref. 18/02341/FUL, relating to
demolition of existing B8 storage and distribution warehouse and
erection of a new B8 storage and distribution warehouse with ancillary
B1 floorspace and associated works
Submitted concurrently with this application – under consideration.

21/01878/DISCON

Details submitted for approval pursuant to conditions 17 (Noise
Management) and 18 (Traffic Management) of permission ref.
18/02341/FUL, relating to demolition of existing B8 storage and
distribution warehouse and erection of a new B8 storage and
distribution warehouse with ancillary B1 floorspace and associated
works.
Details refused on 13.08.2021 for the following reasons:
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1.

Condition 17 - Noise Management Plan
Due to a lack of evidence to support the submitted Noise
Management Plan, it fails to consider the individual circumstances
and constraints of site, including the requirements of other
conditions on the host approval. The Local Planning Authority is
therefore not satisfied that the submitted Noise Management Plan
would suitability meet the requirements of Condition 17 of planning
permission 18/02341/FUL, in the interests of protecting the amenity
of adjoining and nearby residents, and in turn conflicting with policy
NE6 of Plan:MK and policy GLPC N13 (parts (c) and (e)) of the Great
Linford Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan North.

2.

Condition 18 - Traffic Management Plan
Given the concerns raised in the above reason for refusal (relating
to condition 17), in that traffic movements within the site would be
a noise generating activity which needs to be assessed in
conjunction with the Noise Management Plan, the Local Planning
Authority cannot be satisfied that the Traffic Management Plan, as
submitted, would not give rise to adverse impacts on the amenity
of nearby residents. To make a positive determination on the Traffic
Management Plan, at this stage, would not be in the interests of
good planning, nor ensure that the amenity of nearby residents is
protected, as requirements of the Noise Management Plan may also
affect the detail of the Traffic Management Plan. As such, the Local
Planning Authority cannot be satisfied that the Traffic Management
Plan, as submitted, is in a form that is required to meet the
requirements of Condition 18 of planning permission ref.
18/02341/FUL without causing contention with other conditions on
the permission, in turn causing conflict with policy NE6 of Plan:MK
and policy GLPC N13 (parts (c) and (e)) of the Great Linford Parish
Neighbourhood Development Plan North.

19/02062/NMA

Non-material amendment to 18/02341/FUL (modification to the
kerbline in the south east corner of the service yard) – retrospective.
Approved 10.09.2019.

19/01758/FUL

Erection of a substation and electrical transformer housing –
Retrospective.
Approved 10.09.2019.

19/01031/DISCON

Details submitted pursuant to the discharge of conditions 5 (bicycle
parking) and 19 (external lighting) pursuant to planning permission
18/02341/FUL.
Details approved 26.04.2019.
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18/02341/FUL

5.0

Demolition of existing B8 storage and distribution warehouse, and
erection of a new B8 storage and distribution warehouse with ancillary
B1 floorspace and associated works (‘the planning permission’).
Approved 11.04.2019.

Consultations and representations
All responses and representations received can be viewed in full, online at www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/publicaccess using application reference 21/02650/DISCON. The following
paragraphs summarise those responses and representations.

5.1

Great Linford Parish Council (GLPC)

5.1.1 Notes this TMP was previously submitted for 21/01878/DISCON, together with the noise
management plan (NMP), and was refused. It is also noted the TMP has now been submitted
separately but as the traffic and vehicles are the main source of the noise that will be generated,
it can only be considered in conjunction with the NMP, for which there is a separate application
21/02698/DISCON. The TMP, as submitted, does not meet the requirements of condition 18
without causing contention with other conditions on the permission, in turn causing conflict
with policy NE6 of Plan:MK and policy GLPC N13 (parts (c) and (e)) of the Great Linford Parish
Neighbourhood Development Plan North.
5.1.2 GLPC’s comments also include comments from a resident:
▪ The TMP separates car vehicles and HGV but if onward distribution is through the use of
vans under 3.5 tonnes:
- There is no specific provision for separation of vans and HGV traffic; and
- There is no designated van loading area;
▪ The number of vehicle movements to and from the site will have been vastly
underestimated this will have significant impact on traffic movement along V10 and
V10/H3 Junction;
▪ Speed of vehicles has not been mentioned;
▪ The volume of ALL traffic operational and staff has not been addressed in the TMP; and
▪ Whether the 120 staff is per shift or in total.
5.2

Councillor Paul Alexander (Newport Pagnell South Ward) (Member of DCC)
No comments received.

5.3

Councillor Scot Balazs (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
No comments received.

5.4

Councillor Jane Carr (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
No comments received.
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5.5

MKC Environmental Health
No comments.

5.6

MKC Highways
No objection.

5.7

Representations from interested parties
Representations from two households were received which referred to matters relating to the
NMP (submitted under application ref. 21/0298/DISCON). In addition to matters raised in
GLPC’s comments above, other matters in relation to the TMP being considered in this
application were raised, as follows:
▪
▪
▪
▪

The traffic report previously actioned by the Council should be revisited (due to parking
issues on Yeomans Drive);
Concerns with regard to traffic congestion on Yeomans Drive and the further impact
this development will have;
Whether the bulk of vehicles could be directed to use Delaware Drive to access and
leave; and
The TMP does not state site speed limits which would normally be essential for
managing on-site traffic safety.

Correspondence in support of the application
5.10

A letter of support from 4PX (prospective occupants of the development) was submitted with
the application. They state their “strong support” for the contents of the Traffic Management
and Noise Management Plans, and that the measures contained within them are “entirely
acceptable” to them given their “commitment to being a responsible operator and good
neighbour”.

6.0

Relevant policies, guidance and legislation
The Development Plan

6.1

Great Linford North Neighbourhood Plan (made March 2016):
▪

6.2

N13 - Proposals for larger scale employment and enterprise

Plan:MK (adopted March 2019):
▪

Policy CT2 - Movement and access

National planning policy and guidance
6.3

National Planning Policy Framework (2021) (NPPF):
▪

Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development
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▪
▪

Section 4 - Decision-making
Section 15 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment

6.4

In addition, national Planning Practice Guidance (‘the PPG’) is also a material consideration.

7.0

Planning considerations

7.1

The sole focus of this application is to assess whether the submitted TMP will ensure adequate
movement within the site and at the access points, as required by condition 18 of the planning
permission.

7.2

When assessing applications to consider details that have been reserved by condition, matters
of principle and detail which already form part of the extant planning permission, or imposition
of further restrictions, cannot be considered. In this case, the approval of the physical works
and the use of the building and site as a class B8 storage and distribution warehouse with
ancillary B1 office floorspace has already been established, replacing a former warehouse not
subject to the conditional control now in place.

7.3

A number of matters have been raised by Great Linford Parish Council (GLPC) and other
interested parties which cannot be taken into account, or it would be unreasonable for the
Council to do so. In some cases, some suggestions would attempt to impose new restrictions
(conditions) that would be further to those already imposed on the host planning permission,
and beyond the specific scope of condition 18. These matters are discussed further below.

8.0

Appraisal

8.1

This appraisal should be read in conjunction with the consultation/interested party comments
set out in section 5.

8.2

The reasons given by GLPC do not substantiate their position on why the submitted TMP “does
not meet the requirements of condition 18”, or why the TMP would cause “contention with
other conditions on the permission”. The application needs to be assessed in light of the reasons
for the condition – to ensure the development provides adequate movement within the site
and at the access points, and with regard to the previous reason for refusal – that the
requirements of the NMP could also affect the TMP, and in the context of the NMP being
unacceptable at that point in time it would not have been appropriate to approve the TMP. As
indicated, the NMP is subject to fresh consideration under application ref. 21/02698/DISCON,
also presented to this meeting of the DCC.

8.3

On review of the TMP against the NMP (as revised under application ref. 21/02698/DISCON),
officers are now satisfied that there is no conflict between these two documents. The TMP has
been formulated to be read in conjunction with the NMP in this regard, and the uncertainty
which led to the refusal of both documents previously has been overcome.

8.4

The MKC Highways Officer has reviewed the submitted TMP and raises no objections, and there
appears to be no evidential reason to disagree with this advice. The set back and segregation
of HGVs from other vehicle types and cycle/pedestrian areas, as well as swept paths (showing
adequate turning areas), would allow for adequate movement within the site and at the access
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points. The gate house being set back by some 50m from the access point onto Yeomans Drive
would also help achieve this.
8.5

Turning to the remaining comments made by interested parties, the applicant has confirmed
that they will be using larger vehicles. However, even if smaller vehicles are used, as the TMP
is deemed to be acceptable for larger vehicles to ensure “adequate movement within the site
and at the access points”, it follows that the operations will be adequate to achieve this
requirement as well.

8.6

Beyond this, there are several non-material comments raised. The number of vehicle
movements to and from the site, as well as employee numbers associated to this point, was a
matter assessed as part of the principle of development. It cannot be revisited at this stage. The
speed of vehicles on the site is not a relevant consideration given the specified reason for the
condition, and would, in any case, be a matter for the operator in respect of health and safety
legislation. Furthermore, on-street parking on Yeoman’s Drive is not a material consideration
given the issue is existing and not related to the operation of this development.

8.7

It is therefore considered that the submitted TMP fulfils the requirements of condition 18, in
that it will ensure adequate movement within the site and at the access points. This judgement
takes into account legislative parameters which dictate what the local planning authority (LPA)
can reasonably consider under this application. As noted, the LPA cannot revisit principle
matters (congestion on wider road network for example) or impose further restrictions (speed
limits for example) than what is set out under the planning permission. As such, on the other
matters not included in the TMP, these are not deemed necessary or reasonable and/or are
outside of the scope of this application.

9.0

Conclusions

9.1

For the reasons set out in the report, it is recommended that the submitted Traffic
Management Plan is approved as it meets the requirements of condition 18 of the planning
permission, and ensures the development would comply with Policy CT2 of Plan:MK and Policy
N13 of the Great Linford North Neighbourhood Plan (2016).

9.2

As also set out in the above report, a number of the matters raised through the publicity and
consultation process are not material considerations.

9.3

Where relevant, regard has been had to the public sector equality duty, as required by section
149 of the Equality Act 2010 and to local finance considerations (as far as it is material), as
required by section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), as well as
climate change and human rights legislation (including 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).

Annex
A1.0

Consultations and representations
The following paragraphs present the original text of responses and representations made by
consultees.
(28)

A1.1

Great Linford Parish Council
“This traffic management plan was previously submitted for DISCON 21/01878/DISCON
together with the noise management plan and was refused.
It has now been submitted separately but as the traffic and vehicles are the main source of the
noise that will be generated it can only be considered in conjunction with the Noise
Management Plan for which there is a separate application 21/02698/DISCON. The Traffic
Management Plan, as submitted, does not meet the requirements of Condition 18 of planning
permission ref. 18/02341/FUL without causing contention with other conditions on the
permission, in turn causing conflict with policy NE6 of Plan:MK and policy GLPC N13 (parts (c)
and (e)) of the Great Linford Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan North
From resident: The TMP separates car vehicles and HGV but if onward distribution is through
use of vans under 3.5 tonnes
• There is no specific provision for separation of vans and HGV traffic
• There is no designated van loading area
• The number of vehicle movements to and from the site will have been vastly
underestimated this will have significant impact on traffic movement along V10 and V10/H3
Junction.
• Speed of vehicles has not been mentioned
• The volume of ALL traffic operational and staff has not been addressed in the TMP
• The 120 staff is that per shift or in total?”

A1.2

Councillor Paul Alexander (Newport Pagnell South Ward) (Member of DCC)
No comments received

A1.3

Councillor Scot Balazs (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
No comments received

A1.4

Councillor Jane Carr (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
No comments received

A1.5

MKC Environmental Health
No comments received.

A1.6

MKC Highways
“I have reviewed the details of the traffic management plan submitted for condition 18.
Highway have no comments and therefore no objection to the discharge of this condition.”
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Representations from interested parties
A1.7

All responses and representations received can be viewed in full, online at www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/publicaccess using application ref. 21/02698/DISCON.

A1.8

Comments from other interested parties (2 no.) are as follows:
▪ “I would like to comment on the above planning applications.
I agree with the comments made by my neighbour [REDACTED].
It's hard to predict issues when we don't know the makeup of the proposed leasee's fleet,
but if it is a Logistics company that leases the building, they are likely to use Vans.
Most logistics companies that use vans, load inside their premises, obviously this
would not be practical with the development as is, as it was constructed for mainly HGV's.
If the leasee does intend to use Vans, please consider ensuring that the overflow car park
is not used as an alternate access to the loading bays and that any loading activities are
done as far away from the residents as is possible.
Also, if the leasee is able to 'get around' the working hours by using Vans, additional
sound barriers would be required along the boundary between the residents and
the warehouse to protect residents from the traffic/vehicle noises, headlights etc.
I also believe that the traffic report actioned by the council previously, should be re visited.
There are always parked vehicles along Yeomans Drive which causes traffic to flow
either up or down the road (it can't flow in both directions at the same time), this causes
tailbacks on Brickhill Street.
On 06/02/19 I took photo's of the traffic on Yeomans Drive, to send to DCC to show
how congested the road is (without the additional traffic that will result from this
warehouse), I was there for about 25 minutes. I have attached some of the Photo's for you
to see.
Could the bulk of their vehicles be directed to use Delaware Drive to access and leave
the site? This would alleviate a bottleneck situation and benefit Blakelands, Gifford
Park, Redhouse Park and Newport Pagnell residents.”
▪ Traffic Management plan
The onsite traffic management plan (TMP) separates car vehicles and HGV however if there
is to be any onward distribution through use of vans under 3.5 tonnes
- There is no specific provision for separation of van and HGV traffic
- There is no designated van loading area
- The number of vehicle movements to and from the site will have been vastly
underestimated which will have a significant impact on traffic movement along the access
roads, V10 and V10/H3 junction
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Neither the NMP nor the TMP states any site speed limit, normally considered essential for
managing and minimising traffic noise and for on-site traffic safety.”
A1.9

Letter in support of the application from 4PX Express UK Co Ltd
“Please accept this letter as confirmation of our strong support for the current application.
We are currently in advanced stages of legal agreements with GUPI 6 to take a 10 year lease of
the premises. We have a pressing need to operate from the site as soon as possible and intend
to use it as a storage and distribution facility in accordance with the use and restrictions set by
Planning Permission Ref: 18/02341/FUL.
4PX Express is a well-established distribution/fulfillment service provider, founded in China in
2004, and voted the number one cross-border e-commerce solutions provider in recent years.
4PX employs over 1,500 employees across 50 different worldwide locations. Please visit our
website for more details. (http://en.4px.com/index.php/about-us.html).
We have had a longstanding requirement for a storage and distribution facility in Milton Keynes
to support our existing and planned business growth. As you will appreciate, Milton Keynes is
strategically located to serve the M1 corridor and wider strategic road network. The Blakelands
area is ideally positioned to support this requirement and we particularly attracted to the
modern and sustainable facility that has been constructed by GUPI 6 compared to a range of
less suitable alternatives. The site’s short-term availability has also been an important
consideration compared to other options, particularly those outside Milton Keynes.
We intend to employ 120 people in a range of full and part time posts. As this is a new location
for our business, we expect the majority of posts to be new and primarily filled by Milton
Keynes’ workforce and local population. This will offer a significant economic and social benefit
to the local area. Due to the nature of our business, we also expect to create relationships with
existing businesses such as One Stop Pest Control and Ace Window Cleaning Services to support
our daily operations. This will offer important spin-off benefits for the local economy.
We are fully aware of the site’s existing planning permission and the operational restrictions
that have been imposed. Our intention to occupy the property has been in the full knowledge
of those restrictions, which we will operate within. We also inputted into the noise and highway
management plans that were submitted as part of this application to ensure that the details
reflect our operational and management methods.
We are a good neighbor and have extensive experience of managing our properties and
operations to ensure that the amenity and living conditions of nearby residents is protected.
This is a significant long-term investment for us and want to have a positive relationship with
your Council and residents from the outset.
We hope this letter demonstrates our commitment to the responsible management of this
property and the economic and social benefits we will offer to Milton Keynes. We also request
the current application can be determined positively at the earliest opportunity to allow our
occupation to proceed.”
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ITEM

6(b)

Application Number: 21/02698/DISCON
Proposal:

Details submitted for approval pursuant to condition 17 (noise management
plan) of permission ref. 18/02341/FUL, relating to demolition of existing B8
storage and distribution warehouse and erection of a new B8 storage and
distribution warehouse with ancillary B1 floorspace and associated works at
Blakelands 1, Yeomans Drive, Blakelands, Milton Keynes, MK14 5AN

Applicant:

GUPI 6 Ltd

Application type:

Approval of details reserved by condition

Ward:

Newport Pagnell South

Parish:

Statutory Target:

28.10.2021

Extension of Time: 05.11.2021

Case Officer:

Paul Keen
Development Management Team Leader (East)
paul.keen@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Team Manager:

Chris Nash
Development Management Manager
chris.nash@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Great Linford

1.0

Recommendation

1.1

It is recommended that the details submitted pursuant to condition 17 (noise management
plan) of planning permission ref. 18/02341/FUL are approved.

2.0

Introduction

2.1

The application has been referred to the Development Control Committee (DCC) due to the
controversial nature of the development, noting the public interest in relation to the planning
history of the site in conjunction with the subject matter of the condition concerned.

3.0

Background
The site and its context

3.1

The application site is situated on the northern boundary of one of the employment areas of
Blakelands. The former warehouse building has been demolished and a new warehouse
building constructed in accordance with the extant permission ref. 18/02341/FUL.
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3.2

The surrounding area is largely characterised by light industrial, warehouse and office uses,
comprising buildings of varying sizes. However, abutting the northern boundary of the site are
residential properties, including a row of bungalows in Bessemer Court.

3.3

Four conditions attached to the planning permission require further details to be submitted for
approval. These include conditions 5 (bicycle parking), 17 (noise management plan), 18 (traffic
management plan) and 19 (external lighting). Details pursuant to conditions 5 and 19 have
already been approved under ref. 19/01031/DISCON.

3.4

Condition 17 states:
Prior to occupation, a Noise Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority, and the recommendations within the Plan
shall be fully implemented and adhered to. The Plan shall then be updated, in order
to reflect operations on the site.
Reason: To ensure the development does not cause unacceptable noise pollution to
the detriment of residential amenity.
The proposal

3.5

The application seeks approval of details pursuant to condition 17 (noise management plan) of
planning permission 18/02341/FUL. The Plan includes matters as follows:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

3.6

Noise Manager
Complaints Procedure
Training (of on-site staff)
Vehicle Plant
Vehicle engines
Vehicle alarms
Surfaces
Radios & Public Awareness
Loading Bays
Forklift Vehicles
Unplanned events
Display & Awareness
Status & Reviews

The Noise Management Plan (NMP) was initially revised from that originally submitted to
respond to concerns raised by Cass Allen (on behalf of MKC Environmental Health), Great
Linford Parish Council and interested parties (including the Blakelands Residents Association).
Those revisions included:
▪
▪

Radios: This has been extended to prohibit use of public address systems that are
audible external to the building;
Display & Awareness: In addition to the displaying of the NMP in a prominent place
within the building, key items specifically regarding switching off engines, vehicle plant
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▪
▪

3.7

and radios and avoiding use of horns should be displayed on signage clearly visible on
entry to the site and/ or once vehicles arrive at the loading bays;
Status & Reviews: This has been extended to state “Any changes made to the Plan will
first be submitted to the Council pursuant to Condition 17”; and
Vehicle alarms: Changed from reference to tonal alarms to broadband White noise
reversing alarms - this is now consistent with the requirements of Condition 9 of the
host 2018 application.

Other comments not directly related to specific measures in the NMP but recommended for
inclusion (by Cass Allen) were also added to that revised NMP, as follows:
•

•

Loading bay doors should be kept shut when not in use. The revised NMP also states that
the use of bays most distant from the residential noise sensitive receptors will be prioritised
wherever possible.
The revised NMP states that only forklift vehicles that are battery operated or electric
forklift vehicles will be used.

3.8

Since Cass Allen’s review of the originally revised NMP, further changes (to the section titled
‘Status & Reviews’) have been made (taking the document to Revision C). These revisions are
very minor and deal with procedural matters only so to ensure it is clear that any changes that
may occur as a result of any new future occupant require referral back to the Council under the
condition, so it may efficiently enforce and monitor the NMP.

4.0

Relevant planning history

4.1

Application site
21/02650/DISCON

Details submitted for approval pursuant to condition 18 (Traffic
Management) of permission ref. 18/02341/FUL, relating to demolition
of existing B8 storage and distribution warehouse and erection of a new
B8 storage and distribution warehouse with ancillary B1 floorspace and
associated works.
Submitted concurrently with this application – under consideration.

21/01878/DISCON

Details submitted for approval pursuant to conditions 17 (Noise
Management) and 18 (Traffic Management) of permission ref.
18/02341/FUL, relating to demolition of existing B8 storage and
distribution warehouse and erection of a new B8 storage and
distribution warehouse with ancillary B1 floorspace and associated
works.
Details refused on 13.08.2021 for the following reasons:
1.

Condition 17 - Noise Management Plan
Due to a lack of evidence to support the submitted Noise
Management Plan, it fails to consider the individual circumstances
and constraints of site, including the requirements of other
conditions on the host approval. The Local Planning Authority is
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therefore not satisfied that the submitted Noise Management Plan
would suitability meet the requirements of Condition 17 of planning
permission 18/02341/FUL, in the interests of protecting the amenity
of adjoining and nearby residents, and in turn conflicting with policy
NE6 of Plan:MK and policy GLPC N13 (parts (c) and (e)) of the Great
Linford Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan North.
2.

Condition 18 - Traffic Management Plan
Given the concerns raised in the above reason for refusal (relating
to condition 17), in that traffic movements within the site would be
a noise generating activity which needs to be assessed in
conjunction with the Noise Management Plan, the Local Planning
Authority cannot be satisfied that the Traffic Management Plan, as
submitted, would not give rise to adverse impacts on the amenity
of nearby residents. To make a positive determination on the Traffic
Management Plan, at this stage, would not be in the interests of
good planning, nor ensure that the amenity of nearby residents is
protected, as requirements of the Noise Management Plan may also
affect the detail of the Traffic Management Plan. As such, the Local
Planning Authority cannot be satisfied that the Traffic Management
Plan, as submitted, is in a form that is required to meet the
requirements of Condition 18 of planning permission ref.
18/02341/FUL without causing contention with other conditions on
the permission, in turn causing conflict with policy NE6 of Plan:MK
and policy GLPC N13 (parts (c) and (e)) of the Great Linford Parish
Neighbourhood Development Plan North.

19/02062/NMA

Non-material amendment to 18/02341/FUL (modification to the
kerbline in the south east corner of the service yard) – retrospective.
Approved 10.09.2019.

19/01758/FUL

Erection of a substation and electrical transformer housing –
Retrospective.
Approved 10.09.2019.

19/01031/DISCON

Details submitted pursuant to the discharge of conditions 5 (bicycle
parking) and 19 (external lighting) pursuant to planning permission
18/02341/FUL.
Details approved 26.04.2019.

18/02341/FUL

Demolition of existing B8 storage and distribution warehouse, and
erection of a new B8 storage and distribution warehouse with ancillary
B1 floorspace and associated works (‘the planning permission’).
Approved 11.04.2019.
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5.0

Consultations and representations
All responses and representations received can be viewed in full, online at www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/publicaccess using application reference 21/02698/DISCON. The following
paragraphs summarise those responses and representations.

5.1

Great Linford Parish Council
Comments on the NMP as originally submitted:
As with the previous 21/02650/DISCON, this application must be considered alongside the
Traffic Management Plan as that is a part of the noise that will be generated on site. The
submitted Noise Management Plan does not meet the requirements of condition 17 of planning
permission 18/02341/FUL, in the interests of protecting the amenity of adjoining and nearby
residents, and in turn conflicting with policy NE6 of Plan:MK and policy GLPC N13 (parts (c) and
(e)) of the Great Linford Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan North.
There are concerns that the revised NMP does not give detail on the methods of mitigation or
identify the noise sources. The NMP still does little to protect the amenity of the nearby and
adjoining residents. Residents are concerned that the NMP does not address noise from forklift
trucks, picking equipment, tannoy systems, and general working and operations noise.
Concerns that (smaller) vehicles other than HGVs can be used which would also create noise.
Loading would take place in the yard, as the loading bays would not be suitable, with a
subsequent increase in noise during both day (and possibly) night-time hours
Residents are concerned that the NMP does not address noise from internal activities.
Reference is made that the new occupants will employ 120 people.
Concerns are raised that without restrictions on the use the overflow car park on the northern
boundary closest to homes will be in constant use. The operational changes proposed by the
developer have not been included in the NMP – namely restricting use of the overflow carpark
at the northern boundary and restricting use of the northern turning circle.
The noise barrier only extends the length of the northern turning circle and not along the
roadway and car park alongside homes so there are no mitigation measures in place (thus the
noise attenuation barrier is insufficient). Without any barrier between the car park and homes
vehicle headlights will sweep across the residents’ houses as they manoeuvre in and out of
parking bays.
Although not a noise issue, it is worth noting that the issues with the lighting along the northern
side of the warehouse has not been addressed or resolved – the lights on the warehouse are
set so that to residents they are unshielded and point at homes.
The additional noise mitigation measures which had been planned for the loading bays have
not been installed. One of the level access points for the warehouse is on the northernmost
corner and even closer to homes than the first loading bay. It is unclear what operations may
be carried out on site by the occupant.
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5.2

Councillor Paul Alexander (Newport Pagnell South Ward) (Member of DCC)
No comments received.

5.3

Councillor Scot Balazs (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
No comments received.

5.4

Councillor Jane Carr (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
No comments received.

5.5

MKC Environmental Health
Initial comments:
Cass Allen provided the following comments (on the NMP as originally submitted) on behalf of
MKC Environmental Health:
1.

“This document details the review of the Sharps Redmore Noise Management Plan (NMP)
relating to the above site. Cass Allen has also reviewed the Residents’ Group and Great
Linford Parish Council comments regarding the document….

2.

“Cass Allen are in general agreement with the measures proposed within the NMP and note
that other conditions such as conditions 9, 10 and 12 provide additional protection from
tonal reversing alarms, fixed mechanical plant and out-of-hours working respectively.
However, based on our experience of similar sites and along with the comments received
from the other stakeholders the following amendments are proposed (with reference to
paragraph numbers taken from the NMP):
2.10 Radios: This should be extended to prohibit use of public address systems that are
audible external to the building.
2.12 Display & awareness: In addition to the displaying of the NMP in a prominent place
within the building, key items specifically regarding switching off engines, vehicle
plant and radios and avoiding use of horns should be displayed on signage clearly
visible on entry to the site and/ or once vehicles arrive at the loading bays.
2.13 Status & reviews: This should be extended to ensure that, as and when the NMP is
amended for whatever reason, the amended document should be submitted to and
approved by Milton Keynes Council.

3.

“Other comments not directly related to specific measures in the NMP but are
recommended for inclusion are as follows:
▪ Loading bay doors should be kept shut when not in use.
▪ External forklift activity should be minimised as much as possible and should not occur
at any time outside the hours permitted for HGV movements in Condition 12.
▪ Use of loading bays most distant from the nearby noise sensitive receptors should be
prioritised wherever possible.
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4.

“It is noted that the Residents’ Group considers it appropriate for the contact details of the
nominated Noise Manager to be made publicly available. However, it is the position of MKC
that any noise complaints should be addressed to the Council to be dealt with through the
Environmental Health department and subsequently onto the Noise Manager and therefore
no direct contact details are necessary.

5.

“It is also noted that the Parish Council raise concerns that the proposed barrier extents and
locations are not sufficient to mitigate the noise impact to an acceptable level. However,
the barrier proposals formed part of the application against which condition 17 is imposed
and were considered appropriate by MKC at the time of permission being granted. There is
therefore no scope to increase or amend the barriers, etc. as part of the NMP. This also
applies to the acoustically enclosed bays which were proposed as part of the (denied)
application to extend operation hours and therefore are not required to be installed under
this permission.”

Further comments from Cass Allen following submission of revised NMP (Rev.B):
“The recommendations detailed in the Cass Allen review of the original NMP have been
incorporated by Sharps Acoustics and are agreed.
It is understood that a further comment has been received from a local resident regarding
the possibility of introducing on-site speed limits as a method of noise control. However, it
should be noted that there will be very little difference in noise level at the range of speeds
likely to be achieved by vehicles around the site. As such this amendment is not considered
necessary and the NMP can remain as written in Revision B.”
5.6

MKC Highways
No comments, with the matter best considered by Environmental Health.

5.7

Representations from interested parties
Comments and recommendations from Blakelands Residents Association on the NMP as
originally submitted (including those by D Stabler in their behalf) are set out below:

5.7.1 Condition 9 requires that any HGV vehicles operating on the site shall be fitted with broadband
white noise reversing alarms.
I. Tonal alarms are the original solution to help reduce reversing accidents but emitted a
single piercing note that caused disturbances to neighbouring communities and came with
a host of other issues.
II. With such a strident sound in an urban environment, the sound bounces off walls causing
vulnerable road users to think the sound was coming from the opposite direction.
III. White sound reversing alarms are the safest and yet quietest on the market. The white
sound emitted uses broadband sound with multiple frequencies rather than a single alarm.
They are directional therefore instantly locatable, enabling pedestrians to work out exactly
which vehicle is moving and in which direction, allowing them to move to safety. They also
dissipate sounds quickly and can only be heard in the danger zone.
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5.7.2 The following matters should be addressed in the NMP as they have potential to affect the
amenity of residents living in adjacent properties, by creating adverse noise pollution to the
detriment of their residential amenity:
A. Sounding of vehicle horns whilst on site;
B. Use of public address systems;
C. Internal noise escaping from the warehouse; and
D. Forklift operations in the service yard.
5.7.3 There is nothing in the NMP to demonstrate how restrictions on HGV operating hours will be
implemented, to protect the amenity of adjacent residential properties from adverse noise
pollution. The access gates to the site should be locked to prevent HGVs entering, or exiting the
site, from 21:00 to 07:00 Monday to Friday, and from 16:00 to 10:00 on Saturdays, Sundays,
and Bank Holidays.
5.7.4 The named person(s), as Noise Manager, must be contactable by those seeking to complain
during all hours of the operation of the warehouse, car parks and service yard, with details
clearly posted at each entrance/exit to the site and posted to each dwelling in Blakelands.
5.7.5 There shall be an annual, independent monitoring survey of noise to establish the relevance of
the NMP and ensure that it continues to protect the amenity of adjacent residential properties
from changes in possible adverse noise pollution.
5.7.6 Procedures should be put in place to verify and record that all HGV vehicles entering the site
are fitted with broadband white noise reversing alarms, and prevent those which are not.
5.7.7 In line with condition 17, the Plan should be reviewed periodically to ensure it remains relevant
to the operation of the site, including remedial measures following a complaint. Any periodic
review resulting in amendments to the NMP shall have the prior agreement and approval in
writing from the local authority.
5.7.8 The north car park should only be used as an overflow carpark for limited periods, or for access
by maintenance vehicles, and not by HGVs at any time.
5.8

Further comments from D Stabler were received following Environmental Health’s (Cass
Allen’s) initial consultation response:
“I note and welcome the response from [the] Environmental Health Noise Team,
prepared by Cass Allen.
The report notes:
“That the Residents’ Group considers it appropriate for the contact details of the
nominated Noise Manager to be made publicly available.”
But Cass Allen comment:
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“It is the position of MKC that any noise complaints should be addressed to the Council
to be dealt with through the Environmental Health department and subsequently
onto the Noise Manager and therefore no direct contact details are necessary.”
This is not an appropriate way of reporting a noise nuisance after office working hours
or at weekends or bank holidays. The Council do not have an Environmental Health
Officer on duty, 24/7/365, only a message service, and so any complaints are not
immediately dealt with or investigated.
If there’s an issue or activity, perhaps carried out in error; a vehicle moving, loading dock
door left open, tannoy announcement, it could be resolved quickly and amicably, by
calling the dedicated mobile telephone number or emailing the named person/s as Noise
Manager, rather than wait until the next working day to speak to the Council.
Please reconsider and implement the recommendations that:
1. A dedicated mobile telephone number and email address for each named person/s
as Noise Manager shall be clearly posted at each entrance/exit to the site.
2. The dedicated mobile telephone number and email address for each named
person/s as Noise Manager will be delivered in a letter to each dwelling in Blakelands.
3. Any changes to the named person/s as Noise Manager and/or site operator will be
clearly posted at each entrance/exit to the site and will be delivered in a letter to each
dwelling in Blakelands.
4. There shall be annual independent monitoring survey of noise; to establish the
relevance of the Noise Management Plan, and that it continues to ensure and protect
the amenity of adjacent residential properties, from changes in possible adverse noise
pollution.”
5.9

Other interested party representations raise similar matters to those raised by the Parish
Council and the Residents Association/D Stabler - the majority of which have been dealt with
above. Other issues raised include:
▪
▪
▪

The traffic report previously actioned by the Council should be revisited (due to parking
issues on Yeomans Drive);
The acoustic studies would need to be repeated to reflect actual use with suitable noise
mitigation measures to fulfil the requirements of condition 17; and
The NMP does not state any site speed limit, for managing and minimising traffic noise
and for on-site traffic safety.

Correspondence in support of the application
5.10

A letter of support from 4PX (prospective occupants of the development) was submitted with
the application. A further letter of support from 4PX was also submitted with the revised NMP.
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The submissions do not raise any further matters than those which have been raised above,
although they do set out how the submitted NMP would adequately deal with noise matters
on the site. They state their “strong support” for the contents, and that the measures contained
within the NMP are “entirely acceptable” to them given their “commitment to being a
responsible operator and good neighbour”.
Although not a material consideration to this application, the second letter also refers to a site
meeting with Blakelands residents at their Dunstable site on 30th September 2021, where it was
explained to them that the normal delivery schedule was between 5 to 8 deliveries a day. The
representation states that it was explained to the residents that due to health and safety there
is no work carried out at night in the outside yard, and that deliveries were mostly containers
which, once reversed onto the loading bays, ignitions were then turned off and the keys kept
inside warehouse so there can be no idling of engines. It was also noted that as they only use
certain couriers, they load up full containers around circa 8 to 16 times per day and do not have
multiple small delivery vans arriving and departing consistently during the day.
6.0

Relevant policies, guidance and legislation
The Development Plan

6.1

The Great Linford North Neighbourhood Plan (made March 2016):
▪

6.2

N13 - Proposals for larger scale employment and enterprise

Plan:MK (adopted March 2019)
▪
▪

Policy NE6 - Environmental pollution
Policy D5 - Amenity and street scene

National planning policy and guidance
6.3

National Planning Policy Framework (2021) (NPPF):
▪
▪
▪

Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development
Section 4 - Decision-making
Section 15 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment

6.4

In addition, national Planning Practice Guidance (‘the PPG’) is also a material consideration.

7.0

Planning considerations

7.1

The sole focus of this application is to assess whether the submitted NMP will ensure the
development does not cause unacceptable noise pollution to the detriment of residential
amenity, as required by condition 17 of the planning permission.

7.2

When assessing applications to consider details that have been reserved by condition, matters
of principle and detail which already form part of the extant planning permission, or imposition
of further restrictions, cannot be considered. In this case, the approval of the physical works
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and the use of the building and site as a class B8 storage and distribution warehouse with
ancillary B1 office floorspace has already been established, replacing a former warehouse not
subject to the conditional control now in place.
7.3

A number of matters have been raised by Great Linford Parish Council (GLPC), Blakelands
Residents Association and other interested parties which cannot be taken into account, or it
would be unreasonable for the Council to do so. Some of the suggestions would attempt to
impose new restrictions (conditions) that would add further restrictions to those already
imposed on the planning permission, beyond the specific scope of condition 17 – as it is written.
These are further discussed below.

7.4

Material considerations have been raised by consultees and interested parties. These have
been considered by planning officers and Cass Allen (on behalf of MKC Environmental Health),
and the applicant, leading to the revised NMP which takes into account those matters raised.
The changes made to the NMP are outlined in paragraphs 3.5 to 3.8 of this report.

8.0

Appraisal

8.1

This appraisal should be read in conjunction with the consultation/interested party comments
set out in section 5.

8.2

Cass Allen (on behalf of MKC Environmental Health) have reviewed the NMP. Despite being in
general agreement with the NMP as originally submitted, amendments were requested in their
initial response, taking into account the other representations received.

8.3

Some matters raised by Cass Allen in their initial response were not carried forward (or further
developed) into the revised NMP. These include:
▪

Any complaints being made to the MKC Environmental Health department.
As this matter relates to a planning condition, it is for the planning authority to determine
the expediency and type of enforcement action. Thus, complaints must be first made to
the planning service. The NMP (para 2.3) also states that in addition to appointing a Noise
Manager, their details will be provided to the Council.

▪

That external forklift activity should be minimised as much as possible and should not occur
at any time outside the hours permitted for HGV movements in condition 12.
As explained above, requiring forklift vehicles to only operate within the allowed times for
HGVs would, in effect, lead to further control than the existing permission dictates, and is
therefore beyond the scope of condition 17. However, the applicant has incorporated into
the revised NMP (at para 2.12) that all forklift vehicles will only be “battery operated or
electric forklift vehicles will be used”. This would significantly reduce the amount of noise
generated by forklift vehicles at all times of day than otherwise be apparent if using diesel
engines.

8.4

The revised NMP also takes account of noise generated by internal activities within the
warehouse building, such as loading doors being kept shut when not in use, and use of bays
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most distant from the residential noise sensitive receptors will be prioritised wherever possible
(at para 2.11).
8.5

The NMP has also been revised to refer to the requirements of condition 9 of the planning
permission (which secures the use of broadband white noise reversing alarms). It also states
that tonal reversing alarms are to be avoided. Furthermore, the NMP has been revised to limit
the sounding of vehicle horns whilst on site and preclude external use of public address
systems, as well as stating that loading bay doors will be kept shut when not in use and the use
of bays most distant from the residential noise sensitive receptors will be prioritised wherever
possible.

8.6

Representations observe there is nothing in the NMP to demonstrate how restrictions on HGV
operating hours will be implemented and communicated to contractors, to protect the amenity
of adjacent residential properties from adverse noise pollution. HGV operating hours are
controlled by condition 12 of the planning permission. How this is achieved is a matter for the
future occupant of the development, noting the onus always remains with the
developer/occupier to adhere to requirements of planning conditions. Non-compliance raises
the risk of planning enforcement action being taken.

8.7

The request for access gates to the site to be locked to prevent HGVs entering or exiting the
site outside of permitted hours would impose a greater level of restriction than the conditions
of the planning permission require. It would be unreasonable to add further restrictions at this
stage and under this type of application. Locking the gate during these hours is also likely to
unnecessarily and unreasonably restrict the movements of other employees coming and going
from the site. Again, there is an onus on the operator to comply with condition 12.

8.8

In considering the desire for details of the appointed Noise Manager to be communicated
widely and be contactable by interested parties, this would give rise to concerns over the
effective monitoring and enforcement of conditions. Whilst the intention of this request is
understood, and there could always be an informal agreement between the occupant of the
site and residents within the locality to this effect; complaints in relation to breaches of
planning control should always be directed to planning enforcement officers (as well as MKC
Environmental Health in terms of noise matters). It is for the planning authority (with the
support of Environmental Health colleagues) to enforce conditions of the planning permission.
This request is not necessary to satisfy the requirements of condition 17, otherwise there is a
danger that any breaches of planning control are not correctly recorded. Subsequently, it would
not be possible to monitor the frequency, origin and type of complaints.

8.9

Points 2.3 and 2.4 of the NMP adequately deal with this matter. The NMP requires that the
contact details of the Noise Manager are provided to the Council (as well as any changes to the
named person) so that if any complaints are made this can be followed up by the Council with
the appropriate person(s). Furthermore, requiring a letter to be sent to each resident creates
an unreasonable burden on the operator to monitor the change in occupancy of each of those
residential properties, to ensure subsequent owners are aware. For this reason alone, residents
should rely upon the planning authority to report any concerns.

8.10

An annual and independent monitoring survey of noise is not required under condition 17 and,
as such, this would go beyond the scope of the condition. However, Cass Allen has suggested
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that as and when the NMP is amended, for whatever reason, the amended document should
be submitted to the Council. The condition itself does require that (following implementation)
“the Plan shall then be updated, in order to reflect operations on the site”.
8.11

The applicant has updated the NMP to go further than this to ensure that revisions will be first
submitted to the Council as part of its own monitoring and compliance checks of the
condition. The NMP also now refers to future change in occupier who may need to change the
content of the Plan. The level or nature of any enforcement complaints may also indicate to the
Council that the NMP requires updating, thereby instigating engagement with the occupant on
the matter.

8.12

Representations concerning the use of the overflow car park for limited periods only, or for
access by maintenance vehicles, should be considered in the context that this is an approved
part of the scheme and unrestricted in so far as extent and times of use under the planning
permission. It would not be reasonable to impose further restrictions at this stage and under
this application type – this is beyond the scope of condition 17 in this regard.

8.13

It should be noted that the noise barrier was approved as part of the original planning
permission. The matter cannot be revisited under this application. Furthermore, concerns over
vehicle and site lighting do not relate to noise management within the site and, as a result,
cannot be considered under this application.

8.14

Finally, representations seek a revisiting of the traffic report previously considered by the
Council (due to parking issues on Yeomans Drive), that acoustic studies would need to be
repeated to reflect actual use with suitable noise mitigation measures to fulfil the requirements
of condition 17, and the NMP does not state any site speed limit, for managing and minimising
traffic noise and for on-site traffic safety.

8.15

The scope of this application is to assess the submitted NMP. These matters either cannot be
revisited at this stage or are not a material considerations in any case, given the issues are either
existing and not related to the operation of this development, or it has been advised by Cass
Allen that vehicle speeds are not likely to make a significant difference to noise levels and thus
are not a relevant factor in this assessment. Speed restrictions would moreover be for safety
reasons rather than a noise reduction measure in any case, and safety matters are for the
operator to address under other legislation.

8.16

Cass Allen has reviewed the revised NMP in the context of the legislative parameters of the
planning process and is satisfied that the measures contained within, if followed, would ensure
that the residential amenity of nearby residents to the site would be preserved to an acceptable
degree. The NMP would therefore fulfil the requirements of condition 17.

8.17

This recommendation takes into account legislative parameters which dictate what the local
planning authority (LPA) can reasonably consider under this application. The LPA should not
seek to include matters which have been adequately secured by other conditions (HGV hours
and reversing alarms for example), and cannot impose further restrictions than what is already
set out under the planning permission (movement times of other vehicles and further noise
barriers, for example).
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8.18

Given the above assessment, it is considered that the submitted revised NMP (Revision C)
adequately addresses the requirements of condition 17. On the other matters not included
within the NMP, these are not deemed necessary, reasonable or are outside of the scope of
this application.

9.0

Conclusions

9.1

For the reasons set out in the report, it is recommended that the Noise Management Plan
(Revision C) is approved as it meets the requirements of condition 17 of planning permission
ref. 18/02341/FUL, and ensures the development would comply with Policies D5 and NE6 of
Plan:MK and Policy N13 of the Great Linford North Neighbourhood Plan.

9.2

As also set out in the above report, none of the other matters raised through the publicity and
consultation process amount to material considerations.

9.3

Where relevant, regard has been had to the public sector equality duty, as required by section
149 of the Equality Act 2010 and to local finance considerations (as far as it is material), as
required by section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), as well as
climate change and human rights legislation (including 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).
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Annex
A1.0

Consultations and representations
The following paragraphs present the original text of responses and representations made by
consultees.

A1.1

Great Linford Parish Council
Comments received on Noise Management Plan as originally submitted
As with the previous 21/02650/DISCON this application must be considered alongside the
traffic management plan as that is a part of the noise that will be generated on site.
The submitted Noise Management Plan does not meet the requirements of Condition 17 of
planning permission 18/02341/FUL, in the interests of protecting the amenity of adjoining and
nearby residents, and in turn conflicting with policy NE6 of Plan:MK and policy GLPC N13 (parts
(c) and (e)) of the Great Linford Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan North
On the previous refusal submitted for DISCON of this condition the case officer suggested a
long list (not exhaustive) of what the LPA would expect to see.
Extract from refusal
“The following suggestions are however measures that I would expect a responsible company,
taking its neighbourly relations and potential impact on the surroundings seriously, to have in
place as part of the due diligence in their business operations.
The following is not an exhaustive list and not a check list to discharge the condition but
elements I would expect to see and have considered:
Noise from the site will need to be actively managed, as with every other element of the
business (I.e. accounts, order processing, invoicing, inventories, goods in/out, etc etc - none of
that occurs by chance, neither does noise management)
Noise Impact Assessment
- a risk assessment format
-Identify noise sources, - not covered in NMP
-identify noise sensitive receptors (NSR) – Not covered in NMP
-consequences for receptors (time dependent), — Not covered in NMP
-magnitude HML (time dependent), - Not covered in NMP
-characteristic of noise source (eg tonal, low/high frequency, impact sound, operational. Plant,
equipment) – Not covered in NMP
-probability of disturbance (time dependent - HML), - Not covered in NMP
-remedial action, mitigation/attenuation/control, measures/recommendations – Not covered
in NMP The attenuation barrier is in sufficient at the northern end nearest the houses
-Responsibilities
- named person/people to action
A documented Complaints procedure
A Nominated company representative for dealing with complaints
Observe good neighbour relations dealing with any complaints professionally and objectively.
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Neighbour engagement/community liaison.
Documenting and recording complaints and subsequent actions
Identify exceptions in advance and notify neighbours - ie one off noisy short duration high noise
impact maintenance works for instance. – Not covered in NMP
An environmental noise monitoring plan – Not covered in NMP
Site and premises organisation and layout, prioritising use of docking bays most distant from
NSR’s, capitalising on distance attenuation – Not covered in NMP
• monitoring of noise levels at site perimeter? Parameters? LAeq over a time period, Tie in
BS4142 assessment parameters – Not covered in NMP
• Consideration of Statutory Nuisance - Best Practicable Means will need to be employed at the
site – Not covered in NMP
• Use of inherently quieter processes/ low noise plant” – Not covered in NMP
However, the new submission still does not give detail on the methods of mitigation or even
identify the noise sources in any detail whatsoever.
I have highlighted red on this document the areas which the Noise Management Plan does not
give sufficient relevant information
From resident: The NMP still does little to protect the amenity of the nearby and adjoining
residents
• The additional noise mitigation measures which had been planned for the loading bays have
not been installed
• The operational changes proposed by the Developer have not been included in the NMP:
namely restricting use of the Overflow carpark at the Northern boundary and restricting
use of the Northern turning circle
The proposed new tenant, 4PX, is a storage and distribution company. At present it is unclear
what operations may be carried out on site and whether, like similar distribution companies
(e.g. DPD), much of the ongoing distribution will be through use of vans and vehicles not
classified as HGV/LGV (ie. Under 3.5 tonnes) – ‘All vehicles make noise not just HGVs’
Residents are concerned if this were to be the case that:
• This may ‘get round’ the restriction on hours as HGV/LGV are specified
• Loading would take place in the yard, as the loading bays would not be suitable, with a
subsequent increase in noise during both day (and possibly) ‘night time’ hours
• One of the level access points for the warehouse is on the northernmost corner and even
closer to homes that the first loading bay
4PX Express states it will employ 120 people , it is likely therefore without restrictions on use
that the overflow car park on the Northern boundary closest to homes will be in constant use
• The noise barrier only extends the length of the Northern turning circle and not along the
roadway and car park alongside homes so there is no mitigation measures in place (thus
the noise attenuation barrier is insufficient)
• Without any barrier between the car park and homes vehicle headlights will sweep across
our (the residents) houses as they manoeuvre in and out of car parking
Residents are concerned that the NMP does not address noise from internal activities, as well
as fork lift trucks, picking equipment, tannoy systems, and general working and operations
noise.
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Although not a noise issue it is worth noting that the issues with the lighting along the Northern
side of the warehouse has not been addresses or resolved – the lights on the warehouse are
set so that to residents they are unshielded and point at homes
A1.2

Councillor Paul Alexander (Newport Pagnell South Ward) (Member of DCC)
No comments received

A1.3

Councillor Scot Balazs (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
No comments received

A1.4

Councillor Jane Carr (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
No comments received

A1.5

Environmental Health
Initial comments received (on NMP Revision A):
1.

“This document details the review of the Sharps Redmore Noise Management Plan (NMP)
relating to the above site. Cass Allen has also reviewed the Residents’ Group and Great
Linford Parish Council comments regarding the document. The NMP relates specifically to
Condition 17 attached to application 18/02341/FUL and states:
(17) Prior to occupation, a Noise Management Plan shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, and the recommendations
within the Plan shall be fully implemented and adhered to. The Plan shall then
be updated, in order to reflect operations on the site. Reason: To ensure the
development does not cause unacceptable noise pollution to the detriment of
residential amenity.

2.

Cass Allen are in general agreement with the measures proposed within the NMP and note
that other conditions such as Conditions 9, 10 and 12 provide additional protection from
tonal reversing alarms, fixed mechanical plant and out-of-hours working respectively.
However based on our experience of similar sites and along with the comments received
from the other stakeholders the following amendments are proposed (with reference to
paragraph numbers taken from the NMP):
2.10 – Radios: This should be extended to prohibit use of public address systems that are
audible external to the building
2.12 – Display & Awareness: In addition to the displaying of the NMP in a prominent place
within the building, key items specifically regarding switching off engines, vehicle plant and
radios and avoiding use of horns should be displayed on signage clearly visible on entry to
the site and/ or once vehicles arrive at the loading bays.
2.13 – Status & Reviews: This should be extended to ensure that, as and when the NMP is
amended for whatever reason, the amended document should be submitted to and
approved by Milton Keynes Council.
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3.

Other comments not directly related to specific measures in the NMP but are
recommended for inclusion are as follows:
• Loading bay doors should be kept shut when not in use.
• External forklift activity should be minimised as much as possible and should not
occur at any time outside the hours permitted for HGV movements in Condition 12.
• Use of loading bays most distant from the nearby noise sensitive receptors should
be prioritised wherever possible.

4.

It is noted that the Residents’ Group considers it appropriate for the contact details of the
nominated Noise Manager to be made publically available. However it is the position of
MKC that any noise complaints should be addressed to the Council to be dealt with through
the Environmental Health department and subsequently onto the Noise Manager and
therefore no direct contact details are necessary.

5.

It is also noted that the Parish Council raise concerns that the proposed barrier extents and
locations are not sufficient to mitigate the noise impact to an acceptable level. However,
the barrier proposals formed part of the application against which Condition 17 is imposed
and were considered appropriate by MKC at the time of permission being granted. There
is therefore no scope to increase or amend the barriers etc. as part of the NMP. This also
applies to the acoustically enclosed bays which were proposed as part of the (denied)
application to extend operation hours and therefore are not required to be installed under
this permission.”

Additional comments following receipt of the revised NMP Revision B:

A1.6

1.

“This document details the review of the revised Sharps Redmore Noise Management Plan
(NMP Revision B) relating to the above site.

2.

The recommendations detailed in the Cass Allen review of the original NMP have been
incorporated by Sharps Acoustics and are agreed.

3.

It is understood that a further comment has been received from a local resident regarding
the possibility of introducing on-site speed limits as a method of noise control. However it
should be noted that there will be very little difference in noise level at the range of speeds
likely to be achieved by vehicles around the site. As such this amendment is not considered
necessary and the NMP can remain as written in Revision B.”

MKC Highways
The discharge of this conditions isn’t really something highways can comment on.
Sounds like it needs to go to environmental health.
Representations from interested parties

A1.7

All responses and representations received can be viewed in full, online at www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/publicaccess using application ref. 21/02698/DISCON.
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A1.8

Comments and recommendations from Blakelands Residents Association and D Stabler (on the
NMP as originally submitted):
BACKGROUND.
Conditions attached for application 18/02341/FUL on the Decision Notice; issued on 11th April
2019, for and on behalf of the Council, by Tracy Darke Director - Growth, Economy and Culture.
(9) Any HGV vehicles operating on the site shall be fitted with broadband White noise reversing
alarms.
Reason: To ensure the development does not cause unacceptable noise pollution to the
detriment of residential amenity.
(10) Any plant and/or air handling units which are roof mounted shall be directed away from
residential properties or suitably screened, to limit operation noise to 5dB below background
levels at the nearest noise sensitive receiver. Reason: To ensure the development does not cause
unacceptable noise pollution to the detriment of residential amenity.
(12) There shall be no heavy goods vehicles, entering, exiting or operating within the site outside
of the hours of 07:00 to 21:00 Monday to Friday and 10:00 to 16:00 on Saturdays, Sundays and
Bank Holidays. Reason: To protect the amenity of adjacent residential properties from adverse
noise pollution.
(17) Prior to occupation, a Noise Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority, and the recommendations within the Plan shall be fully
implemented and adhered to. The Plan shall then be updated, in order to reflect operations on
the site. Reason: To ensure the development does not cause unacceptable noise pollution to the
detriment of residential amenity.
(18) Prior to occupation, a Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Plan Authority. The site shall thereafter be managed in accordance with the
approved details. Reason: To ensure the development provides adequate movement within the
site and at the access points.
NOISE MANAGEMENT PLAN
Submitted by Sharps Acoustics on behalf of the applicant GUPI 6 Ltd.
CONSIDERATIONS
It is noted that both the developer and prospective tenant have failed to engage with residents
and GLPC.
As the Noise Management Plan, required by Condition 17, is there to protect the residents, it
could be assumed that the developer and/or tenant would have been eager to prepare a Noise
Management Plan following engagement and discussions with local residents about their
concerns.
We wish to make the following comments/objections/recommendations to the Noise
Management Plan for warehouse site at: 1 Yeomans Drive, Blakelands Milton Keynes MK14
5BT.
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1.0 Introduction
1.4 The measures are also suited to the specific characteristics of the site and surrounding area.
The Plan has been prepared against the context of the operational restrictions that have been
imposed on the site under the 11th April 2019 permission, namely and summarised below:
• Condition 9: HGV vehicles fitted with broadband white noise fitting alarms.
• Condition 10: roof mounted plant and air handling units direct away from residential
properties or suitably screened to limit operation noise.
• Condition 11: noise barrier installed and retained.
• Condition 12: restriction on HGV operational hours within the site.
• Condition 17: approval of this Plan and ensuring it is updated to reflect operations on the site.
COMMENT/OBJECTIONS to 1.4
There is nothing in the Noise Management Plan to demonstrate how restrictions on HGV
operating hours will be implemented, to protect the amenity of adjacent residential properties
from adverse noise pollution.
RECOMMENDATIONS
1. HGV operators contracted to deliver or pick up from the site must be informed that; the
site will not allow HGVs to enter, exit, or operate within the site, from 21:00 to 07:00
Monday to Friday, and from 16:00 to 10:00 on Saturdays, Sundays, and Bank Holidays.
2. The access gates to the site shall be locked to prevent HGVs entering, or exiting the site,
from 21:00 to 07:00 Monday to Friday, and from 16:00 to 10:00 on Saturdays, Sundays, and
Bank Holidays.
3. HGVs will be prevented from operating within the site from 21:00 to 07:00 Monday to
Friday, and from 16:00 to 10:00 on Saturdays, Sundays, and Bank Holidays.
2.0 Noise Management Plan
2.1 The landlord will notify the tenant(s) of the requirements of the Planning Permission and the
noise related restrictions and requirements including the approved Noise Management Plan.
COMMENT/OBJECTION to 2.1
How are the terms and conditions of the Noise Management Plan communicated to those
persons working in the offices, warehouse and the service yard?
RECOMMENDATION
The tenants should be required to make available, and or display, copies of the Noise
Management Plan together with a summary of the key requirements in the Office, Warehouse,
the Site Security Office at the main gates, and externally adjacent each loading bay door.
2.0 Noise Management Plan
2.3 Noise Manager: the site operator will identify and appoint a named person as Noise
Manager with responsibility for noise control and management. The Manager will be reported
to the Council and be the main contact in relation to noise related matters. The Manager will
update this Plan as required to reflect operations on the site. The named person will also be
responsible for managing any neighbour / third party complaints that are received in the
accordance with the complaints procedure (see point 2.4 below). This is to ensure good
neighbour relations are upheld and any complaints are dealt with professionally and objectively.
Any change to the named person and/or site operator will be reported to the Council.
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COMMENT/OBJECTION to 2.3
The named person/s as Noise Manager must be contactable by those seeking to complain
during all hours of the operation of the warehouse, car parks and service yard.
RECOMMENDATIONS
1. A dedicated mobile telephone number and email address for each named person/s as Noise
Manager shall be clearly posted at each entrance/exit to the site.
2. The dedicated mobile telephone number and email address for each named person/s as
Noise Manager will be delivered in a letter to each dwelling in Blakelands.
3. Any changes to the named person/s as Noise Manager and/or site operator will be clearly
posted at each entrance/exit to the site and will be delivered in a letter to each dwelling in
Blakelands.
4. There shall be annual independent monitoring survey of noise; to establish the relevance
of the Noise Management Plan, and that it continues to ensure and protect the amenity of
adjacent residential properties, from changes in possible adverse noise pollution.
2.0 Noise Management Plan
2.8 Vehicle Alarms: use of tonal reversing alarms will be minimised at all times.
COMMENT/OBJECTION to 2.8
Condition 9 requires that any HGV vehicles operating on the site shall be fitted with broadband
White noise reversing alarms.
IV.

V.
VI.

Tonal alarms are the original solution to help reduce reversing accidents but emitted a
single piercing note that caused disturbances to neighbouring communities and came
with a host of other issues.
With such a strident sound in an urban environment, the sound bounces of walls causing
vulnerable road users to think the sound was coming from the opposite direction.
White sound reversing alarms are the safest and yet quietest on the market. The White
sound emitted uses broadband sound with multiple frequencies rather than a single
alarm.
They are directional therefore instantly locatable, enabling pedestrians to work out
exactly which vehicle is moving and in which direction, allowing them to move to safety.
They also dissipate sounds quickly and can only be heard in the danger zone.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Procedures will be put in place to audibly verify and record that all HGV vehicles entering
the site are fitted with broadband White noise reversing alarms.
2. HGV operators contracted to deliver or pick up from the site will be informed that any
vehicle fitted only with a tonal reversal alarm only, will be barred from entering the site.
3. Any HGV, fitted only with a tonal reversal alarm only, attempting to enter the site, shall be
immediately turned away and prevented from entering the site.
2.0 Noise Management Plan
2.13 Status & Reviews: this Plan will become a controlled document and form part of the Site’s
Management System. In line with Condition 17, the Plan will be reviewed periodically to ensure
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it remains relevant to the operation of the site and events that have occurred include remedial
measures following a complaint.
RECOMMENDATION
1. Any periodic review, resulting in amendments to the Noise Management Plan, shall have
the prior agreement and approval in writing from the Local Authority.
NOISE RELATED MATTERS NOT COVERED IN THE NOISE MANAGEMENT PLAN
The following matters should be addressed in the Noise Management Plan; as they have
potential to affect the amenity of residents living in adjacent properties, by creating adverse
noise pollution to the detriment of their residential amenity.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.

Sounding of vehicle horns whilst on site.
Use of public address systems.
Internal noise escaping from the warehouse.
Forklift operations in the service yard.
Use of the north overflow carpark.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Only in an emergency should HGV, or other vehicle horns, be sounded whilst the vehicle is
stationary, or operating on the site.
2. There should be no use of any public address systems that are audible externally.
3. To avoid noise spill, from inside the warehouse, all loading bay doors should be closed when
not in use.
4. External forklift activity should be minimised as much as possible. Diesel powered forklifts
must not be used within the restricted operating hours for HGVs.
5. The north car park, should only be used as an overflow carpark for limited periods, or for
access by maintenance vehicles, and not by HGVs at any time
A1.9

Comments and recommendations from D Stabler following first representation from Cass Allen
(on behalf of MKC Environmental Health):
“I note and welcome the response from Matthew Barnes Environmental Health Noise Team,
prepared by Cass Allen.
The report notes:
“That the Residents’ Group considers it appropriate for the contact details of the nominated
Noise Manager to be made publicly available.”
But Cass Allen comment:
“It is the position of MKC that any noise complaints should be addressed to the Council to be
dealt with through the Environmental Health department and subsequently onto the Noise
Manager and therefore no direct contact details are necessary.”
I believe that this is not an appropriate way of reporting a noise nuisance after office working
hours or at weekends or Bank Holidays. The Council do not have an Environmental Health
Officer on duty, 27/7/365, only a message service, and so any complaints are not immediately
dealt with or investigated.
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If there’s an issue or activity, perhaps carried out in error; a vehicle moving, loading dock door
left open, tannoy announcement, it could be resolved quickly and amicably, by calling the
dedicated mobile telephone number or emailing the named person/s as Noise Manager, rather
than wait until the next working day to speak to the Council.
Please reconsider and implement the recommendations that:
1. A dedicated mobile telephone number and email address for each named person/s as Noise
Manager shall be clearly posted at each entrance/exit to the site.
2. The dedicated mobile telephone number and email address for each named person/s as
Noise Manager will be delivered in a letter to each dwelling in Blakelands.
3. Any changes to the named person/s as Noise Manager and/or site operator will be clearly
posted at each entrance/exit to the site and will be delivered in a letter to each dwelling in
Blakelands.
4. There shall be annual independent monitoring survey of noise; to establish the relevance of
the Noise Management Plan, and that it continues to ensure and protect the amenity of
adjacent residential properties, from changes in possible adverse noise pollution.”
A1.10 Comments from other interested parties (3 no.) are as follows:
▪ “D Stabler has highlighted to me that MKC’s EHO and Cass Allen have provided a response
to the proposed noise management plan (NMP). I have looked through both of those
responses this morning and have the following comments to make.
The NMP sets out that there will be a noise manager and complaints procedure (paras 2.3
and 2.4) to “ensure good neighbour relations”. However, the NMP does not set out that the
neighbouring residents should be notified with the contact details of the noise manager. I
believe this to be inadequate. If there is noise manager and complaints procedure, then
residents need to know who to contact to raise an issue or complaint. It is not practical to
expect residents to have to attend the warehouse to find out who the noise manager is and
how to make a complaint.
MKC’s EHO position, as set out in the Cass Allen report, is that the noise complaints should
be raised through its EH department rather than with the occupier of the warehouse. This
position conflicts with the NMP. The complaints procedure in the NMP is quite clearly
worded so that residents can raise a complaint with the noise manager. This is obvious from
the use of the word “complainant”, as it would be worded ‘Council’ if the process was only
intended for MKC to raise complaints.
I would also make the point that directing all noise issues or complaints to MKC’s EH
department undermines the purpose of the NMP. Most intermittent or accidental noise
issues would be dealt with quicker and more effectively with the noise manager. For
example, say there was a vehicle alarm going off accidently on a Friday evening. MKC’s EH
department would not even pick that up until Monday morning at the very earliest. If the
residents could contact the noise manager, then it would clearly be dealt with almost
immediately.
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Finally, I have a general comment that the purpose of the NMP condition is to reflect the
operations at the warehouse, i.e. the type of occupier. In this case, it looks like the occupier
is a logistics company similar to Royal Mail. I am not confident that the NMP has actually
been prepared to actually reflect the operations of a logistics company, which I understand
will use smaller vehicles more frequently than HGVs. There are also parts of the NMP which
are also not relevant to the operations of the logistics company, for example para 2.6 refers
to vehicle plant/refrigerated units, but it is my understanding the logistics company will not
be using such vehicles and units.”
▪ “I would like to comment on the above planning applications.
I agree with the comments made by my neighbour [REDACTED].
It's hard to predict issues when we don't know the makeup of the proposed leasee's fleet,
but if it is a Logistics company that leases the building, they are likely to use Vans.
Most logistics companies that use vans, load inside their premises, obviously this would not
be practical with the development as is, as it was constructed for mainly HGV's.
If the leasee does intend to use Vans, please consider ensuring that the overflow car park is
not used as an alternate access to the loading bays and that any loading activities are done
as far away from the residents as is possible.
Also, if the leasee is able to 'get around' the working hours by using Vans, additional sound
barriers would be required along the boundary between the residents and the warehouse
to protect residents from the traffic/vehicle noises, headlights etc.
I also believe that the traffic report actioned by the council previously, should be re visited.
There are always parked vehicles along Yeomans Drive which causes traffic to flow either up
or down the road (it can't flow in both directions at the same time), this causes tailbacks on
Brickhill Street.
On 06/02/19 I took photo's of the traffic on Yeomans Drive, to send to DCC to show how
congested the road is (without the additional traffic that will result from this warehouse), I
was there for about 25 minutes. I have attached some of the Photo's for you to see.
Could the bulk of their vehicles be directed to use Delaware Drive to access and leave the
site? This would alleviate a bottleneck situation and benefit Blakelands , Gifford Park ,
Redhouse Park and Newport Pagnell residents.”
▪ “While the Noise management Plan (NMP) submitted by the Developer does address some
of the policy and organisational issues which were lacking in the original NMP is still does
little to manage or monitor noise activities to protect the amenity of the nearby and
adjoining residents to the site.
The Developer argues further noise studies or detail on how noise is to be controlled are not
necessary. It should be noted the additional noise mitigation measures which had been
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planned for the loading bays have not been installed nor have the operational changes
proposed by the Developer been included in the NMP. Namely restricting use of Overflow
car park at the northern boundary and restricting use of the Northern turning circle.
While Condition 17 and the informative(s) of the original Planning Permission is not specific
it does clearly set out what would be expected and what is necessary to comply with the
Policies of Plan:MK and the Framework. This was also clearly stated in the case officer
response to the original NMP.
The NMP needs to be relevant to the activities on site. The proposed new tenant, 4PX
Express, is a storage and distribution company. At present it is unclear what operations may
be carried out on site and whether, like similar storage and distribution companies, much of
the forward distribution will be through use of vans and vehicles not classed as HGV/LGV (ie
under 3.5 tonnes).
This needs to be clarified and the NMP updated to reflect actual operations.
Residents are concerned if there is any onward distribution using vans and vehicles not
classed as HGV that:
- This may be used to 'get around' the restriction on hours as HGV/LGV are specified
- Loading would take place in the open yard, as the loading bays would not be suitable, with
a subsequent increase in noise from traffic movements and external loading activities
- One of the level access points for the warehouse is on the northernmost corner of the
warehouse so there is the likelihood of this activity taking place even closer to homes. All
the acoustic studies have been predicted on activity taking place predominantly within
loading bays and with the first loading bay being used as the most proximal measure to
homes and noise sensitive receptors. The acoustic studies would need to be repeated to
reflect actual use with suitable noise mitigation measures to fulfil the requirements of
Condition 17.
- 4PX Express states it will employ 120 people it is likely therefore, without restrictions, that
the overflow car park on the northern boundary closest to homes will be in constant use
- The noise barrier only extends along the northern turning circle and not along the roadway
and car park alongside homes so there are no mitigation measures in place
Although not specifically relevant to the NMP, without any solid barrier between the car
park and homes, vehicle headlights will sweep across our homes as vehicles manoeuvre in
and out of the car parking spaces.
It should be noted that residents issues with lighting along the northern side of the
warehouse have not been addressed or resolved: the lights on the warehouse are set at a
level so that to residents they are unshielded and visually comparable to car headlights
pointing at our gardens and homes.
Traffic Management plan
The onsite traffic management plan (TMP) separates car vehicles and HGV however if there
is to be any onward distribution through use of vans under 3.5 tonnes
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- There is no specific provision for separation of van and HGV traffic
- There is no designated van loading area
- The number of vehicle movements to and from the site will have been vastly
underestimated which will have a significant impact on traffic movement along the access
roads, V10 and V10/H3 junction
Neither the NMP nor the TMP states any site speed limit, normally considered essential for
managing and minimising traffic noise and for on-site traffic safety.”
A1.9

Letters in support of the application from 4PX Express UK Co Ltd:
First letter
“Please accept this letter as confirmation of our strong support for the current application.
We are currently in advanced stages of legal agreements with GUPI 6 to take a 10 year lease of
the premises. We have a pressing need to operate from the site as soon as possible and intend
to use it as a storage and distribution facility in accordance with the use and restrictions set by
Planning Permission Ref: 18/02341/FUL.
4PX Express is a well-established distribution/fulfillment service provider, founded in China in
2004, and voted the number one cross-border e-commerce solutions provider in recent years.
4PX employs over 1,500 employees across 50 different worldwide locations. Please visit our
website for more details. (http://en.4px.com/index.php/about-us.html).
We have had a longstanding requirement for a storage and distribution facility in Milton Keynes
to support our existing and planned business growth. As you will appreciate, Milton Keynes is
strategically located to serve the M1 corridor and wider strategic road network. The Blakelands
area is ideally positioned to support this requirement and we particularly attracted to the
modern and sustainable facility that has been constructed by GUPI 6 compared to a range of
less suitable alternatives. The site’s short-term availability has also been an important
consideration compared to other options, particularly those outside Milton Keynes.
We intend to employ 120 people in a range of full and part time posts. As this is a new location
for our business, we expect the majority of posts to be new and primarily filled by Milton
Keynes’ workforce and local population. This will offer a significant economic and social benefit
to the local area. Due to the nature of our business, we also expect to create relationships with
existing businesses such as One Stop Pest Control and Ace Window Cleaning Services to support
our daily operations. This will offer important spin-off benefits for the local economy.
We are fully aware of the site’s existing planning permission and the operational restrictions
that have been imposed. Our intention to occupy the property has been in the full knowledge
of those restrictions, which we will operate within. We also inputted into the noise and highway
management plans that were submitted as part of this application to ensure that the details
reflect our operational and management methods.
We are a good neighbour and have extensive experience of managing our properties and
operations to ensure that the amenity and living conditions of nearby residents is protected.
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This is a significant long-term investment for us and want to have a positive relationship with
your Council and residents from the outset.
We hope this letter demonstrates our commitment to the responsible management of this
property and the economic and social benefits we will offer to Milton Keynes. We also request
the current application can be determined positively at the earliest opportunity to allow our
occupation to proceed.”
Second letter
“I refer to the above application. You will be aware from our letter of support dated 28th July
2021 that we are the prospective occupier of the site.
We have been monitoring the application with close interest. We have also been in discussions
with GUPI 6 on the content of the Noise Management Plan and have inputted into and
approved the revisions that have been made following the Cass Allen advice letter dated 5th
October 2021. The Plan has our strong support and is entirely acceptable to us given our
commitment to being a responsible operator and good neighbour.
As part of your consideration of this application, we would like to report that on Thursday 30th
September 2021, we hosted representatives of the Blakelands residents at our Dunstable site.
We understand they wished to inspect our operation in light of concerns regarding the
operation of the Milton Keynes sites.
We were pleased to meet the residents and our Warehouse and Health & Safety, Maintenance
& Security Managers gave them a tour of the operation. My colleagues explained the daily
operation of the site, how many deliveries we receive and the process for onward distribution.
We also explained our management of the site in terms of noise sensitive operations including
the following:
•
•
•
•

Noise of trucks arriving / idling outside
Sound from loading trailers
Staff leaving night shifts
Operation of the 2 loading bays closest to the overflow carpark.

We demonstrated the loading of a container that was on a bay using a silent battery-operated
forklift truck and reiterated that our normal delivery schedule was between 5 to 8 deliveries a
day and certainly not the 38 per hour which they had been informed it would be. We explained
that due to health and safety there is no work carried out at night in the outside yard and that
our deliveries were mostly containers which once reversed onto the loading bays, ignitions
were turned off and the keys kept inside warehouse so there can be no idling. It was also noted
that as we only use certain couriers, we load up full containers around circa 8 to 16 times per
day and we did not have multiple small delivery vans arriving and departing consistently during
the day.
Overall, it was a very productive meeting and we appreciated the time taken by the residents
to visit us and understand our business operation. We understand our responsibility to be a
good neighbour and have never had any complaints from our neighbours in Dunstable. We
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hope this is the beginning of a positive and close working relationship with the Blakelands
residents once we are in occupation of the site.
I trust this letter is a useful update and demonstrates our continued commitment to the
responsible management of this property and the economic and social benefits we will offer to
Milton Keynes.”
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ITEM

7

Proposal:

Consultation on the draft Development Brief for the CMK Theatre Multi-Storey
Car Park site

Case Officer:

Grant Gibson
Design and Special Projects Manager
grant.gibson@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Team Manager:

Neil Sainsbury
Head of Placemaking
neil.sainsbury@milton-keynes.gov.uk

1.0

Recommendation

1.1

The the Committee note the contents of the draft Brief and offer any informal comment that
they may have on it.

2.0

Introduction

2.1

The draft Brief has been informed by an analysis of the site and a resulting understanding of the
opportunities and challenges as well as an understanding of the existing policy position. It has
also been shaped by an initial informal consultation with a steering group including local Ward
members, CMK Town Council and MK Forum.

2.2

The 0.2125ha site is located within CMK on the corner of Avebury Boulevard and Marlborough
Gate. In planning policy terms guidance for the Theatre car park site outlines a favourable context
that supports the Council’s aspirations for the site. This includes requiring new development to
make a positive contribution to improving the vitality of the city centre as well as improving the
overall mix of uses. Policy also supports residential, cultural and leisure uses as well as compact,
higher density development that will bring more people into CMK for a variety of reasons.

2.3

The Council is required to initiate the preparation of a Development Brief through the adopted
protocol for the preparation of development briefs, which sets out a process for stakeholder
engagement. The protocol includes the Development Control Committee (DCC) as a consultee at
the formal consultation stage.

2.4

The formal consultation period for this Development Brief runs from Monday 27th September for
6 weeks until 8th November 2021.

2.5

The aim of this report is to summarise the key content contained within the draft Brief.

3.0

Aim/purpose of the Development Brief

3.1

The aim of the Development Brief is to provide clear planning and design guidance for this site,
which will help attract high quality bids as well provide a degree of clarity and confidence for
developers when preparing planning applications. It is not intended to stifle the creativity of

(60)

development but rather provide clarity on what the key elements of any schemes should be. A
key aim of the Brief is therefore to streamline and speed up the process of submitting and
determining planning applications.
3.2

The Brief will also be used to help determine any future planning application(s) albeit with limited
planning weight, solely as a material planning consideration and not as development plan policy
or supplementary design guidance.

4.0

Scope of the Brief

4.1

The Development Brief has been informed by the site context and reflects national and MKC
planning policy, best practice, MKC Council Priorities as well as the results of an informal
consultation on the issues and aspiration for the site from local stakeholders.

5.0

Content of the Brief
Planning Policy

5.1

The Development Brief concerns an existing non-functional multi-storey car park site within the
designated Primary Shopping Area of CMK.

5.2

The brief provides a summary of key relevant policy and other guidance for the theatre car park,
and outlines a favourable policy context that supports the Council’s aspirations for the site. Policy
SD2 of Plan:MK states that “CMK will continue to be promoted as the focus for retail, office,
residential, cultural and leisure activity within the context of the wider aspiration to provide a
high quality environment and visitor experience. New development should make a positive
contribution to improving the vitality of the city centre and should aim to improve the overall mix
of uses. The site is located within the Primary Shopping Area where improvements to the quality
of the environment, public realm and the shopping and , leisure and cultural experience of the
area will be sought”.
Site Context

5.3

The site is located in a key strategic location within CMK along its eastern edge facing Campbell
Park, as well as being on the corner of Avebury Boulevard and Marlborough Gate. It neighbours
the MK Theatre building and is adjacent to the Xscape.

5.4

Access is taken directly from Marlborough Gate. Consequently the site is served by infrastructure
that connects to the wider MK grid road network. A redway also runs directly adjacent to the site
along Marlborough Gate.
Development Opportunities

5.5

The Brief highlights Milton Keynes Council’s high aspirations and expectations that development
of the site can help contribute to a dynamic, exciting, interesting and prosperous city centre. It
goes on to say that the Council are committed to a placemaking led scheme that delivers social,
economic, health and environmental benefits and value to end users, as well as other residents,
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employees and visitors of Milton Keynes. There will be a special focus on the inclusion of
community and leisure uses to cater for the growing residential population in CMK.
Summary of Opportunities and Constraints
5.6

The site is located in a highly visually prominent position when assessed from 2 different
perspectives. Firstly, when entering CMK by bicycle, foot, bus or car from the east and can
therefore help demarcate this key gateway into CMK as well as helping with wayfinding.
Secondly, it occupies a prominent position overlooking Campbell Park so along with Hotel la Tour
could start creating a real skyline for CMK when viewed from the east. In both cases this allows
the opportunity for a landmark building to be established on the site. This might include the
development oversailing the classic infrastructure to the south east corner creating a dramatic
entry into CMK from Avebury Boulevard to the east.

5.7

The site is situated in a highly accessible location in CMK, within walking distance of a range of
city centre uses, notably Campbell Park.

5.8

The development could contribute to a greater variety and mix of uses within the Primary
Shopping Area which results in increased 24/7 pedestrian activity, and people coming into CMK
for new/different reasons.

5.9

The site could also widen the residential tenure availability with more affordable housing
provided within the city centre.

5.10 Redevelopment of the site presents an opportunity to improve the quality of the public and
pedestrian routes surrounding the site, notably through the incorporation of active frontages.
Redevelopment can also importantly address the highly unattractive publicly accessible route
behind the Theatre by closing it off to the general public.
5.11 The variety of surrounding building massing, architectural style and materials means there is
significant flexibility available in the design of the development to allow for an architectural
‘statement’ building that contributes to the architectural stock of CMK.
5.12 There is an existing vehicular access and separate egress, off Marlborough Gate which could
potentially be used for servicing of the site.
5.13 While the existing lower level of the ground floor car park level could be seen as a constraint it
might also be an opportunity to accommodate on site parking for the development.
5.14 There are other buildings in close proximity to the west and north. Development on the site will
need to respect daylight, sunlight and privacy of surrounding buildings, although this is
potentially mitigated by the fact that all have their backs and service areas facing adjoining the
car park site boundaries.
5.15 While the logical back to the development is facing north (the rear of the Theatre), development
will need to positively address the other 3 sides of the site.
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Key Design Principles
5.16 Lower floors that delivers independent community, culture and leisure focussed uses which will
widen the CMK offer will especially be supported. Residential uses on upper floors will further
add to the vitality and prosperity of CMK.
5.17 The development should improve the attractiveness and safety of the adjacent public realm for
all through the incorporation of active frontages to face onto Avebury Boulevard, Marlborough
Gate and the western elevation addressing 12th Street.
5.18 Any ‘back of house’ services should be located along the northern side of the site to face the rear
of the Theatre. Servicing and car park access should be taken off Marlborough Gate.
5.19 A higher density of development should be pursued which maximises pedestrian footfall in the
area increasing the animation, interest and vibrancy of the public realm thereby increasing its
social value
5.20 A landmark corner of exceptional architectural quality is sought at a key gateway and on a key
frontage which improves the reputational and economic standing of CMK.
5.21 There is an opportunity to maximise the potential of the expanded site through the inclusion
additional floorspace which might include oversailing and incorporation of the public realm and
pedestrian routes into the fabric of the development. Critical in this regard is to improve the
environment around the existing underpass.
5.22 Finally, this should be an eco-friendly sustainable development that adds to MKC’s green
aspirations.
Annex: Theatre MS Car Park Site, CMK - Draft Development Brief
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Introduction

1.1
	

1.1.1

Vision Statement:

This Development Brief concerns a strategically
junction of Avebury Boulevard and Marlborough
Gate in Central Milton Keynes (CMK) (see fig 1
& 2).

	

1.1.2

“To create an exceptional mixed
use development that capitalises
on its outstanding gateway location that
affords stunning views over Campbell Park
and beyond and is positioned adjacent to
the most popular theatre outside London,
an acclaimed and recently expanded
MK Art Gallery and complementary uses.”


located development opportunity on the key

Milton Keynes Council has high aspirations
and expectations that development of this site
can help contribute to a dynamic, exciting,
interesting and prosperous city centre. The
Council are committed to a placemaking led
scheme that delivers social, economic, health
and environmental benefits and value to end
users as well as other residents, employees and
visitors of Milton Keynes.

Theatre Car Park Site

Potential site expansion

B

E
AV

YB
UR

OU

R
VA
LE

D

Figure 1: The Site
www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla
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Location and Ownership

1.2.1

Milton Keynes within the Oxcam Arc

Together with the East-West rail connecting Oxford and

Milton Keynes is strategically located within

Cambridge via Milton Keynes, Milton Keynes’s currently

the Oxford-Cambridge Growth Arc where a

exceptional accessibility will be further enhanced. Milton

population of 410,000 and 50,000-90,000 new

Keynes was recently identified as having the fastest

jobs are proposed by 2050 with the provision

growing economy in the UK. With CMK at the heart of

of 30,000-35,000 new homes in addition to the

Milton Keynes. It is felt by Milton Keynes Council that

25,000 already planned.

this site is a significant opportunity. (See figure 2)

	

1.2
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Figure 2:
Milton Keynes location within the
Oxford-Cambridge Growth Arc
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1.2.2

Figure 3: Site Location

Site location within CMK
The development opportunity comprises of a

	

site within CMK (see figure 1):
(i) Theatre Car Park, which is in the ownership
of Milton Keynes Council, building footprint
measuring approximately 0.1875 ha (0.46

(ii) Land to the North East and South East
of Theatre Car Park, which is a potential

1.2.3

The site is located in a key strategic location


	

acres);

expansion of the above development site, also

within CMK along its eastern edge facing

in the ownership of Milton Keynes Development

Campbell Park, on the corner of Avebury

Partnership (a company wholly owned by Milton

Boulevard and Marlborough Gate. It is adjacent

Keynes Council) and measures approximately

to the Xscape Building and within the designated

0.2125 ha (0.525 acres).

Primary Shopping Area (see figure 3).

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla
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Figure 5: Aerial view of site
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Purpose of the Development Brief

1.3.1

The purpose of this document is to outline

	

1.3

with current national and local Planning Policy
and has been subject to public consultation.
In addition it will be submitted for approval by

the various options that exist for the future of

MKC Cabinet and if approved will therefore be

these sites as well as provide the key design

a material consideration in helping determine

principles that should under underpin any

planning applications albeit with limited planning

proposal and which will result in a high quality

weight.
1.3.6

	

1.3.2

Cabinet, the guidance contained within the Brief

guidance applicable for the development of

will assist with the marketing of the site.

process, by providing clarity and certainty

1.4

to developers such that if they adhere to

	

which reflect Council (MKC), and other local

	

Section 2 describes the planning policy context
of the site.

	

policy, their proposals will likely be seen
favourably by the Local Planning Authority.

Section 1 outlines the purpose of the brief, as
well as its location and ownership.

stakeholder expectations for the site, and
respect the requirements of MKC planning

Structure of Brief
The Brief is divided into five sections:

the principles contained within the Brief

Section 3 provides a site analysis of the site
itself and the surrounding area. A thorough

The Brief has been prepared to help deliver on

understanding of this will have an important

the policies relating to CMK in Milton Keynes

bearing on the key design principles and

Local Plan, Plan:MK as well as the Milton

parameters.

Keynes 2050 Strategy in terms of its aims

Section 4 outlines the various options that Milton

around “Renaissance:CMK”.

	

	

Once approved by Milton Keynes Council

The Brief provides planning and design
each option. This will aid the development

1.3.3

	

placemaking led scheme.

Keynes are considering for the future of the
site as well as the key design and development

The Development Brief has been prepared to

principles, that should inform any development

accord with current Planning Policy – a key aim

proposals. The accompanying Parameters

though is to contextualise the policy for the site

Plan for each option spatially illustrates where

covered by the Brief.

possible the design principles.
Section 5 identifies general planning






1.3.4

	

1.3.5

The Development Brief has been
commissioned, not by the Planning Authority,
but rather by the landowner and it has not been

requirements as well as developer
requirements.

subject to the all the statutory requirements that
a planning document would have to undergo.
The Brief has however been prepared to accord
www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla
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Introduction

2.1.3

throughout Milton Keynes

underpinned the content of this brief but more
importantly should inform any development

2.1.4
	

	

This section of the Brief outlines the key
relevant planning policy that has not only

	

Development Plan

	

CENTRAL MILTON KEYNES A. Central Milton Keynes (CMK) will continue
to be promoted as the focus for retail, office,
residential, cultural and leisure activity within

Plan:MK

the context of the wider aspiration to provide a
high quality environment and visitor experience.

Plan:MK was adopted in March 2019 and forms

New development should make a positive

part of the Development Plan guiding future
planning applications.

contribution to improving the vitality of the city

It reflects aspirations for the Oxford - Cambridge

mix of uses.

Arc, and priorities set out by the Milton Keynes

B. The retail core of CMK is the primary

centre and should aim to improve the overall

	



2.1.2

Policy SD2
ROLE AND FUNCTION

proposals for the site.

2.1.1

Policy SD1 of Plan:MK, outlines the strategic
Place-Making principles for development

	

2.1

	

Urban Design & Landscape Architecture

Futures 2050 Commission.

shopping area defined on the Policies Map as
the area between Silbury Boulevard, Avebury

	

2.1.3

Boulevard, Saxon Gate and Marlborough Gate.

The key relevant planning policy within Plan:MK

Improvements to the quality of the environment,

for the site is as follows:

public realm, including the natural environment

	

Policy DS4

and green spaces, and the shopping, leisure

Retail and Leisure Development Strategy

and cultural experience of this area will be
sought.

Policy DS4 of Plan:MK seeks to :
	

	

in CMK
1. Develop the Borough’s retail, leisure,

C. Small scale convenience retail and



Use Class A3/A4 food and drink uses will

entertainment and cultural offer with main town

continue to be supported as part of mixed use

centre uses developed within town centres.

developments throughout CMK. New leisure

2. Promote and support town centre development


uses will be promoted within the retail core to

(including the night-time economy).

support the diversification of Milton Keynes’ offer
as a visitor destination. The Council will seek



3. Plan for the provision of new shops, services

the development of community uses within CMK

development.

to cater for its growing residential population.



4. In CMK, promote improvements to the public

	

and facilities in areas of new residential

D. The role of the City Centre as a major hub for
financial, professional and business services will

realm

continue to be supported. The main location for



5. In CMK demand for retail, leisure and cultural

additional office development will be the area

floorspace will be met either by the development

between Saxon Gate, the Railway, Childs Way

of city centre sites already in the development

and Portway.

and the redevelopment of existing buildings.

E. Residential development will continue to be

	

pipeline, or by the development of vacant sites

supported in CMK where it provides a range of
well-designed good quality living environments.
www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

(74)

11

Policy SD3
CENTRAL MILTON KEYNES –

2.1.6
	

2.1.5
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A. Proposals for 11 or more new dwellings will
be expected to provide a mix of tenure, type and

GROWTH AND AREAS OF CHANGE

size of dwellings that:

A. In order for CMK to maintain and develop its

1. Reflects the Council’s latest evidence of


position as a regional centre and the driver of

housing need and market demand;

of growth will need to be accommodated. The

2. Reflects the needs of different household

Council will therefore seek to accommodate the

types;

following in CMK:

3. Avoids the over-concentration of certain types

	



the Borough’s economy, significant new levels

of residential development in an area; and

2. 110,000m2 of office floorspace (12)

4. Takes account of the nature of the

	

1. 3,535 additional new homes.

development proposal, for example flatted

3. Up to 33,490m2 of comparison retail


.

Policy HN1 HOUSING MIX AND DENSITY

development or supported/sheltered housing

floorspace in the primary shopping area of

where greater variety of house type, size or

CMK.

tenure may not be feasible or appropriate.



4. The site requirements of existing and
institutions, which may include an element of

	

potential further and higher education
to provide a wider mix of tenure, type and

student accommodation.

size of affordable and market dwellings, and a



5. Additional food and drink and hotel

range of net densities across the development

floorspace.

commensurate with their greater potential to

6. Support services for people with specific
 

create and sustain inclusive mixed communities

needs.

and help deliver the strategic objectives of

7. Green infrastructure for the wellbeing of CMK


Plan:MK.

residents and the attractiveness of CMK for

	

visitors in line with Policy NE4.
natural environment in line with Policies NE2

land with respecting the surrounding character

	

and NE3.

and context. Higher density development will be
encouraged in locations with good accessibility

B. This new growth will be accommodated using

to facilities, that are well served by public

a combination of the redevelopment of vacant,

transport, and where it can be accommodated

underdeveloped and under-performing sites.
	

C. Net densities of proposals for 11 or more new
dwellings should balance making efficient use of



8. Conserve biodiversity and provide for the

B. Larger residential proposals will be expected

by existing or improved infrastructure.

The role of Campbell Park as the main city
park will be improved where opportunities arise.

	

centre park will be maintained and links to the

following areas should be within the ranges

The impact of development proposals on the

indicated:
	

setting of the park will be considered in the
determination of planning applications for those

D. Net densities for proposals within the

1. Central Milton Keynes (excluding Campbell
Park): 150 – 500 dwellings per hectare.

	

proposals.

2. Area covered by the Central Bletchley
Prospectus: 150 – 250 dwellings per hectare.

12
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policy HN1 encourages higher density

proposed, to achieve densities that help realise

development (150-500 dph in CMK) in locations

wider strategic objectives, they will be required

with good accessibility to facilities, and that

to demonstrate the site has good accessibility

are well served by public transport. It further

to frequent public transport services to public

states “Where no or low levels of parking are

transport nodes, district/town/local centres,

proposed, to achieve densities that help realise

schools and employment areas.

wider strategic objectives, they will be required

  

E. Where no or low levels of parking are

to demonstrate the site has good accessibility
to frequent public transport services to public

	

F. Where the amount of proposed open space

transport nodes, district/town/local centres,

would be below that required by other policies in

schools and employment areas.”

the plan, in order to achieve densities that help
be required to: 1. Ensure the proposed private

2.1.11 Policy CC1 (Public Art) part B, A minimum
	

realise wider strategic objectives, proposals will

of 0.5% of the gross development costs of

and/or shared outdoor amenity space and

proposals for 11 or more dwellings or non-

the internal amenity of buildings is designed

residential development of 1,000 sq.m or more

and provided to an exceptional quality; and 2.

should, subject to viability, be allocated to

Demonstrate that there is a sufficient quantity of

cultural wellbeing.

open space within reasonable proximity of the
site.

2.1.12 Policy CC2 (Location of Community facilities
	

Policy HN2 (Affordable Housing) proposals for


2.1.7

11 or more homes should provide 31% of those

) Planning permission will be granted for

homes as affordable housing.

non-residential community facilities within, or
adjacent to Central Milton Keynes , town ,district

Policy SC1 (Sustainable Construction) sets out

	

2.1.8

and local centres.

our requirements for sustainable construction,
which we go into more detail about in the
forthcoming Sustainable Construction SPD
2021.
Milton Keynes has a unique selling point around

	

2.1.9

its design and therefore its Design Policies are
really important to inform any proposal. These
include:


Policy D1: Designing a High Quality Place,
Policy D2: Creating a Positive Character Policy
D3: Design of Buildings, Policy D4: Innovative
Design and Construction and Policy D5:
Amenity and Streetscene.

	

2.1.10 Policy CT10 of Plan:MK states that all
development should meet the Council’s
full parking standards, unless mitigating
  

circumstances dictate otherwise. However,
www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla
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CMK Alliance Plan

development is proposed, which would:
  

• raise the profile of Milton Keynes nationally or
internationally;

	

2.1.13 The CMK Business Neighbourhood Plan was
made part of the Development Plan in June



• make a substantial contribution to the

2015.

economic, employment, social, cultural and
other key objectives of the plan and city

	

2.1.14 The Plan celebrates CMK’s distinct design and

prosperity; and

heritage but just as important is the promotion
of CMK’s emerging role as the centre of a

• would enhance CMK’s distinctive identity.

prosperous and growing region, through greater
to the economic, social and environmental well-

2.1.16 Policy CMKAP G6 promotes mixed use
	

and more diverse development that contributes

development, whilst CMKAP G7 promotes

being of Milton Keynes.

active frontages on buildings facing the public

To achieve growth within the existing grid

realm.

layout and development plots, the Plan
assumed when CMK was originally planned. It
is important that the centre remain a desirable
place to live, particularly for younger individuals
and couples working in the centre and for
older ‘empty nesters’. The Plan identifies a key
opportunity as the transformation of the primary
shopping area into the heart of Milton Keynes
in particular to transform its largely functional

2.1.17 Policy CMKAP G9 states that buildings on
	

supports building at higher densities than those

Gates and Boulevards should be up to 8
storeys.
Proposals for taller buildings will be required
to satisfy certain criteria, including offering
outstanding economic and social benefits to
CMK and Milton Keynes, and avoiding adverse
impacts.

experience into something that contributes
2.1.18 The Business Neighbourhood Plan identifies


to a deeper social and community sense of
belonging in Milton Keynes, Currently the

a number of development sites within CMK for

consumer dimension tends to dominate the civic

mixed use development.

and social dimensions of life in CMK. There
is a need to create a stronger sense of place,
a vital and exciting heart of the city. The city
centre should be seen as a place not just for
specific shopping or leisure purposes but rather
the place to ‘see and be seen’ and the place to
meet friends and colleagues and to simply enjoy
and experience the heart of city life.



2.1.15 Policy CMKAP G1 defines those areas
which are considered to be ‘classic CMK
infrastructure’. The policy requires the
extent, layout and quality of classic CMK
infrastructure to be retained, unless exceptional
circumstances exist. Policy CMKAP G11
explains that Policy CMKAP G1 may be
applied with some flexibility if an exceptional
14
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2.2

	

2.2.1

National Planning Guidance

communities and residential environments (para 93a)

National Planning Policy Framework

Promoting sustainable transport

The National Planning Policy Framework
(updated July 2021) promotes sustainable
development that meets 3 overarching
1. Economic - to help build a strong, responsive


	

objectives:
and competitive economy, by ensuring that
sufficient land of the right types is available in
2. Social - to support strong, vibrant and healthy


	

the right places
communities, by ensuring that a sufficient
number and range of homes can be provided

Development should be focused on locations which
are sustainable through limiting the need to travel and
offering a genuine choice of transport modes. (para
105).
Making effective use of land
Give substantial weight to the value of using suitable
brownfield land within settlements for homes and other
identified needs (para 120c)
Promote and support the development of under-utilised
land and buildings (para 120d)

to meet the needs of present and future
generations; and by fostering well designed

Achieving appropriate densities

beautiful and safe places, with accessible

Planning policies and decisions should support

services and open spaces that reflect current

development that makes efficient use of land, taking

and future needs and support communities

into account: The identified need for different types of

health, social and cultural wellbeing

housing and other forms of development (para 124a)

 



3. Environmental - including making effective
use of land and moving to a low carbon

The importance of securing well-designed, attractive
and healthy places (para 124e)

economy (para 8)
Achieving well-designed places
Ensuring the vitality of town centres

Will function well and add to the overall quality of the

Recognise that residential development often plays

area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of

an important role in the vitality of town centres and

the development;

encourage residential development on appropriate sites
(para 86f)

Are visually attractive as a result of good architecture,
layout and appropriate and effective landscaping;

Promoting healthy and safe communities
Development should promote social interaction,
including opportunities for meetings between people
who might not otherwise come into contact with - for
example, through mixed use developments and active
street frontages (para 92a)

Are sympathetic to local character and history, including
the surrounding built environment and landscape
setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate
innovation or change (such as increased densities);
Establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using
the arrangement of streets, spaces, building types and

To provide the social, recreational and cultural facilities
and services the community needs, development
should include shared spaces, community facilities and
other local services to enhance the sustainability of
www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

materials to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive
places to live, work and visit;
Optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and
sustain an appropriate amount and mix of development
(including green and other public space) and support
(78)
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local facilities and transport networks; and Create

Especially important in the context of this site is it

places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which

advocates compact development, development that

promote health and well-being, with a high standard

lines/addresses the street providing active frontages,

of amenity for existing and future users 49; and where

landmarks in appropriate place to help with legibility as

crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not

well a mix of uses.

undermine the quality of life or community cohesion and

2.3

MK Futures 2050

Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding

2.3.1

The 2050 Strategy for Milton Keynes was

	

resilience. (Para 130 a-f)

adopted by the Council in December 2020.

and coastal change by supporting the transition to
account of flood risk and coastal change. It should
help to: shape places in ways that contribute to radical

2.3.2

	

a low carbon future in a changing climate, taking full
The Strategy for 2050 which is a non-statutory
planning document but which will inform future

reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimise

planning policy in the Council’s Local Plan sets

vulnerability and improve resilience; encourage the

out Milton Keynes growth ambition to achieve a

reuse of existing resources, including the conversion

population of 410,000 by 2050. It builds on what

of existing buildings; and support renewable and

makes the city special but also aims to address

low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.

threats to the city’s success and wellbeing.
	

(Paragraphs 152 to 173)

Given CMK is at the heart of the city it’s
continued prosperity is fundamental to the

	

2.2.4

The National Design Guide (September 2019)

The Strategy identifies that for CMK:
1. More people should be spending more


National Design Guide

overall success of MK.

time in CMK. It has the room to provide

was created to ensure beautiful, enduring and

more offices, homes and space for retail,

successful places are delivered. It outlines 10

community, leisure and cultural facilities.

characteristics of well designed places

There vacant or under-utilised buildings ripe

1. Context - enhances the surroundings



3. Built Form - a coherent pattern of
development


4. Movement - accessible and easy to
move around

for refurbishment or redevelopment.
2. There are some places where it would be


2. Identity - attractive and distinctive

appropriate to build at greater densities
and increased height such as Hotel la Tour
which overlooks Campbell Park. There is the
space and opportunity to deliver a stronger

5. Nature - enhanced and optimised

CMK, whilst retaining its iconic structure and

6. Public Spaces - safe, social and inclusive

character that contributes to its distinctive

7. Uses - mixed and integrated

heritage.


3. CMK wants to be a city centre that links up

 

8. Homes and Buildings - functional, healthy an
9. Resources - efficient and resilient
10. Lifespan - made to last

people friendly public spaces and activities
that serve a wide range of people and visitors
4. CMK should be the ultimate 15 minute


sustainable

neighbourhood where residents, visitors and
workers can easily walk or cycle to different
areas.
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Keynes, alongside our planned growth in jobs,
	

2.3.3

leisure, culture, retail and community facilities

The Strategy promotes the concept of the

(page 65).”

15-minute neighbourhood. It states that “CMK
should be the ultimate 15-minute neighbourhood

2.4

where residents, visitors and workers can easily
walk or cycle between different areas.
	

Supplementary Planning Guidance
(SPG)/Documents (SPDs)



(page 51).”

	

“We want to create a city centre that links up

2.4.1

The following Supplementary Planning

	

2.3.4

Other Planning Guidance

people-friendly public spaces and activities that

Guidance/Documents (SPG/SPDs) should be

serve a wide range of visitors.”

considered as material considerations when
preparing any planning application for the site:

The Strategy acknowledges that“...our wide

•

boulevards and rows of parking in front of low

(Anticipated late 2021)

density, spread-out buildings mean we lack
a sense of vibrancy and activity on the street
(page 50).”

	

2.3.6

space for all residents. It states that“Everyone

	

of online shopping. It states that “long-term
success will rely on us creating new reasons for
people to visit and spend time in CMK safely.
We want a diverse offer with more variety and
independent businesses, retailers and places to
eat, drink and play (page 50).”



In terms of office development, the Strategy
states that “We may benefit from more
companies relocating from London to provide
(smaller) HQ offices closer to where their
employees want to live, and work from home for
part of the week (page 50).”

	

New Residential Development Design Guide

•

Affordable Housing SPD (2020)

•

Milton Keynes Drainage Strategy –
Planning Obligations SPD (2021)

2.5

Planning Summary

The Strategy notes that even before COVID-19,
high street retail was suffering from the growth

2.3.9

•

•

beautiful, open space that connects into the

2.3.8

Parking Standards SPG (2016)

Development and Flood Risk SPG (2004)

should be within a few minutes’ walk of a

2.3.7

•

(2012)

The Strategy promotes easy access to green

wider network of such spaces (page 26)”

Sustainable Construction SPD

The Strategy believes that “There is the capacity
for many more people to live in Central Milton

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

2.5.1 The preceding summary of key relevant
policy and other guidance for the Theatre
car park outlines a favourable policy context
that supports the Council’s aspirations for
the site. Policy SD2 of Plan:MK states that
‘new development should make a positive
contribution to improving the vitality of
the city centre and should aim to improve
the overall mix of uses’. While the site
is located in the Primary Shopping Area,
residential, community, cultural, office and
leisure uses will be supported. Compact,
higher density development that will
bring more people into CMK for a variety
of reasons is sought. Development with
active frontages onto the public realm that
will help animate the public realm is also
encouraged and will be supported.
	

	

2.3.5

(80)
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SECTION 3:
CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS

18

(81)

Urban Design & Landscape Architecture

Introduction

3.1.1

It is important to understand the existing site

	

3.1

and surrounding area and their features, as this
informs the layout and design principles for any
redevelopment of the site that are identified
within Sections 4 and 5 of this Brief. Figures
4 and 5 provide an analysis of the site and its
context.

3.2

Surrounding Area
Land Uses (see fig 4)
	

3.2.1

View of Theatre Car park from Avebury Boulevard with the adjacent
12th Street complex

The site sits within the Central Milton Keynes
Primary Shopping Area and between
Midsummer Boulevard and Avebury Boulevard.
Immediately adjoining and surrounding the
site is the “12th Street precinct” as well as the
theatre district, including the Milton Keynes
Theatre, Milton Keynes Gallery, a mixed use
residential block containing CMK’s main Post
Office and several eateries at ground floor level.
A Premier Inn hotel sits within the same block
along Avebury Boulevard, as well as a range

View of existing site access from Marlborough Gate

of restaurants, bars and leisure uses within the
same blocklet. The Xscape entertainment centre
is situated on the opposite side of Avebury
Boulevard. Campbell Park which is a scheduled
/ listed garden is situated directly to the north
east of the site across Marlborough Street such

	

that the site overlooks it.
Directly to the east of the site is the Campbell
Park residential quarter. A high density
residential-led mixed use development is
currently taking place to the west of the 12th
Street development on the site of the former
Food Centre.
www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

View east along existing footway and Public Realm on Avebury
Boulevard towards Campbell Park

(82)
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Figure 6: Surrounding Area
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Pedestrian access and public realm
	

3.2.2

In terms of strategic pedestrian access, the
footpath along the southern edge of the site
along Avebury Boulevard is the most important
as it provides continuous access along Avebury
Boulevard in both directions - including
becoming a redway once crossed to the east
side of Marlborough Gate. There is also a
redway running along the eastern edge of the

	

site along Marlborough Gate.
Public realm immediately surrounds the site
on all 4 sides. None of the pedestrian routes
are however of high quality or are attractive
because there are blank facades at ground floor
facing all of them

View looking north along western edge of the site. - a rather
unattractive public route

Alleyway to the site from the 12th Street food and leisure precinct

View of service access path to rear of the theatre along northern edgeIt is publicly accessible but highly unattractive.

View from east corner of the site to the underpass and across
Avebury Boulevard

View of east corner of the site from the underpass under
Avebury Boulevard

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

(84)
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There is a footway along the western, and

Public Transport Access

southern edges of the site, A line of semi mature
trees separate an area of level service car park.
3.2.9

The site is located approximately 2km from of

	

There is a redway running along the east edge

the Central Railway Station.

of the site.

of the site which provides pedestrian links to the

3.2.10 There are bus stops located close to the site
	

An underpass exists to the south eastern corner

	

3.2.3

along both Midsummer and Avebury Boulevard.

Xscape building under Avebury Boulevard via a
ramped and rather steep stepped access.
A compact breedon gravel service access path

	

3.2.4

exists along the northern edge between the car
park and the rear of the theatre building. This is
publicly accessible but is very unattractive and
poorly surveyed.

Existing Infrastructure
The site is served on its southern and eastern

	

3.2.4

edges by the “Classic CMK Infrastructure”:
existing surface level parking, transport access,
servicing, pedestrian routes (and in particular
the CMK redway), landscaping and utilities.
Appendix A highlights the key utilities in

	

3.2.5

proximity to the site.
	

Building Heights, and Surrounding Built
Form
Surrounding development is a mix of 3 storey

	

3.2.6

rising to the 15 storey Hotel La Tour buildings
further along Marlborough Street at the junction

The site’s existing vehicular access via Avebury Boulevard and the
classic CMK surface level car park .

with Midsummer Boulevard.

	

3.2.8

There is no consistent approach to the layout
of development in this part of CMK. 12th Street
is based on a fine pedestrian scaled grid while
the southern side is characterised by the linear,
repetitive and wide expanse of the classic CMK
infrastructure. Buildings take on a wide variety
of forms and massing incorporating a significant
variety in materials.

.
The site’s existing vehicular access and egress from

22
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Site boundary
Existing buildings: residential
Existing buildings: (2/3 storey)
Existing buildings: (4 to 6 storey)
Existing buildings: (8 storey)
Existing surface car parking
Pedestrian only areas

MK GALLERY

Existing shared access road &
service area
Gated Services
Fronts of buildings
Poor quality / inactive frontages
Poor quality publicly accessible area
Redway (cycle path)
Pedestrian route
Underpass

MK THEATRE

Primary vehicular route
Porte cochere
Low Level shrub planting / Green Verge
CMK Green Frame
Existing trees

12TH STREET
MULTI-STOREY CAR PARK

Figure 7: Site Analysis
www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

(86)

23

Theatre MS Car Park and Adjoining Land, CMK Development Brief

SITE

The Site

3.3.1

The site comprises Blocklet E3.4S. The site

3.3.4

as a single building, with the auditorium and

is generally flat, although levels do drop quite

flytower of the Theatre rising above a slender

dramatically away from the south eastern corner

steel curtain single wavy roof structure. The

to allow pedestrian access to the underpass

design intention of the undulations are a means

below Avebury Boulevard via steps and a slope

of uniting a series of spaces with different height

down from the existing footpath along Avebury
Boulevard.

requirements. It is a series of buildings arranged

The existing ground floor parking level is

at its northern end which fronts Midsummer

around a civic square (Margaret Powell Square)



3.3.2

Boulevard and provides the setting for the MK

positioned half a storey beneath the current

Gallery and Theatre entrances.

pedestrian street levels surrounding the site.

	

3.3.3

Viewed from a distance, the complex reads

Built in 1999 and Designed by architects
Blonski-Heard with Kut Nadiadi and Robert
Doe, the entire Theatre complex employed
state-of-the-art building techniques and utilised

3.3.5

The ground floor of the car park is positioned


	

3.3

	

View of site in current skyline from Campbell Park

at a lower ground floor level than the level of
the existing footpath at the back of Avebury
Boulevard.

technically advanced equipment available of the
time. The five-storey car park was built around
a steel framed superstructure from which the
concrete parking levels, pedestrian stairwells,
lifts and vehicular access ramps are hung.

24
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Opportunities and Challenges

3.4.1

The preceding sections of the development

separate egress, off Marlborough Gate which

brief provide an appraisal of the site’s existing

could potentially be used for servicing of the

character and context. This has helped inform

site.

	

3.4

	

the following opportunities and challenges.

There is an existing vehicular access and

	

3.4.5

	

3.4.2

While the existing lower level of the ground floor


3.5.6
The site is located in a highly visually prominent

car park level could be seen as a constraint it

position when assessed from 2 different

might also be an opportunity to accommodate

perspectives. Firstly, when entering CMK by

on site parking for the development.

bicycle, foot, bus or car from the east and can
There are other buildings in close proximity
to the west and north. Development on the

  

into CMK as well as helping with wayfinding.

3.4.8

	

therefore help demarcate this key gateway
Secondly, it occupies a prominent position

site will need to respect daylight, sunlight and

overlooking Campbell Park so along with Hotel

privacy of surrounding buildings, although this

la Tour could start creating a real skyline for

is potentially mitigated by the fact that all have

CMK when viewed from the east. In both

their backs and service areas facing adjoining

cases this allows the opportunity for a landmark

the car park site boundaries.

building to be established on the site. This

	

3.4.4

While the logical back to the development

the classic infrastructure to the south east

is facing north (the rear of the Theatre)

corner creating a dramatic entry into CMK from

development will need to positively address the

Avebury Boulevard to the east.

other 3 sides of the site.

The site is situated in a highly accessible

3.4.10 The opportunities and challenges have served
	

	

3.4.3

3.4.9

	

might include the development oversailing

location in CMK, within walking distance of a

to underpin the rationale behind the approach

range of city centre uses, notably Campbell

and principles of this Brief and the Parameters

Park.

Plan, outlined in section 4.

Redevelopment of the site presents an
opportunity to improve the quality of the public
and pedestrian routes surrounding the site,
notably through the incorporation of active
frontages. Redevelopment can also importantly
address the highly unattractive publicly
accessible route behind the Theatre by closing it
off to the general public.

	

3.4.5

The variety of surrounding building massing,
architectural style and materials means there
is significant flexibility available in the design
of the development to allow for an architectural
‘statement’ building that contributes to the
architectural stock of CMK.

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

Campbell Park is situated to the north east of the site across
Marlborough Street .

(88)
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SECTION 4:
OPTIONS AND KEY DESIGN
PRINCIPLES
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Introduction

4.1.1

This section outlines the key design principles

	

4.1

gateway and on a key frontage which improves
reputation and economic standing of CMK
•

relevant to the design and development of the

of the expanded site through additional

various options for the future of Blocklet E3.4S.

accommodation development which might

These principles have been informed by best

include oversailing and incorporation of the

practice, the planning policy context for the

public realm and pedestrian routes into the

site, the site analysis as well as the identified

fabric of the development.

opportunities and challenges.

•

An eco-friendly sustainable development that
adds to MK’s green aspirations.

thorough appraisal of the site’s context.

A Placemaking Led Scheme

4.2.2

As discussed earlier in the Brief, the Council

	

4.2

4.2.2

	

Development proposals should be based on a

	

4.1.2

Opportunity to maximise the potential

CMK has seen and is currently receiving a
significant amount of applications for Build to
Rent (or PRS - Private Rental Schemes). The
Council have an aspiration to have a wider
range of residential tenure within CMK and

are keen on a placemaking led approach to the

would welcome proposals that would widen

redevelopment of the Theatre Car Park. The

  

the offer in MK. It is believed that this site with

placemaking benefits that the Council require to

its highly advantageous location is suitable to

be delivered through the development of the site

contribute to this mix of tenure.

include:
•

Where housing is proposed as part of the
development, It is expected that at least 31% of

Potential for a greater variety and mix of uses

the total housing will be provided as affordable

which results in increased 24/7 pedestrian

housing, as outlined in the Council’s Affordable

activity, and people coming into CMK for new/

Housing SPD adopted in January 2020.

different reasons.
Lower floors (including an active ground floor
frontage) that delivers independent community,
culture and leisure focussed uses which

•

4.3

Options

4.3.1

Two broad built form options have been

	

•

will widen the CMK offer will especially be

identified and explored for the future of Blocklet

supported.

E3.4S For each option, key principles are

Density of homes and people which maximises

spatially represented by an accompanying

pedestrian footfall in the area increasing the

Parameters Plan.

animation, interest and vibrancy of the public
realm thereby increasing its social value
•

Improve the attractiveness and safety of
the adjacent public realm for all through the
incorporation of active ground floor frontages

•

Wider residential tenure and more affordable
housing can be provided within the city centre

•

Density of people, through increased building
height, maximises opportunities for retaining
consumer spend within CMK and enhance the
economic prosperity for MK

•

Potential to create a landmark corner at a key

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla
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Option 1: Redevelopment of the existing
multi-storey car park building for mixed use
development. (Figure 8)

	

4.3.4

This option involves the demolition of the theatre
multi-storey car park building, and the site’s
redevelopment with a mixed use scheme.
An active mixed use ground floor facing its
eastern, southern and western edges level
that includes community focussed uses will be
looked on favourably.

28
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N

MK GALLERY

MK THEATRE

12TH STREET
SITE BOUNDARY

MULTI-STOREY CAR PARK

BUILDING HEIGHTS 4-8 STOREYS
(TALLER ENCOURAGED IF CERTAIN
CRITERIA MET)
SECONDARY ACTIVE FRONTAGE
PRIMARY ACTIVE FRONTAGE
POTENTIAL INDICATIVE OVERSAILING
OF PUBLIC REALM
INDICATIVE ACCESS TO
BASEMENT/UNDERCROFT CAR PARK
INDICATIVE PREFERRED SERVICING /
BACK OF HOUSE
INDICATIVE PEDESTRIAN
BUILDING ENTRANES
PEDESTRIAN ROUTE TO BE RETAINED
REDWAY (CYCLEPATH)
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EXISTING SURFACE LEVEL PARKING
EXISTING BUILDINGS
GREEN FRAME
UPPER FLOOR VIEWS OVER
CAMPBELL PARK
REDEVELOPMENT TO CLOSE OFF
UNATTRACTIVE PEDESTRIAN ROUTE

PRIMARY VEHICULAR ROUTE
LOW LEVEL SHRUB PLANTING /
GREEN VERGE
EXISTING TREES
KEY CORNER

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

Figure 8: Parameters Plan - Option 1
(92)
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Option 2: Redevelopment of the existing multistorey car park building for mixed use development.
(Figure 9)
This option also involves the demolition of the

	

4.3.5

theatre multi-storey car park building, and the
site’s redevelopment with a mixed use scheme.
An active mixed use ground floor facing its
eastern, southern and western edges level that
includes community focussed uses will also
  

be looked upon favourably. However, in this
instance oversailing of the existing public realm
will be encouraged on upper floors in order to
increase the overall capability, capacity and

4.3.6

	

economic viability of the site.
Precedent examples from around the world are
included following Fig 7 to give an idea of how



this more ambitious development might look.
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www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

Figure 9: Parameters Plan - Option 2
(94)
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www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla
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4.4.1

Development should be laid out and designed

	

Layout



4.4

so that the existing public realm is overlooked
by predominantly active frontages and
any private areas created as part of the
development being inaccessible to the public.
The layout should not result in ambiguous space
that is not clearly public or private (such as
alleyways) or public space that is not properly
addressed.

	

4.4.2

For this site, the challenge is that three
frontages face onto the public realm and the
fourth backs directly onto the rear of the Theatre
building itself, therefore there is a clearly
identifiable side to position the private areas
such as servicing. It is anticipated that access to

Example of residential above active ground floor frontage

servicing for the development will be taken from
Marlborough Gate to the northern most corner
of the block.
	

4.4.3

The corner of Marlborough Gate and Avebury
Boulevard is the most prominent elevation, and
therefore servicing should be kept away from
these frontages.

	

4.4.4

It is not anticipated or indeed desirable to
create additional public realm within the site for
example, by creating a pedestrian route through
it.

	

4.4.3

If the option to oversail the existing public realm
and CMK classic infrastructure on Avebury

Active frontages should be included along Avebury Boulevard
and Marlborough Gate.

Boulevard as illustrated in option 2 is pursued,
it is anticipated that the surrounding and below
public realm associated with the existing
underpass will be enhanced and enlivened as
part of the overall development.

Example of Integrated Parking Structure: Vizion development
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4.5

Building Lines and Frontages
Building Lines
	

4.5.1

New development should adhere to the existing
building lines along Avebury Boulevard and
therefore be located behind the existing trees
and surface level parking and public footway
along the site’s boundary. However, option two
encourages the exploration of an ambitious
architectural response to the site restraints and
proposes pushing the building lines forward
at upper floors creating an area of oversailed

Proposed uses of the site should help to activate the surrounding
public realm

covered and enhanced public realm.

	

4.5.2

There is no settled building line along the
Marlborough Gate frontage so there is flexibility
about how close that building line comes to the
existing redway along it.

Frontages
The most important ground floor frontages is


4.5.2

that onto Avebury Boulevard as it is the frontage
that has the most passers-by and is the most
important pedestrian route surrounding the site.
	

The western edge of the site facing the existing
public realm adjacent to and providing access
to 12th Street is also important as is the
Marlborough Gate frontage. Active frontages
are achieved through entrance doors and /
or windows (the latter allowing views into and
out of the windows) within the ground floor

The Marlborough Gate/Avebury Boulevard corner of the site needs to
address the prominence of the location

elevation. The more the entrance doors the
better in terms of creating an active frontage
and enlivening the adjacent public realm.
The creation of significant lengths of blank wall


4.5.3

and wide service yards will not be permitted.

	

4.5.4

Servicing should be designed to be as discreet
as possible to avoid any negative impact of the
building frontage onto the surrounding streets.
It is anticipated that servicing can be located to
the rear of the site (adjacent to the rear of the
Theatre) and accessed from Marlborough Gate

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

Gramophone, Hayes - example of a suitable design response to the site
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via ramps dropping below the proposed new

the variety in surrounding building design

development.

provides a licence to be unconstrained in
architectural creativity with a contemporary

	

4.5.5

The development should provide a weather

design sought. Contemporary appearance

protected walkway within the building envelope,

doesn’t necessarily mean a visually ‘fussy

along the Avebury Boulevard frontage, with a

development’ - CMK is largely characterised by

depth of at least 2 metres, unless option two

simple , elegant and honest architecture.

is proposed where a much deeper weather

	

4.5.6

The street corner at Avebury Boulevard and
Marlborough Gate should be a landmark

4.7

Building Heights

4.7.1

As stated earlier on in this brief the location of

	

protection would be established.

the site at a key position at a gateway into CMK

demarcating this key entrance into CMK from

as well as overlooking Campbell Park justifies

the east. The built form should therefore turn

a taller development to celebrate this position.

the corner with active frontages provided to both

The CMK Business Neighbourhood Plan in

streets.

Detailed Design Appearance

4.6.1

Buildings must be of exceptional contemporary

	

4.6

Policy CMKAP G9 outlines what requirements
need to be met for a development or building
to be taller than 8 storeys. Care needs to be
taken that any future development respects
the existing built form on Avebury Boulevard in

design quality, should enhance their

particular. This may require a stepping down

surroundings and be constructed from high

in height towards the South west corner on

quality, durable materials.
Particular attention should be paid to the
Avebury Boulevard frontage which is very visible
and a key location in terms of portraying the
image of Central Milton Keynes as a modern

4.8

Residential Amenity

4.8.1

Development should provide for a good

	

	

4.6.2

Avebury Boulevard.

standard of amenity, in terms of privacy, sunlight

city centre.
Previous sections of the brief highlighted how

4.8.2

	

	

4.6.3

and daylight.
Provision should be made for private amenity
space in the form of private gardens for ground
floor flats, balconies, roof gardens or terraces,
or private shared gardens.

A Boxpark type development for a food drink and music hub could be
one potential ground floor use that animates CMK public realm.
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Access and Movement

4.10.2 A development’s parking requirement will
	

4.9

normally be provided within the development

Vehicular Movement

provided elsewhere in an agreed location at the

The preferred vehicular access to the

	

4.9.1

site, or where this is not possible, it may be
developer’s expense.

development in all options will be taken from
however identify where alternate/secondary

4.10.3 Car parking should be provided in the form of
	

Marlborough Gate. The Parameter Plans

integrated basement or undercroft parking. As

vehicular access can be taken.

parking should be off Marlborough Gate.

In option 1, the existing block paved parking and

	

4.9.2

with vehicular access, the primary access for

service road could be utilised.

Pedestrian movement will occur along the

	

4.9.3

4.11

Public Realm and Landscaping

4.11.1 There is existing street tree planting within
	

Pedestrian and Cycle Movement

the footways immediately beyond the site’s

existing footways around the site and the

boundaries, which must be protected during

redway to the east of the along Marlborough

construction work except where vehicular

Gate.

infrastructure is proposed.

The main pedestrian entrances to the
development should be located along the
Avebury Boulevard frontage in line with the

4.11.2 If ground floor residential uses are included on


	

4.9.4

access is required or oversailing of the classic

the Marlborough Gate frontage (ground floor

existing underpass.

the Avebury or frontage or that facing 12th

Provision shall be made for cycle parking and,

	

4.9.5

residential uses should not be included along
Street) defensible space (or a privacy strip)

within commercial development, facilities for

should be included.

cyclists (changing rooms, showers, lockers

4.11.3 Development proposals should be accompanied
	

etc.), in order to encourage greater cycle usage.
Proposals should provide, as a minimum, the

by a plan illustrating indicative landscape

cycle parking standards in force at the time of

principles for the site.

the planning submission.
	

4.11.4 Opportunities to include green infrastructure as

4.10

Parking

part of the proposed building, either in the form
of a green roof, roof garden, growing spaces,

4.10.1 Car and powered two wheelers parking
	

green wall, terraces, balconies and/or planters,

requirements shall be in accordance with

can provide amenity landscape at various levels

the parking standards in force at the time of

of a building design.

planning submission. Electric vehicle parking

4.11.5 The development proposal should make a
	

points will be expected as part of the car parking
provision.

positive contribution to the amenity of the area
and the hard and soft landscape detailing will be
an important factor in its success in this regard.

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla
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SECTION 5:
GENERAL DESIGN
PRINCIPLES

38
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5.1.1

Sustainable design and
environmental standards

5.2

Ecology

Milton Keynes has a history of pioneering

5.2.1

Local Plan Policy NE3 on Biodiversity

	

5.1

	

Urban Design & Landscape Architecture

approaches to sustainable design new

Enhancement has the objective of achieving

technologies and aspires to be the greenest

positive gains for biodiversity in the design

city in the world. Our local plan - Plan:MK -

of new development. All new development

commits to continue the borough’s dedication

exceeding 5 dwellings (in the case of residential

to high environmental standards, green urban

development) or incorporating gross floorspace

landscapes and being ‘different by design’.

in excess of 1000sqm (in the case of other

Alongside this are the Council’s objectives

development) will be required to incorporate

of being carbon neutral by 2030 and carbon

proposals to enhance biodiversity.

the site should look to meet or surpass the

5.2.2

	

negative by 2050. Therefore, proposals for
New buildings provide many opportunities for

sustainable standards laid out in Policy (SC1)

wildlife with benefits for biodiversity and the

of Plan MK and the subsequent Sustainable

building occupiers. Specialist boxes or spaces

Construction SPD. As such development should

are available (for example bird/bat bricks,

be aiming for a BREEAM rating of Outstanding

swallow nest cups and sparrow terraces).

(>85%) level of certification which requires

Elements such as climbing plants can create

implementing innovation across all aspects of

habitat and enhance the visual appearance

the project.

of buildings, as well as providing cooling,
insulation and microclimate moderation.

Example of how biodiversity can be integrated to the fabric of a
building and enhance its visual appearance.
www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla
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5.3

General Planning Requirements

5.4

Development Requirements

Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems
When making planning applications it is

5.4.1

	

	

5.3.1

Servicing, Waste and Utilities
The layout and design of the building(s) shall

essential that, to get the best results, the

accommodate requirements and access for

integration of water and SuDS options are

servicing, waste storage and collection and

considered early in the site evaluation and

utilities equipment.

stage. Full consideration of SuDS at the pre-

5.4.2

	

planning process, not just at the detailed design
servicing, waste storage and collection shall

ensuring surface water management is fully

reflect the city centre location and be part

integrated into the development, leading to an

of the building envelope, with no separate

effective drainage design, providing multiple

enclosures. Service yards should not dominate

benefits and with costs considered from the

any elevation and should not occur along the

outset. Further guidance and information can

Avebury Boulevard frontage.
5.4.3

governors, telecoms cabinets - shall be located

Applications”, which is available on the Council’s

in accordance with the CMK Handbook for the

website.

5.4.4

Sustainable Construction SPD set sustainability

for crime and anti-social behaviour following

standards that will have to be considered as

best practice guidance in ‘Secured by Design’.
Most importantly, the layout of the development
should avoid the creation of areas of public

part of the overall design process.
5.4.5

system, unless the developer can demonstrate

any development, as they can become areas

that it would not be feasible or viable.

of anti-social behaviour. Furthermore, there
ownership.

Public Art
	

5.3.4

The development shall include an element of

5.4.6

CHP is the means by which the heat produced
during the generation of energy is used to
produce hot water for heating. CHP is most
efficient when there is a mix of uses near the
plant that create a balanced need for the heat
during the day and night such as residential,
schools, retail and offices. The CHP system is
  

public art, in line with the Council’s policy.

Development will be expected to link into the
existing CMK combined heat and power (CHP)

realm that are ‘leftover’ and not overlooked by

should be no ambiguous space in terms of

	

	

5.3.3

The Council’s Local Plan Policy SC1 and the

  

	

The Council will seek to design out opportunities

Public Realm.

	

Safety and Security

Utilities equipment - electricity sub-stations, gas



Water Drainage; Local Guidance for Planning

	

application and outline stage is important to

be found in the “Milton Keynes Council Surface

5.3.2

Methods of dealing with, and integrating

40
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connected to the mains power grid, providing
additional security of electrical supply.
Connection into the Central Milton Keynes CHP


5.4.7

system will enable the development to fulfil
the low carbon/renewable energy requirement
which forms part of the Council’s planning
policy on sustainable construction. The policy
currently requires a minimum of 10% of carbon
dioxide emissions from the development to be
offset specifically through the use of low/carbon
renewable energy technologies.

Drainage
Where Anglian Water requires the diversion

	

5.4.8

of, or any other works to, adopted sewers
within the site, the developer is responsible for
all works and costs incurred in meeting their
requirements.
The sewers shall be constructed in accordance

	

5.4.9

with the current edition of ‘Sewers for Adoption’
irrespective of their future adoption status.

Broadband
	

5.4.10 All new developments should be encouraged
to provide superfast broadband. Larger
developments of 30 or more homes can have
the infrastructure installed for free if they start
the application process very early in the lifecycle
of their developments. All the necessary
information for developers is on the Openreach
website.

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla
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APPENDIX A: EXISTING UTILITIES

(c) Crown copyright and database rights 2021 Ordnance Survey 100019209

Date: 20/08/21

Scale: 1:500

Important Information - please read The purpose of this plan is to identify Virgin Media apparatus. We have tried to make it as accurate as possible but we
cannot warrant its accuracy. In addition, we caution that within Virgin Media apparatus there may be instances where mains voltage power cables have been
placed inside green, rather than black ducting. Further details can be found using the "Affected Postcodes.pdf", which can be downloaded from this website.
Therefore, you must not rely solely on this plan if you are carrying out any excavation or other works in the vicinity of Virgin Media apparatus. The actual
position of any underground service must be verified by cable detection equipment, etc. and established on site before any mechanical plant is used.
Accordingly, unless it is due to the negligence of Virgin Media, its employees or agents, Virgin Media will not have any liability for any omissions or
inaccuracies in the plan or for any loss or damage caused or arising from the use of and/or any reliance on this plan. This plan is produced by Virgin Media
Limited (c) Crown copyright and database rights 2021 Ordnance Survey 100019209.
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Map Centre: 485940,239080

Data updated: 01/08/21

Our Ref: 629470 - 3

Telecoms Plan A3

grant.gibson@milton-keynes.gov.uk
CMK Theatre CP1
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(c) Crown copyright and database rights 2021 Ordnance Survey 100022432

Date: 20/08/21

This plan is provided by Anglian Water pursuant its obligations under the Water Industry Act 1991 sections 198 or 199. It must be
used in conjunction with any search results attached. The information on this plan is based on data currently recorded but position
must be regarded as approximate. Service pipes, private sewers and drains are generally not shown. Users of this map are strongly
advised to commission their own survey of the area shown on the plan before carrying out any works. The actual position of all
apparatus MUST be established by trial holes. No liability whatsoever, including liability for negligence, is accepted by Anglian Water
for any error or inaccuracy or omission, including the failure to accurately record, or record at all, the location of any water main,
discharge pipe, sewer or disposal main or any item of apparatus. This information is valid for the date printed. This plan is produced
by Anglian Water Services Limited (c) Crown copyright and database rights 2021 Ordnance Survey 100022432.This map is to be
used for the purposes of viewing the location of Anglian Water plant only. Any other uses of the map data or further copies is not
permitted. This notice is not intended to exclude or restrict liability for death or personal injury resulting from negligence.

Scale: 1:500

Map Centre: 485940,239080

Foul Sewer
Surface Sewer

Date: 20/08/21

Final Effluent

Wastewater Plan A3

Sewage Treatment Works

Inlet*

Public Pumping Station

Manhole*

Decommissioned Pumping Station

CMK Theatre CP1

Rising Main*
Private Sewer*

Scale: 1:500

This plan is provided by Anglian Water pursuant its obligations under the Water Industry Act 1991 sections 198 or 199. It must be used in conjunction with
any search results attached. The information on this plan is based on data currently recorded but position must be regarded as approximate. Service pipes,
private sewers and drains are generally not shown. Users of this map are strongly advised to commission their own survey of the area shown on the plan
before carrying out any works. The actual position of all apparatus MUST be established by trial holes. No liability whatsoever, including liability for
negligence, is accepted by Anglian Water for any error or inaccuracy or omission, including the failure to accurately record, or record at all, the location of
any water main, discharge pipe, sewer or disposal main or any item of apparatus. This information is valid for the date printed. This plan is produced by
Anglian Water Services Limited (c) Crown copyright and database rights 2021 Ordnance Survey 100022432.This map is to be used for the purposes of
viewing the location of Anglian Water plant only. Any other uses of the map data or further copies is not permitted. This notice is not intended to exclude or
restrict liability for death or personal injury resulting from negligence.

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/udla

Our Ref: 629470 - 2
grant.gibson@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Outfall*

Combined Sewer

Decommissioned Sewer*

(c) Crown copyright and database rights 2021 Ordnance Survey 100022432

Data updated: 31/07/21

*(Colour denotes effluent type)

Map Centre: 485940,239080

Data updated: 31/07/21

Our Ref: 629470 - 1

Clean Water Plan A3

grant.gibson@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Potable Water
Raw Water
Decommissioned Water

Fitting

CMK Theatre CP1

Hydrant
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This plan is reproduced from or based on the OS map by Scotia
Gas Networks plc, with the sanction of the controller of HM
Stationery Office. Crown Copyright Reserved. Southern Gas –
100044373 and Scotland Gas – 100044366.

Digsite: Line:

Valve

Some Examples Of Plant Items

Low Pressure Mains
Medium Pressure Mains
Intermediate Pressure Mains
High Pressure Mains
LAs
GTs

Report damage immediately – KEEP EVERYONE AWAY FROM THE AREA
0800 111 999

This plan shows the location of those pipes owned by Scotia Gas
Networks (SGN) by virtue of being a licensed Gas Transporter (GT). Gas
pipes owned by other GTs or third parties may also be present in this
area but are not shown on this plan. Information with regard to such
pipes should be obtained from the relevant owners. No warranties are
given with regard to the accuracy of the information shown on this
plan. Service pipes, valves, siphons, sub-connections etc. are not shown
but their presence should be anticipated. You should be aware that a
small percentage of our pipes/assets may be undergoing review and
will temporarily be highlighted in yellow. If your proposed works are
close to one of these pipes, you should contact the SGN Safety Admin
Team on 0800 912 1722 for advice. No liability of any kind whatsoever
is accepted by SGN or its agents, servants or sub-contractors for any
error or omission contained herein. Safe digging practices, in
accordance with HS (G)47, must be used to verify and establish the
actual position of mains, pipes, services and other apparatus on site
before any mechanical plant is used. It is your responsibility to ensure
that plant location information is provided to all persons (whether
direct labour or sub-contractors) working for you on or near gas
apparatus. Information included on this plan should not be referred to
beyond a period of 28 days from the date of issue.

Date Requested: 20/08/2021
Job Reference: 23043046
Site Location: 485939 239097
Requested by:
Mr Grant Gibson
Your Scheme/Reference:
MKTheatre CP
Exact Scales:
1:1000 Area or Circle dig site
1:1000 Line dig site

Mapping Enquiries:
All areas
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IMPORTANT NOTICES

This information is given as a guide only and its
accuracy cannot be guaranteed. Services or recent
additions to the network may not be shown.
Cables, overhead lines & substations owned by other
electricity network owners or private companies may
be present and may not be shown.
You should always verify exact locations of cables
using a cable locator and by careful use of hand tools
in accordance with HSE guidance note HSG47.
When working within 10m of any overhead electric
line you should follow the requirements of HSE
Guidance Note GS6.
For further advice on working near our electricity
cables or lines, call our Contact Centre on 0800 096
3080.
Advice should be sought from the Western Power
Distribution Contact Centre for any work that is to
take place in proximity to 66kV or 132kV underground
cables and 66kV 132kV overhead lines – 0800 096
3080
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Application Number: 20/00942/OUT
Correction of Development Control Committee Minutes of 8 October 2020
Description: Hybrid application for the redevelopment of the Lakes Estate, comprising:
a) full consent for development of 'Phase A' to provide 308 dwellings, 160sqm flexible retail
floorspace, 613sqm community hub floorspace, 220sqm light industrial floorspace,
200sqm for a nursery and an energy centre, and various works; and
b) outline consent (all matters reserved except access, layout and scale) for the demolition
of Serpentine Court and the development of 'Phase B' to provide 217 residential
dwellings, an extra care facility providing 64 homes, 756sqm of flexible retail floorspace
(Use Class A1-A5), car parking, cycle parking and associated landscaping at Lakes Estate,
Stoke Road, Bletchley, Milton Keynes
Report Sponsor:

Sharon Bridglalsingh – Director, Law and Governance

Author and contact:

Peter Brown, Head of Democratic Services, Tel: 01908 253671

Executive Summary:
This report seeks to amend the minutes of the Development Control Committee of 8 October
2020, which has an incomplete minute at DCC42.
At the meeting, the Case Officer’s presentation highlighted an updated s106 financial
contribution and the agreement of a Heads of Terms, which would be required by a legal
agreement accompanying the approval of the application. These were agreed by the Committee,
but not included in the minute. Additional verification checks undertaken by the Case Officer and
Development Management Manager prior to the issuing of a Decision Notice highlighted the
inaccuracy and provide the opportunity for the position to be corrected.
Because the minutes were approved and signed by the Chair as a correct record on 5 November
2020, a resolution of the Committee is now required to correct the position and enable the
additional contribution to be included in the minute and in turn the s106 agreement.
Whilst it is anomalous to correct a minute after the passing of such a long period of time, the
additional contribution was clearly referenced in the Case Officer’s presentation and is reflected
in the broadcast/recording of the meeting: www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZJV7D7_NjwE
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1.

Recommendation

1.1

That the minute DCC42 of the Development Control Committee of 8 October 2020, approved and
signed by the Chairman at the meeting of 5th November 2020 be amended, in order to correct an
inaccuracy subsequently discovered.

1.2

That the words ‘During the presentation the Committee were apprised in respect of the update
paper and specifically:
• of the agreed s106 contribution for education of £2,800,000.00; and
• that a s106 Head of Terms had been agreed between the applicant and the Council.’
be added at the end of paragraph 11 of minute DCC42.

2.

Issues

2.1

The application was approved on the 8 October 2020, with all members of the Committee voting
in favour. Although the additional contribution introduced by the Case Officer was neither in the
report or the update paper, it was clearly referenced in the presentation and a PowerPoint slide
was presented to the Committee highlighting the additional contribution.

2.2

The approved minutes were agreed by the Committee and signed by the Chair as a correct record
on 5th November 2020. Checking processes in the Development Management team discovered
the inaccuracy when preparing to issue a Decision Notice.

2.3

The Committee were clearly cognisant of the additional s106 contribution by way of the officer
update. The amendment does not seek to change the original resolution, which reflects the
additional conditions and contributions in the update paper of which the committee were further
updated by way of the case officer presentation. Instead, the amendment is simply to make clear
that the education contribution (which was marked ‘TBC’ in the update paper) was
communicated to the committee.

2.4

A ‘tracked changes’ version of the minutes and resolution is set out in Annex A.

3.

Options

3.1

The Committee could decide not to amend the minutes, but this would not be consistent with
decision reached by the Committee on the 8 October 2020. This is not recommended as it would
mean the contribution could not be included in the s106 agreement.

4.

Legal

4.1

As the minutes were approved by the Committee on the 5 November 2020 and signed as a
correct record by the Chair, there is no provision for the correction of even minor or clerical
errors, without a further resolution of the Committee.

4.2

Whilst it is anomalous to correct a minute after the passing of such a long period of time, the
additional contribution was clearly referenced in the Case Officer’s presentation and reflected in
the broadcast/recording of the meeting: www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZJV7D7_NjwE.
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Annex A
Paragraph 11 (minute DCC42) – additional words underlined
The Committee was reminded that an update paper had been published which detailed additional
conditions and the proposed contributions to be included in the Memorandum of Understanding.
During the presentation the Committee were apprised in respect of the update paper and specifically:
• of the agreed s106 contribution for education of £2,800,000.00; and
• that a s106 Head of Terms had been agreed between the applicant and the Council.’
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