AGENDA
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
When:

19:00hrs – 7 JANUARY 2021

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

Brown (Chair)
Alexander, Bint, Cryer-Whitehead, Exon, Lancaster, Legg, McLean,
Petchey, Trendall and Wallis

Public attendance/participation and Covid-19 advice
Given the current Government advice in relation to public gatherings, members
of the public will not be able to physically attend this meeting to observe
proceedings. A live stream of proceedings is available at the above link.
For those registering or entitled to speak, facilities will be in place to do so via
video/audio conferencing, via a pre-recorded message, or alternatively, a written
submission can be made in the usual way.
Public speaking at this meeting
Deadline for planning applications on this agenda:
Request to speak: 12:00 noon, Monday 4 JANUARY 2021
Written submissions: 12:00 noon, Wednesday 6 JANUARY 2021
Other deadlines (not related to planning applications on this agenda):
Submission of general questions: 19:00, Tuesday 5 JANUARY 2021
Requests to speak on agenda items other than Planning Applications 18:45,
Thursday 7 JANUARY 2021
For all requests, please email dc-speaking-requests@Milton-keynes.gov.uk.
Enquiries on this agenda
Please contact Dino Imbimbo, Committee Manager, on 01908 252458 or
dc-speaking-requests@milton-keynes.gov.uk.
This agenda is available at https://milton-keynes.cmis.uk.com/miltonkeynes/Committees.aspx
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Milton Keynes Council, Civic, 1 Saxon Gate East, Milton Keynes, MK9 3EJ Tel: 01908 691691

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

Chairs Welcome and Introduction

2.

Apologies.

3.

Minutes
To approve, and the Chair to sign as correct records, the Minutes of the meeting
of the Development Control Committee held on 5 NOVEMBER 2020 (Item 3a)
(Pages 4 to 19) and the meetings of the Development Control Panel held on 22
OCTOBER 2020 (Item 3b) (Pages 20 to 27), 19 NOVEMBER 2020 (Item 3c) (Pages
28 to 37) and 10 DECEMBER 2020 (Item 3d) (Pages 38 to 40).

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.

Design Codes
To Consider Item 6 Design Codes for Calverton Green North and Calverton
Green South at WEA Area 10-1 to 10-3, Watling Street (Item 6) (Pages 41 to
48).
Calverton Green North Link: https://tinyurl.com/ycdzkybd
Calverton Green South Link: https://tinyurl.com/ydh3sbwg
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ITEM

3(a)

Minutes of the meeting of DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE held on
THURSDAY 5 NOVEMBER 2020 at 7.00 pm.
Present:

Councillor Brown (Chair)
Councillors Alexander, Bint, Bowyer (Substituting for Councillor
Lancaster), Cryer-Whitehead, Exon, Legg, McLean, Petchey, Trendall
and Wallis.

Officers:

T Darke (Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking),
M Joyce (Interim Development Management Manager), R Edgington
(Senior Planning Officer), K Lycett (Senior Planning Officer), C Walton
(senior Planning Officer), P Caves (Team Leader - Traffic &
Development), S Peart (Conservation and Archaeology Manager), E
Gineikiene (Principal Lawyer) and D Imbimbo (Committee Manager)

Apologies:

Councillor Lancaster

DCC45

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

DCC46

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS
Councillor Bint asked that it be noted that in respect of application
20/02159/DISCON, one of the Objectors was Mr T Skelton
representing MK Forum, Cllr Bint was the Council’s appointed
member of that group but he had not engaged in any discussion in
respect of the application.
Councillor Brown asked that it be noted that in respect of application
20/00551/FUL, the site was within his Ward and he had been involved
in discussions with residents over a two year period and was predetermined. He would therefore step down from the Committee
during consideration of the application, but would be speaking as an
objector.
Councillor Petchey asked that it be noted that in respect of application
20/00551/FUL, he had attended a faith meeting with the applicants,
he had however not been involved in discussing the application and
would determine it on its merits.

05 NOVEMBER 2020
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DCC47

MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS
RESOLVED –
That the minutes of the meetings of the Development Control
Committee held on 3 September 2020, 17 September 2020 and 8
October 2020 be agreed as accurate records and signed by the Chair
as such

DCC48

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Questions
The Committee received a question from Mr D Tooley;
‘Given that the Blakelands warehouse planning application was
considered some years ago now, and the committee has been told of
improvements being made to the service since then, what are your
very best hopes for what the Dorfman Review will actually add to the
sum of your knowledge about what happened and why?’.
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking,
responded by saying ‘It would be inappropriate to guess what the
review will say, it is an independent review so it will be necessary to
wait and see what the findings are and no doubt members of the
Committee will be keen to see what the recommendations are, and of
course any improvements to the Service will be incorporated in the
improvement plan’.
As a supplementary question, Mr Tooley asked when the report was
now expected to be received.
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking, told Mr
Tooley that it was anticipated that it would be received within the next
few weeks.

DCC49

REPRESENTATIONS ON APPLICATIONS
Mr P Duffy, Mr A Kobeissi, Ms K Watkins, Councillor Williams (Shenley
Brook End and Tattenhoe Parish Council), Councillor Brown (Ward
Councillor) and Councillor Lancaster (Ward Councillor) spoke in
objection to application 20/00551/FUL, Erection of new Temple and
Community Hall (Use Class D1) and associated works including access,
parking and landscaping at land to the east of St. Agnes Way, Tattenhoe,
Milton Keynes.
The Applicant’s Agent, Ms J Long, Mr I Revell, Ms K Mirza, Mr U Pillai
and The Applicant, Mr R Kammela, exercised the right of reply.
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Ms F Skelton, Mr D Stabler and Mr T Skelton spoke in objection to
application 20/02159/DISCON Details submitted pursuant to the
discharge of conditions 16 (proposed lighting plan), 18 (car park
management plan) and 21 (mural scheme of re-erection) relating to
application 18/01469/FUL at 22 - 24 Stantonbury Centre Purbeck
Stantonbury, Milton Keynes.
Councillor G Davison (Stantonbury Parish Council) spoke in support of
the application.
The Applicant’s Agent Mr D Templeton exercised the right of reply.
DCC50

PLANNING APPLICATIONS
Councillor Brown, having declared himself pre-determined in respect
of application 20/00551/FUL stepped down from the Chair and the
Committee during consideration of the application. Councillor Bint
(Vice Chair) took the Chair.
20/00551/FUL

ERECTION OF NEW TEMPLE AND COMMUNITY
HALL (USE CLASS D1) AND ASSOCIATED WORKS
INCLUDING ACCESS, PARKING AND LANDSCAPING
AT LAND TO THE EAST OF ST AGNES WAY,
TATTENHOE, MILTON KEYNES FOR MR R
KAMMELA
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the
application with a presentation.
The Committee was told that a concern expressed
by objectors to the scheme was the adverse impact
on the Highways and associated parking, Officers
accept that there was a parking issue within the
locality, however this had however been assessed
by the Council Highways team and no objections
had been raised as the proposed parking provision
met the Councils adopted standards. The potential
for large numbers of devotees attending for
religious festivals had been considered and a
condition requiring a travel plan was recommended.
The Committee was reminded that update papers
including representations from the Ward
Councillors and other interested parties had been
published.
It was further commented that a petition in support
of the application was live on the internet.
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The Committee heard from objectors who, in
summary, made the following points;
• The proposed site was not located in
Central Milton Keynes or a Local Centre in
so far as the Primary Test in respect of
PlanMK Policy CC2, which the proposal
fails.
• Where the test fails a sequential test was
required to demonstrate that there were
no alternative suitable sites and that the
proposal would not conflict with
neighbouring uses.
• Alternative sites proposed have not been
dismissed for valid reasons and are
sequentially preferable to the site
proposed.
• The applicants’ website and literature refer
to potential attendance of up to 5000
persons, this has not been considered in
the Committee report.
• Attendance of that number of persons
requires a full assessment of the Highways
capacity, which has not been made.
• A Travel Plan requires evidence that the
numbers that will potentially attend to be
properly assessed.
• The proposals fail to protect the amenity of
local residents.
• Only one third of the floorspace is for the
Temple, the remainder is for a Function hall
to hold festivals, celebrations and
weddings throughout the year.
• The Design of a Temple made of ‘rust’
painted shipping containers is not in
keeping with a traditional housing estate.
• The design and colour is not sympathetic to
the Character or History of the area.
• The proposals fail policies D1, D2, D3 and

05 NOVEMBER 2020
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D5 of PlanMK
• The traffic situation is bad at present in
surrounding roads, the increase in traffic
will exacerbate the situation further.
• The proposal to distribute 21,000 meals a
year will further add to the traffic attending
and leaving the site.
• The Travel Plan refers to Park and ride and
car sharing but fails to provide detail and is
unenforceable.
• The proposal to use the Westcroft centre as
a park and ride facility does not accord with
the strict parking arrangements at that site.
• The traffic and parking problems will be in
conflict with the pavilion that is in the same
area and houses the local sports and
football clubs.
• The Parking provision fails to take account
of the level of attendance for festivals,
weddings and other special events.
• Events will result in significant offsite
parking due to the large numbers of people
attending from a catchment area
significantly larger than Milton Keynes.
• Of the letters of objection 176 out of 220
are from residents of Tattenhoe, whereas
of the letters in support on 11 of the 294
are residents, serious consideration should
be given to the valid objections of
residents.
• There is a significant negative impact on
local amenity in contravention of policy
CC4, due to the number of people
attending and the range of activities that
would take place.
• The majority of conditions that could be
applied to address issues cannot be
enforced.
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The applicant’s agent and other nominated parties
made the following planning related comments:
• The Temple is to provide for the people of
Milton Keynes and is supported by the
Community Foundation.
• The original application was withdrawn and
the revised version is a fully compliant
scheme.
• There are no legal or statutory consultee
objections to the proposals.
• An assessment of other potential sites has
been undertaken and none are suitable.
• Whilst the Temple is to be built using
shipping containers it will not have the
appearance of such.
• 20% of the population of Milton Keynes is
from an ethnic background and 37% of
school children are form Ethnic Groups, this
justifies the need for the facility.
• There is a misapprehension from residents in
respect of the potential for traffic
generation, the existing problems are caused
by attendance and poor management of the
sports pavilion.
• The management of the Sports Pavilion has
not engaged in discussions to share the use
of the parking facility at the proposed
Temple.
• Normal days will see very low visitor
attendance, during major festival events
there will be traffic wardens present.
• The numbers of devotees attending events
will be much less that the 5000 quoted.
• On the three major festival days an offsite
Park and Ride facility will be used from a site
near Westcroft.
• Points raised at two consultation events have
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been responded to by the applicants.
• The development is to be used by local
people.
• There is a requirement to provide facilities
for minority groups under the provisions of
the Race Equality Act.
The Senior Planning Officer reminded the
Committee that design was a subjective
consideration, however in this instance the Urban
Design Team had indicated that they believed the
design to be acceptable in the context. It was
further confirmed that sequential testing had been
undertaken in consultation with MKDP and other
landowners by the Policy Team. The Committee
was also told that the estimates for attendance at
the site at off-peak times was approximately 50
persons.
Councillor Bowyer, recognising that the report
indicated that only land in the control of the
Community Foundation was ‘tested’ in respect of
the sequential land tests asked whether that was
correct, the Senior planning Officer confirmed that
originally the assessments were confined to the
Community Foundation sites, which was why the
policy officer had worked with the applicants to
contact other land owners. It was confirmed that it
was a relevant consideration that no other land had
been identified as suitable.
In response to a question from Councillor Bint, the
Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and
Placemaking, told the Committee that it was not
possible to assess fully the ‘catchment area’ for a
Development of the type proposed, and could not
be confirmed that it would be solely used by Local
People, and a restriction of that nature would not
be reasonable.
It was confirmed that the recommendation
remained to grant the application subject to the
conditions as detailed in the Committee report.
Councillor Bint proposed, seconded by Councillor
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Exon, that the Officer recommendation be agreed.
The Committee considered the points raised by
both objectors and applicants, it was recognized
that design was a subjective matter.
Members of the Committee expressed various
views in respect of the parking provision, but it was
recognized that the number of vehicles attending
could exacerbate the existing congestion problems
in the vicinity. It was also recognized that there
would be a high volume of traffic associated with
the production and distribution of approximately 56
meals daily.
It was commented that should a guarantee be made
in respect of the provision of a Park and Ride Service
the scheme could be acceptable, however there was
no way to enforce usage of such a service and there
was no specific place for the ‘park’ element to be
established.
Councillor Petchey proposed that the condition in
respect of the Travel Plan be further strengthened
by the requirement for a Park and Ride facility to be
provided, this was seconded by Councillor Exon.
The Senior Planning Officer told the Committee that
he was aware that the applicants would agree a
condition and that it was also agreed to be ‘prior to
commencement’.
There remained concerns that the Park and Ride
scheme would not be enforceable.
Councillor Bint indicated that he held concerns that
the site was not well provided for in terms of bus
services from the local area and even worse for
those travelling from outside the area and therefore
a greater reliance would be placed on cars. He
further stated that he was not confident that a Park
and Ride could be arranged from Westcroft which
was commercially owned land. He further
commented that he was aware of other sites within
Milton Keynes where there were problems for
traffic in combined Worship and Community sites.
In respect of the catchment area he commented
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that Community Centres should be accessible to all
of the Milton Keynes Community, however the
information seemed to suggest that this
development was for a much wider Community
than just Milton Keynes.
Councillor Bint did not believe that the design and
use of shipping Containers was not suitable for
Milton Keynes and did not meet the aspirations to
see good quality builds.
On being put to the vote the proposal to amend the
travel plan condition to include a requirement for a
pre-commencement arrangement and the provision
of a Park and Ride Facility was carried unanimously.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application subject to the Conditions detailed in the
Committee report, amended as above was lost with
Councillors Exon, Petchey and Trendall voting in
favour, Councillors Alexander, Bint, CryerWhitehead and Bowyer voting against the
application and Councillors Legg, McLean and Wallis
abstaining from the vote.
In response to a question the Director, Planning,
Strategic Transport and Placemaking, told the
Committee that in consequence of the debate it was
recommended that the Committee consider Policy
CC4 and Policy CT2 of PlanMK as reflecting the
concerns expressed in respect of the Parking and
potential impact of traffic generated by the various
uses of the development.
Councillor Bint, seconded by Councillor McLean,
proposed that the application be refused for the
following reasons;
Policy CC4
The scheme does not comply with policy CC4 of
Plan:MK due to the negative impact on residential
amenity caused by the numbers of people attending
and the range of activities provided.
Policy CT2
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The proposal would have an inappropriate impact
on the operation, safety and accessibility of the local
highway. It would also result in further
inappropriate traffic generation and compromise
highway safety. This would exacerbate the existing
highways issues and therefore the proposal is in
contravention of policy CT2 of Plan:MK and
paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.
Following a short discussion it was agreed that a
vote would be taken separately on each of the
proposed reasons.
On being put to the vote the proposal to refuse the
application as it failed to satisfy Policy CC4 was
carried with Councillors Alexander, Bint, Bowyer,
Cryer-Whitehead, McLean and Wallis voting in
favour, no Members voting against and Councillors
Exon, Legg, Petchey and Trendall abstaining from
the vote.
On being put to the vote the proposal to refuse the
application as it failed to satisfy Policy CT2 was
carried with Councillors Alexander, Bint, Bowyer,
Cryer-Whitehead, McLean and Wallis voting in
favour, no Members voting against and Councillors
Exon, Legg, Petchey and Trendall abstaining from
the vote.
RESOLVED:
That the application be refused for the following
reasons;
Policy CC4
The scheme does not comply with policy CC4 of
Plan:MK due to the negative impact on residential
amenity caused by the numbers of people attending
and the range of activities provided.
Policy CT2
The proposal would have an inappropriate impact
on the operation, safety and accessibility of the local
highway. It would also result in further
inappropriate traffic generation and compromise
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highway safety. This would exacerbate the existing
highways issues and therefore the proposal is in
contravention of policy CT2 of Plan:MK and
paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.
Councillor Brown resumed the Chair for the
remainder of the meeting.
20/02159/DISCON DETAILS SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO THE DISCHARGE OF
CONDITIONS 16 (PROPOSED LIGHTING PLAN), 18 (CAR
PARK MANAGEMENT PLAN) AND 21 (MURAL SCHEME
OF RE-ERECTION) RELATING TO APPLICATION
18/01469/FUL AT 22 - 24 STANTONBURY CENTRE
PURBECK STANTONBURY, MILTON KEYNES FOR ALDI
STORES LIMITED.

The Senior Planning Officer introduced the
application with a presentation.
The Committee was reminded that an update paper
had been published which detailed additional
information. It was further noted that the method
statement had now been received and the
Archaeology and Conservation Manager had
indicated that it was acceptable.
It was confirmed that the recommendation
remained to discharge the conditions.
The Committee heard from Objectors, who raised
the following concerns;
• The site proposed for the mural (condition
21) is not suitable as it should be at the
heart of the local centre rather than facing
away from the main shops.
• There remains a risk to the ‘artistic
integrity’ of the mural unless correct and
professional persons are engaged in its
reassembly.
• There is no information in respect of the
‘submitted detail’ for the car parking
(condition 18) or the Lighting (condition
16).
• There
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methodology to be adopted to rebuild the
mural in particular in respect of the actual
size of gaps between the tiles.
• The proposed location will mean that the
mural will not be visible across the car park,
despite statements to the contrary in the
Committee report.
• The proposed site is not a secure location
as it will be isolated and poorly lit and is
likely to see the mural damaged.
• If the Committee was minded to discharge
the condition in respect of the mural there
should be a requirement to install CCTV
cameras and include protective planting in
front of it.
The representative of the Parish Council told the
Committee that Council believed the proposed
location and orientation was acceptable and
welcomed by it, the proposed location was on a
busy walkway and would allow for people to see it.
The Parish Council was satisfied that the method
statement would see the mural erected safely and
to its original design. It was further confirmed that
there was CCTV surveillance in the area which would
afford another layer of protection for the mural.
The applicant’s agent told the Committee that the
proposals for the re-erection of the mural had been
considered in detail and had been developed in
response to the numerous submissions from
interested parties. The proposals were supported
by the Ward Councillors, Parish Council and many
members of the public.
The alternative location proposed by objectors has
been considered and there are valid reasons why it
cannot be used.
It was commented that the applicants would
consider the provision of additional CCTV cameras
and defensive planting should the Committee
believe it was necessary.
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The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that there
was reference to the Parking and Lighting schemes
and the full details of those were available on the
Planning Portal.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Exon,
proposed that the Officer recommendation to
discharge conditions 16, 18 and 21 be agreed.
Councillor Petchey raised a concern in respect of the
potential for water to get into the space between
the tiles and the wall and the risk of damage from
that, and there did not appear to be any coping
stones in the plans.
The Conservation and Archaeology Manager
confirmed that a damp course had been secured in
pre-application discussions, he advised that should
members not believe the detail in the plans was
adequate the decision could reflect the need for
more detail.
Councillor Petchey, seconded by Councillor Bint,
proposed that in respect of condition 21, the
authority to discharge the condition be delegated to
the Head of Planning subject to him being satisfied
that the coping is adequate to protect the structure
and also upon reassurance that defensive planting
for the mural will be incorporated in the landscaping
scheme.
On being put to the vote the proposal to discharge
conditions 16, 18 was carried with the authority to
discharge condition 21 delegated to the Head of
Planning subject to him being satisfied that the
coping is adequate to protect the structure and also
upon reassurance that defensive planting will be
incorporated in the landscaping scheme with all
members voting in favour of the proposal.
Councillor Exon left the meeting prior to the vote.
RESOLVED: That conditions 16, 18 was carried with the
authority to discharge condition 21 delegated to the
Head of Planning subject to him being satisfied that
the coping is adequate to protect the structure and
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also upon reassurance that defensive planting will
be incorporated in the landscaping scheme.
20/01176/OUT

OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION (ALL MATTERS
RESERVED) FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF UP TO 171
RESIDENTIAL DWELLINGS (USE CLASS C3) AND LOCAL
SHOP (USE CLASS A1-A4) AT LAND OFF TIMBOLD DRIVE,
TIMBOLD DRIVE, KENTS HILL PARK, MILTON KEYNES
FOR MILTON KEYNES DEVELOPMENT PARTNERSHIP.
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the application.
The Committee heard that a representation had been
received from Councillor Ferrans in respect of the
proposed housing mix and access, this had been
circulated for the benefit of the Committee in the
published update papers. the applicant’s agent had
responded to this is writing and was read in full for the
Committee.
In summary most of the matters raised by Councillor
Ferrans would be considered at the reserved matters
stage, in respect of the access there was an extant
permission on the site and the proposed access was the
same.
It was confirmed that there was no further update on
the Committee report and that the recommendation
remained to grant the application subject to conditions
set out in this report and completion of a S106
agreement within 28 days of a DCC resolution to grant
permission and that the Head of Planning be delegated
authority to extend the 28 day deadline in the event that
there are delays to the signing of the s106 which are
considered reasonable in the circumstances.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Bint proposed
that the Officer recommendation be agreed.
In response to a question Members of the Committee
were told that the s106 arrangements was similar to
those of the extant permission and had been deemed
adequate to address the s278 element of the
application.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application was carried unanimously.
RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to conditions set
out in this report and completion of a S106 agreement
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within 28 days of a DCC resolution to grant permission
and that the Head of Planning be delegated authority to
extend the 28 day deadline in the event that there are
delays to the signing of the s106 which are considered
reasonable in the circumstances.
20/01432/FUL

ERECTION OF TWO DISTRIBUTION WAREHOUSES WITH
ANCILLARY OFFICES (USE CLASS B8) AND ANCILLARY
SERVICING STRUCTURES, VEHICLE PARKING AND
MANOEUVRING AREAS, FORMATION OF VEHICULAR
ACCESS,
PEDESTRIAN
AND
CYCLIST
LINKS,
LANDSCAPING, GROUND REMODELLING WORKS,
SUSTAINABLE DRAINAGE, UTILITIES PROVISION AND
ASSOCIATED WORKS AT LAND OFF BLETCHAM WAY
FENNY LOCK, BLETCHAM WAY V7 TO A5 FOR LOG LUX
SARL C/O DAVID LOCK ASSOCIATES.
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the application.
It was confirmed that there was no further update on
the Committee report and published update paper that
the recommendation remained to grant the application
subject to conditions set out in this report, amended as
detailed in the published update paper, and completion
of a S106 agreement within 28 days of a DCC resolution
to grant permission and that the Head of Planning be
delegated authority to extend the 28 day deadline in the
event that there are delays to the signing of the s106
which are considered reasonable in the circumstances.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Bint proposed
that the Officer recommendation be agreed.
Councillor Trendall expressed concern in respect of the
likely diesel emissions associated with the vehicles that
would use the development.
It was noted that the proposal represented a departure
from policy and therefore a recorded vote was required.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application was carried with Councillors Bint, Brown,
Bowyer, Cryer-Whitehead, Legg, McLean, Petchey and
Wallis voting in favour and Councillors Alexander and
Trendall voting against.
RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to conditions set
out in this report amended as detailed in the published
update paper, and completion of a S106 agreement
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within 28 days of a DCC resolution to grant permission
and that the Head of Planning be delegated authority to
extend the 28 day deadline in the event that there are
delays to the signing of the s106 which are considered
reasonable in the circumstances.

DCC51

APPEAL UPDATE FOR SECOND QUARTER OF 2020-21.
The Committee received a report in respect the status of appeals
for the second quarter of 2020 – 21.
The Committee heard some detail of the outcomes, in particular
the issues relating to the South Caldecotte appeal which had a
very late stage seen significant revisions to the scheme at appeal.
These revisions were accepted at a late stage by the Inspector and
not opposed by the Council because the revisions reflected a
scheme that the Council would likely have approved had it been
submitted in the first instance. In addition, the appellant met the
Council’s costs related to the appeal given the lateness of their
submissions.
RESOLVEDThat the report be noted.

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 10:38 PM
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ITEM

3(b)

Minutes of the meeting of the DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL held on
THURSDAY 22 OCTOBER 2020 at 7:00 pm.
Present:

Councillor: Brown (Chair)
Councillors Bint, Exon, Lancaster and Wallis.

Officers:

P Keen (Team Leader (East) - Development Management), C Chan
(Planning Officer), T Barton (Planning Officer), C Gaunt (Employed
Barrister, Interim Principal Lawyer (Planning)) and D Imbimbo
(Committee Manager).

Also Present: Councillor Crooks
DCP05

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
The Chair welcomed Councillors, Officer Colleagues and the Public to
the online meeting and explained the procedures to be adopted.

DCP06

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
None were made.

DCP07

REPRESENTATIONS ON APPLICATIONS
Town Councillor Winsor (Newport Pagnell Town Council) spoke in
objection to application 20/01628/FUL First Floor Extension to No.25
over No.25A with associated works to turn 25A from a ground floor flat
into a 2 bedroom dwelling (separate from No.25) at 25 Little Linford
Lane, Newport Pagnell.
The Applicant, Mr M Cole, exercised the right of reply.
Councillor Crooks, (Ward Councillor), and the Applicant’s Agent, Ms H
Lowe, spoke in support of application 20/01333/FUL Alterations to
dwelling: front extension with attic accommodation connecting to
associated rooms and 2 storey front porch; replacement roof; singlestorey side/rear extension; side extension with projecting rear canopy
and attic room joined to remodelled outbuilding including front and side
extensions to the latter to form west wing of dwelling incorporating
triple garage with attic accommodation and associated rooms above;
reconfiguration of driveway and installation of sliding access gate;
associated landscaping at Fox Covert, 1 Linford Lane, Willen, the
application having been recommended for refusal.
Parish Councillor Stabler (Great Linford Parish Council) spoke in
objection to application 20/01751/FUL Erection of a double garage
constructed in wood to include a small carport at the front at 83 Tower
Drive, Neath Hill, Milton Keynes.
The Applicant, Ms. A Whelan, exercised the right of reply.
Town Councillor Winsor (Newport Pagnell Town Council) spoke in
objection to application 20/01979/FUL Single storey detached building
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to rear of property for use as summer house at 51 Lagonda Close,
Newport Pagnell.
The Applicant, Dr. F Jenner, exercised the right of reply.
DCP08

APPLICATIONS
20/01628/FUL

FIRST FLOOR EXTENSION TO NO.25 OVER
NO.25A WITH ASSOCIATED WORKS TO TURN
25A FROM A GROUND FLOOR FLAT INTO A 2
BEDROOM DWELLING (SEPARATE FROM
NO.25) AT 25 LITTLE LINFORD LANE,
NEWPORT PAGNELL FOR MR MICHAEL COLE.
The Planning Officer introduced the application with
a presentation.
The Panel heard from the representative of the Town
Council who, in summary, raised the following
concerns;
•

The dwelling on the site has already been
sub-divided into two dwelling although the
work on the part now known as 25a has not
yet been completed.

•

Other properties of a similar design in the area
are not sub-divided.

•

There is inadequate car parking on the site as
it already exists.

•

The entry to the drive has poor visibility.

•

The new massing of the building will be
excessive.

The Applicant told the Panel that the property was
occupied by his father, the property was approved
as two units one being a flat. The application sought
to provide two smaller houses which would allow for
his father to live in a property suitable for his needs.
The Panel heard from the Planning Officer that the
site was already divided into a three bed dwelling
and a separate 1 bed flat, the proposal sought to
create 2 x 2 bed houses, there would be no increase
in the number of bedrooms on the site. Parking had
been assessed by the Council Highways Officers as
adequate in the circumstances. The Panel heard that
there was a revised recommendation detailed in the
published update paper, in so far as condition 4,
relating to the requirement to provide an electric
vehicle charging point be removed, as it was not
considered reasonable as there was no new dwelling
proposed on the site.
22 OCTOBER 2020

(21)

The recommendation therefore remained to grant
the application, subject to the conditions detailed in
the Panel report but with the removal of Condition 4
as detailed therein.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Bint,
proposed that the Officer recommendation be
agreed.
Councillor Bint stated that he recognised that the
principle of the sub-division had been established
when the previous application had been granted.
Councillor Bint further commented that he
recognised that the parking space shortfall remained
problematic, however he recognised that problem
already existed and therefore the Panel could not
expect the new application to provide a remedy.
On being put to the vote the proposal was carried
with all Members of the Panel voting in favour.
RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to the
conditions detailed in the Panel report with the
removal of condition 4.
20/01333/FUL

ALTERATIONS
TO
DWELLING:
FRONT
EXTENSION WITH ATTIC ACCOMMODATION
CONNECTING TO ASSOCIATED ROOMS AND 2
STOREY FRONT PORCH; REPLACEMENT
ROOF;
SINGLE-STOREY
SIDE/REAR
EXTENSION;
SIDE
EXTENSION
WITH
PROJECTING REAR CANOPY AND ATTIC ROOM
JOINED TO REMODELLED OUTBUILDING
INCLUDING FRONT AND SIDE EXTENSIONS TO
THE LATTER TO FORM WEST WING OF
DWELLING INCORPORATING TRIPLE GARAGE
WITH
ATTIC
ACCOMMODATION
AND
ASSOCIATED
ROOMS
ABOVE;
RECONFIGURATION OF DRIVEWAY AND
INSTALLATION OF SLIDING ACCESS GATE;
ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPING AT FOX COVERT,
1 LINFORD LANE, WILLEN FOR KAMALJIT
REEHAL.
The Planning Officer introduced the application with
a presentation. It was confirmed that the
recommendation remained to refuse the application
for the reasons stated in the Panel report.
The Panel heard from the Ward Councillor and
Applicant’s Agent who, in summary, made the
following points;
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•

The applicants feel that the recommendation
to refuse is unjustified taking account of the
proposals to a house set on a substantial plot.

•

The proposals represent a similar amount of
site coverage to surrounding properties and
contrary to the statement in the report that the
proposal would harm the pattern of
development in the area, would in fact be
similar.

•

The proposed development would not be out
of Character or conflict with the surrounding
properties.

•

The development is set behind considerable
vegetation and would not impact on the
streetscene.

•

The view from the street would be further
reduced should the gate, that officers have
not objected to, be installed.

•

The proposed extension to the left has been
moved 2m further from the boundary at the
request of the planning officers and has
significantly lower eaves than those originally
proposed.

•

None of the proposed windows could cause
a problem with overlooking.

•

The property as it exists suffers from
overbearing structures at both 42 Portland
Drive and 2 Linford lane, using the space
between the properties for the development
will not cause any harm to neighbouring
properties.

•

The neighbours at 42 Portland Drive and 2
Linford lane, and the Parish Council do not
object to the application, neither have a
number of other neighbours in the vicinity.

•

All the revisions to the application that have
ben requested have been made.

•

The objections by the Willen residents’ group
may have been unduly influenced by activity
on a neighbouring site.
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The Planning Officer told the Panel that there had
been revisions to the scheme as the landscaping
scheme that had originally been submitted would not
have fitted the site with the proposed development
due to some of the land being subject to disputed
ownership.
Councillor Brown proposed that the Officer
recommendation to refuse the application for the
reasons stated in the Panel report be agreed, this
was seconded by Councillor Exon.
Councillor Bint stated that he did not believe that
account should be taken of the premises that did not
object as many people simply do not engage with
the planning process and no conclusions should be
drawn from that.
Members of the Panel commented that the points
raised by the applicant’s agent and Ward Councillor
had been addressed in the Panel report and that
whilst the decision was finely balanced the
conclusions drawn by the Planning Officer were
correct.
Councillor Exon stated that, recognising that the
height of the building was less than a standard 2
storeys building and that on balance he found the
application acceptable.
On being put to the vote the proposal to refuse the
application for the reasons as detailed in the Panel
report was carried with Councillors Bint, Brown,
Lancaster and Wallis voting in favour and Councillor
Exon voting against.
RESOLVED –
That the application be refused as;
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1.

The proposal, by reason of its forward
projection and the unbroken height and scale
of the southern projecting extension (west
wing) taking into account its close proximity
to western boundary would create a
disproportionately deep extension to the
dwelling, out of keeping with the character,
appearance and pattern of development
within the surrounding area. The proposal
would therefore be contrary to policies D1, D2
and D3 of the Plan:MK (2019) and points a)
and e) of Design Policy 1 of the Campbell
Park Neighbourhood Plan.

2.

The proposal, by reason of its forward
projection, unbroken height and scale of the
southern projecting extension (west wing)
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taking into account its close proximity to
western boundary with no’s 2 Linford Lane
and 42 Portland Drive, would result in a highly
dominating and overbearing development
that would create an unsatisfactory level of
visual amenity for the private rear gardens of
both neighbouring properties and from the
closest rear windows of 42 Portland Drive.
The proposal would therefore be contrary to
Policy D5 of the Plan:MK.
20/01751/FUL

ERECTION
OF
A
DOUBLE
GARAGE
CONSTRUCTED IN WOOD TO INCLUDE A
SMALL CARPORT AT THE FRONT AT 83 TOWER
DRIVE, NEATH HILL, MILTON KEYNES FOR MS
ANGELA WHELAN.
The Planning Officer introduced the application with
a presentation. The Panel heard that the
recommendation remained to grant the application
subject to the conditions as detailed in the Panel
Report. The Panel was told that the application was
for an amendment to a previously approved
application, seeking a smaller size using a different
material.
The Panel viewed a video of the site and
surrounding area. Members of the Panel were
reminded that due to the restrictions in respect of the
COVID19 pandemic the video was used to replace
a site inspection.
The Panel heard from the representative of the
Parish Council, who, in summary, raised the
following concerns:
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•

The proposed materials are not in keeping with
the materials of the existing building and are
out of character with the area.

•

The first application for a garage was refused
following objections from the Parish Council as
the materials proposed to be used were not in
keeping with the area, a subsequent
application, which was approved, proposed
materials that were in keeping. That approved
application included a condition requiring
materials to match the existing dwelling, that
permission lapsed in 2020.

•

The Parish Council does not object to the
principle of the development but requests that
it be done using materials which are
sympathetic to the existing building and the
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area in contravention of Policy D2 paragraphs
1, 2 and 4. And the Great Linford Parish
Council Neighbourhood Plan policy s1
paragraphs a and b.
The applicant told the Panel that the proposed
materials sought to satisfy the Councils
aspirations under policy SC1 of the Council Plan
for environmentally sustainable development. The
proposed building could be removed without
causing harm. The building is not visible from the
street and there are no objections from
neighbours.
The Planning Officer told the Panel that Great
Linford Neighbourhood Plan Policy S1 refers to
new homes and small infill sites, this proposal was
neither.
The Planning Officer confirmed that no formal
notice had been received to state that the work
had started on the previous application before its
expiry date. It was further confirmed that it was
not relevant to the application to be considered.
Councillor Brown proposed that the application be
granted subject to the conditions detailed in the
Panel report, this was seconded by Councillor
Bint.
Councillor Exon stated that he recognised that the
principle of development had been established,
he could see no planning reason to refuse it.
Councillor Bint stated that he believed it to be a
finely balanced decision as to whether the
proposed material was appropriate, however
because the site was shielded by the landscape
and vegetation it could be something some would
support.
On being put to the vote the motion to grant the
application subject to the conditions detailed in the
Panel report was carried with Councillors Brown,
Exon and Lancaster voting for the proposal and
Councillors Bint and Wallis abstaining from the
vote.
RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to the
conditions as detailed in the Panel report.
20/01979/FUL
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SINGLE STOREY DETACHED BUILDING TO
REAR OF PROPERTY FOR USE AS SUMMER
HOUSE AT 51 LAGONDA CLOSE, NEWPORT
PAGNELL FOR DR. F JENNER
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The Planning Officer introduced the application
with a presentation. The Panel heard that the
recommendation remained to grant the application
subject to the conditions as detailed in the Panel
Report.
The Panel heard from the representative of the
Town Council who, in summary, raised the
following concerns;
•

The structure being constructed of brick
could be used all year round and therefore
to call it a summerhouse was not
appropriate.

•

The Town Council believes
proposed structure is too large.

•

The materials should be wood and glazing.

that

the

The applicant confirmed that the intention was to
use the structure as a sheltered outdoor space all
year round, the existing wooden construction, due to
its location in a shaded area required regular
maintenance and was prone to rotting.
The proposed materials are in keeping with the
dwelling and those in the surrounding area, the size
and scale and positioning was such that it could not
be converted into living space.
Councillor Brown proposed, seconded by Councillor
Exon, that the application be granted subject to the
conditions as detailed in the Panel report.
Members of the Panel commented that proposed
structure seems reasonable in the location and in
appearance it was similar to the garages at the rear
of the property.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application was carried with all members of the
Panel voting in favour.
RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to the
conditions detailed within the Panel report.

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 8:43 PM
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ITEM

3(c)

Minutes of the meeting of the DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL held on
THURSDAY 11 NOVEMBER 2020 at 7:00 pm.
Present:

Councillor: Brown (Chair)
Councillors Bint, Lancaster, Trendall and Wallis.

Officers:

E Verdegem (Team Leader (West) - Development Management), C
Ashby (Planning Officer), J Lee (Senior Planning Officer), S Shaban
(Planning Officer) N Roy (Principal Lawyer (Planning)) and D Imbimbo
(Committee Manager).

Also Present: Councillors Brackenbury and R Bradburn
DCP09

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
The Chair welcomed Councillors, Officer Colleagues and the Public to
the online meeting and explained the procedures to be adopted.

DCP10

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
None were made.

DCP11

REPRESENTATIONS ON APPLICATIONS
Parish Councillor Barnes, (Ashland and Simpson Parish Council), and
Councillor Brackenbury, (Ward Councillor), spoke in objection to
application 20/01529/FUL Conversion of former nursing home into
residential development of 28 unit House in Multiple Occupation at
Five Acres Nursing Home Simpson.
The Applicants Agent, Mr I Gilbert, exercised the right of reply.
Mrs Bell, Ms Amos, Mr Walker and Councillor R Bradburn, (Ward
Councillor), spoke in objection to application 20/01952/FUL 2-Storey
Side & Rear Extension at 1 Leafield Rise, Two Mile Ash, Milton
Keynes.
The Applicant’s Agent, Mr. Singh, exercised the right of reply.
Mr P Endersby and Parish Councillor Williams, (Shenley Brook end
and Tattenhoe Parish Council), spoke in objection to application
20/01848/FUL Raise height of existing roof, front porch extension,
single storey side and rear extensions, and relocation of rear boundary
wall to enclose parking area (part-retrospective) at 64 Challacombe,
Furzton, Milton Keynes.
The Applicant, Mr Marco Encarnacao, exercised the right of reply.
Parish Councillor Greenwood, (Campbell Park Parish Council), spoke
in objection to application 20/02153/FUL Two storey front/side
extension with 2no dormer windows on front elevation and 1 on the
rear (resubmission of 20/01531/FUL) at 1 Leafield Rise, Two Mile Ash,
Milton Keynes.
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The Applicant’s Agent, Mr. Allen, exercised the right of reply
DCP12

APPLICATIONS
20/01529/FUL

CONVERSION OF FORMER NURSING HOME
INTO RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 28 UNIT
HOUSE IN MULTIPLE OCCUPATION AT FIVE
ACRES NURSING HOME SIMPSON FOR MS
MALA MANDADI.
The Senior Planning Officer
application with a presentation.

introduced

the

The Panel heard from a Ward Councillor and a
representative of the Parish Council who, in
summary, raised the following concerns;
•

The proposed conversion would be in breach
of policy HN7 of Plan:MK in so far as it would
result in an imbalance of the Housing Mix in
Simpson Village.

•

The proposal would have an adverse impact
on the character of the area.

•

The proposal would be in breach of policies
C10, HN7, D5 and CT2 in respect of Parking,
traffic Flow and noise.

•

The proposal would have an adverse impact
on biodiversity, in breach of policies NE3, D1
and D5 of Plan:MK

•

The proposals would result in a concentration
of HiMO’s in excess of the Council Policy

•

The reliance on the bus service in terms of
sustainability is flawed as the bus service is
planned to be withdrawn in April 2021 and the
service currently available is not adequate to
serve the needs of a development of this
nature.

•

Whilst not proposed as reasons for refusal
there remained concerns in respect of
Housing Mix (policy HN1)

The Applicant’s Agent told the Panel that the Council
was supportive of Houses in Multiple Occupation,
however the concentration calculation in respect of
the proposal was not reasonable as there were only
10 premises in the neighbourhood. The proposal
would
provide
much
needed
affordable
accommodation.

19 NOVEMBER 2020

(29)

The proposal was in keeping with the previous use
of a care home for 25 occupants. The Panel was
also told that the proposal would see little difference
in terms of traffic movements if it were developed for
residential use.
The Applicant’s Agent confirmed that additional
parking, to meet the Parking Standard, could be
provided, and information in respect of how trees
could be protected could be provided.
The Senior Planning Officer told the Panel for clarity
that most of the proposed units would have shared
kitchens, however each unit would have its own
lounge and bedroom facility.
The Panel noted that the Crime Prevention Officer
(CPO) had indicated that he did not wish to comment
on the proposal ‘at this stage’ and sought clarity in
respect of what that meant and asked for an
explanation of why the ‘Dwelling Mix’ had not been
recommended as a reason for refusal.
The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that he had
considered both issues, in respect of the CPO he
would recommend a condition to ensure any actions
recommended by the CPO be implemented should
the Panel be minded to approve the application,
however they were not considered as being of such
significance to justify a refusal, in respect of the
Dwelling Mix, whilst if the proposal was for
permanent dwelling houses it would be clear,
however the policy was ambiguous in respect of a
proposal of this nature and therefore did was not in
his view a sustainable reason for refusing the
application.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Bint,
proposed that the Officer recommendation to refuse
the application for the reasons detailed in the Panel
report be agreed.
Members of the Panel stated that they concurred
with the assessments of the Senior Planning Officer.
It was also commented that the Council had set
policies after significant and detailed research and
should be adhered to unless there were extremely
convincing arguments to the contrary.
In response to a question from Councillor Bint it was
confirmed that despite the issue not being cited as a
refusal for refusal, should the matter go to appeal the
Council could propose conditions to address the
concerns in respect of the CPO.
On being put to the vote the proposal to refuse the
19 NOVEMBER 2020
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application for the reasons stated in the Panel report
was carried with all Members of the Panel voting in
favour.
RESOLVED –
That the application be refused as;
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1.

The proposal would result in an overall
concentration of Houses in Multiple
Occupation dwelling units within 50 metres of
the application property of approximately
73.6%, which exceeds the threshold guide
figure of 35% in order to preserve the
character of an area and to maintain a mix of
dwelling types as set out within the Houses in
Multiple Occupation Supplementary Planning
Document 2012.
The proposal would
therefore unbalance the housing mix of the
area to the detriment of community cohesion
and integration and the character of the area
contrary to policy HN7 of Plan:MK and
guidance in the Houses in Multiple
Occupation
Supplementary
Planning
Document, adopted April 2012.

2.

The proposed intensity of occupation would
result in a level of noise and disturbance from
people and vehicles leaving and entering the
site is likely to have a significant detrimental
impact upon the amenities of local residents
contrary to Policy D5 of Plan:MK.

3.

The proposal would result in an intrusion into
the root protection zones of a number of
significant trees, some of which are protected
by Tree Preservation Orders, which is likely
to have a detrimental impact upon the health
of the trees to the detriment of the
appearance and biodiversity of the area. The
proposal is therefore contrary to policies
NE3, D1 and D5 of Plan:MK.

4.

The proposal would not provide adequate off
street parking to serve the proposed
development and would therefore increase
the level of on-street car parking to the
detriment of the free flow of traffic on nearby
roads and contrary to policies C10 and HN7
of Plan:MK.

5.

The significant increase in vehicle
movements that is likely to result from the
proposal would impact upon the ease of
movement for pedestrians and cyclists
across the driveway serving the development

(31)

and the adjacent footpath/cycleway. It is
therefore considered that the proposal would
be contrary to Policy D5 and CT2 of Plan:MK.
20/01952/FUL

2-STOREY SIDE & REAR EXTENSION AT 1
LEAFIELD RISE, TWO MILE ASH, MILTON
KEYNES FOR MR & MRS DUBEY.
The Planning Officer introduced the application with
a presentation. It was confirmed that the
recommendation remained to grant the application
subject to the conditions detailed in the Panel report.
The Panel heard from the Ward Councillor and
members of the public who, in summary, made the
following points;
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•

The development will result in a structure
which is out of keeping with the locality and
was previously refused as it was not at least
4.8m back from the public highway.

•

The proposal to put a hard surface in
replacement of the front garden will have a
negative impact on the visual amenity of the
area.

•

The proposed development would lead to
parking on the Highway in an extremely
dangerous location.

•

The development would result in damage to
plants and greenery that has been in place
for a considerable amount of time.

•

The increase from a 2 to a 4 bedroom
property would place a greater requirement
on parking which was not provided, this
further increase will require more in reality,
although the parking standards do not reflect
this.

•

There would be a loss of light to neighbouring
properties.

•

The development would result in
unacceptable
visual
intrusion
neighbouring properties.

•

The size an scale of the proposed
development results in an overdevelopment
of the plot.

an
for
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•

The size and scale of the proposed
development in not in keeping with the area
of Two Mile Ash.

The Applicant’s Agent told the Panel that there was
a mix of styles of dwelling in locality and the proposal
would therefore not be out of keeping. The Panel
also heard that the plot was large and easily able to
accommodate the size of property proposed.
It was further confirmed that there was no proposal
to remove the bushes and that the parking provision
on site would be adequate for the needs.
The Planning Officer told the Panel that an earlier
application to demolish the extension and rebuild
would have required additional parking to be
provided, however the proposal before the Panel did
not require additional spaces.
In response to a question from Councillor Bint it was
confirmed that Permitted Development Rights
(PDR) could be withdrawn as part of the permission
to ensure that there was no further expansion to the
size of the property without the requirement for
permission. It was however noted that if PDR were
not removed there could not be any further
extension to the extended element of the
development.
Councillor Brown proposed that the Officer
recommendation to grant the application subject to
the conditions detailed in the Panel report be
agreed, this was seconded by Councillor Bint.
Members of the Panel expressed disappointment at
the clarity of legislation in respect of
overdevelopment and that it meant that this was not
a matter that could reasonably justify a refusal of the
application.
The Panel recognised that the parking provision fell
short of that required for the existing dwelling by
virtue of there not being a ‘half’ unallocated space
provided, however, despite concerns, it was not
possible to expect the new application to address
the previous shortfall.
There was also concern expressed in respect of the
0.8m encroachment of the separation distance to
neighbouring properties. It was however recognised
that the policy applied to new residential
development rather than existing.
In response to an explanation from the Team leader,
Councillor Bint proposed, seconded by Councillor
19 NOVEMBER 2020
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Lancaster that Permitted Development Right be
removed to address concerns about future
development, this was agreed by acclamation.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application subject to the conditions as detailed in
the Panel report together with an addition clause to
remove Permitted Development Rights was carried
with all members of the Panel voting in favour.
RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to the
conditions as detailed in the Panel report together
with an additional clause to remove permitted
development rights, the final wording of which to be
delegated to the Head of Planning.
20/01848/FUL

RAISE HEIGHT OF EXISTING ROOF, FRONT
PORCH EXTENSION, SINGLE STOREY SIDE
AND REAR EXTENSIONS, AND RELOCATION
OF REAR BOUNDARY WALL TO ENCLOSE
PARKING AREA (PART-RETROSPECTIVE)AT 64
CHALLACOMBE, FURZTON, MILTON KEYNES
FOR MR MARCO ENCARNACAO.
The Planning Officer introduced the application with
a presentation. The Panel heard that the
recommendation remained to grant the application
subject to the conditions as detailed in the Panel
Report.
The Panel viewed a video of the site and
surrounding area. Members of the Panel were
reminded that due to the restrictions in respect of the
COVID19 pandemic the video was used to replace
a site inspection.
The Panel heard from a member of the Public and a
representative of the Parish Council, who, in
summary, raised the following concerns:
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•

The development has converted a small one
bedroom property into a structure that has
changed the street scene and has an
overbearing impact on the amenity of
neighbouring properties.

•

The height of the extension at 2.8m has had a
detrimental impact and resulted in loss of light
and shadow to the neighbouring property.

•

The wall has resulted in a restricted parking
space on either side.

•

The design of the extension does not fit in with
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the existing character of buildings in the
surrounding area.
•

The Planning Officer has stated in her report
that the proposed changes ‘do significantly
alter the overall appearance of the Site’ and
this assessment supports the concerns
expressed by residents and the Parish
Council.

•

The proposal fails policies D1 (i) and (vi)
Designing a high-quality house, D2 (i) (ii) (iii)
and (iv), creating a positive character. Policy
D5 (iv) and (v) by virtue of loss of light,

The applicant told the Panel that as a result of
discussions with the Planning Officer he believed
the constructed extension was within Permitted
Development Rights (PDR) and an application was
therefore not required, that advice later changed,
this was also because the plans changed.
The applicant further stated that the height was not
2.8m but 2.4m. The Boundary wall was sited within
the land in his ownership.
The Team Leader confirmed that informal advice
had been given on site, however it was clear that at
all stages it had been made clear that some form of
application would be required and a full assessment
of what was subject to PDR would be made when
plans were submitted.
Councillor Brown proposed that the application be
granted subject to the conditions detailed in the
Panel report, this was seconded by Councillor Bint.
Councillors Bint and Lancaster, recognising that the
original parking spaces, before the construction of
the wall, were 2.5m wide, however with the inclusion
of a wall the spaces needed to be 3m to reasonably
enable a vehicle to park, and to comply with the
Parking standards, there would also be a
requirement for a 6m combined width for the
remaining two spaces that were outside the wall and
this was in fact only 5.3m. effectively what was
originally 3 compliant spaces were now no longer
compliant by virtue of the building of the wall for
which retrospective permission was being applied. It
was also noted that as the parking proposed was
tandem the width required was 4m. It was further
noted that previously the spaces were noncompliant but by a significantly smaller margin. The
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wall had made the situation such that none of the
spaces were usable.
The Panel heard that in respect of policies D1, D2
and D5 these matters had been covered in the Panel
report and were not considered justifiable reasons
to refuse the application. It was further commented
that the issues relating to encroachment onto
neighbouring property was a matter for civil
proceedings and did not amount to material planning
concerns.
On being put to the vote the motion to grant the
application subject to the conditions detailed in the
Panel report was lost, with all members of the Panel
voting against the proposal.
Councillor Bint, seconded by Councillor Lancaster,
proposed that the application be refused as the
proposal and in particular the wall had resulted in a
failure to provide adequate parking with the
minimum
sized
parking
spaces
in
the
circumstances, and that the final wording of the
reason be delegated to the Head of Planning in
consultation with the Chair and Vice Chair.
The Panel discussed the other areas of concern but
recognised that they were unlikely to be sustainable
reasons to refuse the application. It was commented
that concerns remained in respect of the extra height
and the loss of light.
On being put to the vote the proposal to refuse the
application due to the non-complaint size of the
parking spaces was carried with all members of the
panel voting in favour of the proposal.
RESOLVED –
That the application be refused as the proposal, and
in particular the wall, resulted in non-compliant
parking provision by virtue of the size and
dimensions of the spaces being too small, the final
wording of the reason to be delegated to the Head
of Planning in consultation with the Chair and Vice
Chair.
20/02153/FUL

TWO STOREY FRONT/SIDE EXTENSION WITH
2NO
DORMER
WINDOWS
ON
FRONT
ELEVATION
AND
1
ON
THE
REAR
(RESUBMISSION OF 20/01531/FUL) AT 51 6
HOOPER GATE, WILLEN, MILTON KEYNES FOR
MR J AU
The Planning Officer introduced the application with
a presentation. The Panel heard that the
recommendation remained to grant the application
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subject to the conditions as detailed in the Panel
Report.
The Panel heard from the representative of the
Parish Council who, in summary, raised the
following concerns;
•

The proposal is a resubmission of a
previously refused scheme, the objections
to the previous scheme remain relevant to
this application.

•

The increased traffic that is likely to follow
approval will be excessive and cause
problems in the area.

Several non-material considerations were raised in
respect of proposed use of the property.
The Applicant’s Agent confirmed that he did not
have knowledge of the previous applications, he
commented that issues raised should be
disregarded by the Panel as they were not material
to the application.
In respect of the application the proposals were
policy compliant and there were no reasonable
reasons for refusing the application.
Members of the Panel received further information
in respect of what differences there were from the
previously refused scheme.
Councillor Brown proposed, seconded by Councillor
Bint, that the application be granted subject to the
conditions as detailed in the Panel report.
Members of the Panel commented that despite any
reservations about the detail the proposed scheme
was policy compliant and therefore there remained
no justifiable reasons for refusing it.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application was carried with all members of the
Panel voting in favour.
RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to the
conditions detailed within the Panel report.

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 9:48 PM
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ITEM

3(d)

Minutes of the meeting of the DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL held on
THURSDAY 10 DECEMBER 2020 at 7:00 pm.
Present:

Councillor: Brown (Chair)
Councillors Exon, Lancaster, McLean and Wallis.

Officers:

E Verdegem (Team Leader (West) - Development Management), T
Barton (Planning Officer), R Edgington (Senior Planning Officer), S
Narborough (Landscape Technical Officer) E Gineikiene (Lawyer
(Planning)) and D Imbimbo (Committee Manager).

DCP13

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
The Chair welcomed Councillors, Officer Colleagues and the Public to
the online meeting and explained the procedures to be adopted.

DCP14

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
None were made.

DCP15

REPRESENTATIONS ON APPLICATIONS
Parish Councillor Greenwood, (Campbell Park Parish Council), spoke
in respect of application : 20/02267/FUL Conversion of garage to living
space and erection of a shed at 27 Hutton Avenue, Oldbrook, Milton
Keynes.
The Applicant, Mr Ali-Abdullah, exercised the right of reply.

DCP16

APPLICATIONS
20/02221/FUL

LOFT CONVERSION & SINGLE STOREY
SIDE/REAR EXTENSION AT 1 BURY AVENUE,
NEWPORT PAGNELL, MILTON KEYNES FOR
PHILIPPA COOPER.
The Planning Officer introduced the application with
a presentation. It was confirmed that the
recommendation remained to grant the application
subject to the conditions detailed in the Panel Report
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Exon,
proposed that the Officer recommendation to grant
planning permission subject to the conditions
detailed in the Panel report be agreed.
Members of the Panel noted the objections of the
Town Council but did not believe that the proposals
would cause significant harm.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application subject to the conditions detailed in the
Panel report was carried with all Members of the
Panel voting in favour.
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RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to the
conditions detailed in the Panel Report.
20/02267/FUL

CONVERSION OF GARAGE TO LIVING SPACE
AND ERECTION OF A SHED AT 27 HUTTON
AVENUE, OLDBROOK, MILTON KEYNES FOR
SAMAD ALI-ABDULLAH.
The Planning Officer introduced the application with
a presentation. It was confirmed that the
recommendation remained to grant the application
subject to the conditions detailed in the Panel report.
The Panel heard from The Chair of the Parish
Council who told the Panel that the Council had
objected as they were unable to access the plans at
the time of the consultation due to IT problems within
the Planning Department and that on the surface the
application appeared to be in breach of Policy within
the Neighbourhood Plan, however, having now been
able to review the plans the Council was satisfied
that this was not the case, and therefore the parish
Council withdrew its objection to the scheme.
The Applicant told the Panel he appreciated the
clarity and asked that the Panel approve the
application.
Councillor Brown proposed that the Officer
recommendation to grant the application subject to
the conditions detailed in the Panel report be agreed,
this was seconded by Councillor Exon.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application subject to the conditions as detailed in
the Panel was carried with all members of the Panel
voting in favour.
RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to the
conditions as detailed in the Panel report.

DCP17

CONFIRMATION
PS/540/15/423

OF

TREE

PRESERVATION

ORDER

The Senior Planning introduced the Item with a presentation. The
Panel heard that the purpose of the Tree Preservation Order
(TPO) was to add a layer of protection to what was a potential
development site that would assist in designing landscape
schemes for the site preserving the trees. It was noted that
following a late objection in respect of two trees, a Pine and a
Western Red Cedar, located as detailed on TPO Plan 2 it was
recommended that these be removed from the order. It was
further noted that should the Arboricultural Officers believe that
these trees merited protection a further order could be proposed.
10 DECEMBER 2020
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It was also noted that should the Order be confirmed there were
still means by which work could be done on the trees but that
would be subject to application and controls as deemed
necessary.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Exon, proposed that
the Tree Preservation Order be confirmed subject to the
modifications detailed in the Panel reports.
Members of the Panel welcomed the pro-active approach to the
site and thanked Officers for the work undertaken to prepare the
scheme.
On being put to the vote the proposal to confirm the TPO was
carried with all members of the Panel voting in favour.
RESOLVED –
That Tree Preservation Order PS/540/15/423 be confirmed
subject to the modifications as detailed in the Panel reports.
THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 7:36 PM
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ITEM

6

Application 20/00191/CONS
Approval of Design Codes
At Calverton Green North and Calverton Green South at WEA Area 10-1 to 10-3, Watling
Street
Ward: Stony Stratford

Parish: Fairfields

Report Author/Case Officer:

Katy Lycett
Principal Planning Officer (Development Management)

Contact Details:

07795 475584
katy.lycett@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Team Manager:

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

1.0

RECOMMENDATION

1.1

It is recommended that the submitted Design Codes are approved.

2.0

INTRODUCTION
The Site.

2.1

The site is located on the western edge of Milton Keynes. The Calverton Green North
Code area has Watling Street (V4) and Two Mile Ash on its northern boundary, with
Calverton Lane located to the west of both the Calverton Green North and South
sites. The Calverton Green South site will abut open space and the playing fields for
the Watling Academy Secondary School on its southern edge.

2.2

The site forms part of a wider development to the west of Milton Keynes that gained
planning permission under reference 05/00291/MKPCO, (Milton Keynes Partnership
Committee Outline application) with the life of this permission extended under
reference 11/01685/MKPCO. Calverton Green North and South are part of the
Whitehouse Area (Area 10) which essentially provides the eastern extent to the wider
Milton Keynes Western Expansion Area (MKWEA). The two sites are divided to the
north and south by the City Street.

2.3

For clarity:
Calverton Green North
- Design Code Area: 21.412 Ha
- Net Developable Area (excluding City Street / Link Street): 19.2 Ha
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- High Density Area (average 45dph) 5.213 Ha
----> 235 dwellings
- Medium Density Area (average 35dph) 13.227 Ha ----> 463 dwellings
- Low Density Area (average 27.5dph) 0.759Ha
----> 21 dwellings
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------TOTAL
719 dwellings
Calverton Green South
- Design Code Area: 12.008 Ha
- Net Developable Area (excluding City Street / Link Street): 8.128 Ha
- High Density Area (average 45dph) 1.931 Ha
----> 87 dwellings
- Medium Density Area (average 35dph) 4.074 Ha
----> 143 dwellings
- Low Density Area (average 27.5dph) 2.122Ha
----> 58 dwellings
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------TOTAL
288 dwellings
The Proposal
2.4

Members are requested to consider the submission of for approval.
Calverton Green North Link: https://tinyurl.com/ycdzkybd
Calverton Green South Link: https://tinyurl.com/ydh3sbwg
Reason for Referral to Committee

2.5

This application is referred to Committee for consideration as the approval of Design
Codes does not fall within the Scheme of Delegation for being determined at Officer
level.

3.0

RELEVANT POLICIES
National Policy

3.1

National Planning Policy Framework (2019)
Section 12: Achieving Well-Designed Places
The Development Plan

3.2

Neighbourhood Plan
There is no Neighbourhood Plan for this area.

3.3

Plan: MK (2019)
Policy D1 Designing a High Quality Place
Policy D2 Creating a Positive Character
Policy D3 Design of Buildings
Policy D4 Innovative Design and Construction
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Policy D5 Amenity and Street Scene
Policy HN4 Amenity, Accessibility and Adaptability of Homes
3.4

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) and Guidance (SPG)
Milton Keynes Parking Standards SPD (2016)
Milton Keynes Urban Development Area Tariff SPG (2007)
Sustainable Construction SPG (April 2007)
Milton Keynes Drainage Strategy- Development and Flood Risk SPG (2004)
Strategic Land Allocation Development Framework SPD (November 2013)
New Residential Development Design Guide SPD (April 2012)

3.5

Human Rights Act 1998
There may be implications under Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol regarding
the right of respect for a person's private and family life and home, and to the peaceful
enjoyment of possessions. However, these potential issues are in this case amply
covered by consideration of the environmental impact of the application under the
policies of the development plan and other relevant policy guidance.

3.6

Equality Act 2010
Due regard, where relevant, has been had to the Milton Keynes Council's equality
duty as contained within the Equality Act 2010.

4.0

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
05/00291/MKPCO
Demolition of all buildings, except Whitehouse Farmhouse, residential
development up to approximately 4320 units, a range of employment uses including
class B1, B2 & B8 uses, erection of a secondary school and 3 primary schools (class
D1), a mixed-use centre (including Class A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5 uses), community
uses (Class D1), indoor sports & other leisure facilities (Class D2 uses), burial
ground, associated structural landscaping, open space & play areas, associated
highways & infrastructure improvements
Permitted 05.10.2007
08/01289/MKPCR
Reserved Matters Application pursuant to outline permission 05/00291/MKPCO for
primary infrastructure works, including roads, footways, on-street parking,
cycleways, drainage, attenuation areas, services, utilities and ecological mitigation
works (amended plans)
Permitted 15.12.2011
11/01685/MKPCO
S73 Application to vary planning condition 6 and Table 1 of condition 15 of outline
planning permission 05/00291/MKPCO to increase the permitted total retail
floorspace within the proposed Area 10 High Street by 1,500 sq.m gross (from 7,500

(43)

sq.m gross to 9,000 sq.m gross) and allowing for 500 sq.m gross (convenience
and/or comparison floorspace) at the proposed Area 10 Local Centre
Permitted 06.02.2012
15/02630/REM
Reserved matters submission in relation to outline permission 05/00291/MKPCO for
siting, design and external appearance of 230 dwellings and access arrangements
and landscaping within the site. Strategic landscaping and means of access have
already been subject to a separate reserved matters approval for a wider area.
Permitted 24.02.2016
16/02817/REM
Reserved matters application pursuant to outline permission 05/00291/MKPCO for
erection of 129 dwellings for residential use along with garages, roads, sewers and
all ancillary works at Area 10.1-10.3 (Sites C and D)
Permitted 10.03.2017
5.0

MAIN ISSUES
The acceptability of the submitted Design Codes.

6.0

CONSIDERATIONS

6.1

This Design Code sets out a specific form of detailed design guidance comprising a
set of written and graphic rules to establish the precise two and three dimensional
design elements of Calverton Green South and North (Area 10.1, Phase 2), which is
within the Whitehouse area (Area 10) of the Milton Keynes Western Expansion Area
(MKWEA). The extent of the Design Code area is identified at Figure 2 in both
documents.

6.2

The Design Code instructs the user upon the design of physical components within
the Design Code area in order to deliver the placemaking vision identified for the
MKWEA.

6.3

This Design Code provides a series of instructions that are:
•
•
•
•
•

6.4

Essentially graphic, supported by written rules that are technical in nature;
Precise in their design considerations;
Based on the design vision in the Masterplan and development brief;
Three dimensional in scope, focused primarily on urban design
considerations; and
Focused on mandatory design characteristics.

The structure of the Calverton Green North and Calverton Green South Design Code
builds upon the context of the outline planning permission and the Strategic Land
Allocation Development Framework, as well as the Highway Design Guide for the
MKWEA.
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6.5

The structure of the Code is in four sections:
Introduction - Sets out the purpose of the document and how the code should
be used in the development of a reserved matters application.
Vision and Place Making – Sets out the vision for the area
Design Code - Sets out the requirements in the outline planning permission
that the Design Code must address including density, details of building types,
parking provision; building materials, key elevational and architectural
principles, location of landmark buildings and gateways, building heights,
street types and block principles, roofs and boundaries, public realm materials
including carriageways, footways, landscaping, street furniture; and detailing
the extent to which or providing guidelines (if appropriate) as to how residential
units and/or commercial units can be altered once constructed.
Compliance Checklist – To safeguard that the reserved matters applications
are consistent with the requirements of the Code.

6.6

Both the documents have a structure that does not identify character areas or parcel
specific regularity plans. The character of the development will be shaped through
key frontages and spaces, and the street types, by using the requirements for the
Design Code set out in the outline permission. This is a different approach to much
of the design coding in the WEA which use regularity plans. It is considered a more
effective approach and will result in a clearer method of assessment. It is considered
to be acceptable on this basis. Furthermore, it should also result in greater constancy
of appearance within specific streets and spaces to the benefit of the development
as a whole.

6.7

The character for the Design Code areas are driven by the key spaces of Calverton
Green, Brook Corridor Key Frontage and School Square, which have their own
mandatory principles to follow, along with other areas public realm identified as
Parkland and Green Corridor open space within both Code areas.

6.8

Housing typologies, material palettes, street furniture, key frontages and landmarks
are addressed to the rear of the document.

6.9

Finally, there is a compliance check list to ensure that any reserved matters
application is consistent with the mandatory elements of each Code.

6.10

Calverton Green South also has guidance in relation to the school and community
building which has a square proposed to the front of it.

7.0

CONCLUSIONS

7.1

As discussed above, Calverton Green North and South will include a number of key
public spaces within the overall development as well as a primary school, community
building and contemporary family housing throughout. The proposed Design Code is
a simple, legible document which offers a good balance between flexibility and
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prescription to ensure a consistency of appearance. The applicant has been willing
to modify the document based on comments made by officers.
7.2

It is therefore concluded that the Design Codes should be accepted and approved.

(46)

Plans
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