AGENDA
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
When:

19:00hrs – 5 NOVEMBER 2020

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 2 NOVEMBER 2020
Written submissions: 12:00 noon, Wednesday 4 NOVEMBER 2020
Other deadlines (not related to planning applications on this agenda):
Submission of general questions: 19:00, Tuesday 3 NOVEMBER 2020
Requests to speak on agenda items other than Planning Applications 18:45,
Thursday 5 NOVEMBER 2020
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 meetings
of the Development Control Committee held on 3 SEPTEMBER 2020 (Item 3a)
(Pages 5 to 21) 17 SEPTEMBER 2020 (Item 3b) (Pages 22 to 36), and 08 OCTOBER
2020 (Item 3c) (Pages 37 to 51).

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 2 NOVEMBER 2020. Any
additional written representations must be received by 12:00 noon on
WEDNESDAY 4 NOVEMBER 2020.
7.

Appeal Update for Second Quarter of 2020-21

To note the report (Item 7) (Pages 231 to 233)
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INDEX OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS TO BE CONSIDERED AT THIS MEETING
Item

Application
Reference

Item 20/00551/FUL
6a

Item 20/01176/OUT
6b

Item 20/01432/FUL
6c

Item 20/02159/DISCON
6d

Address

Ward

Town/Parish

Report
Page

Plan Appendix
Page Page

Land to the East of; Tattenhoe
St Agnes Way,
Tattenhoe,
Milton Keynes
Land off;
Monkston
Timbold Drive,
Kents Hill Park,
Milton Keynes

Shenley
Brook End &
Tattenhoe

54

90

96

Kents Hill and
Monkston
Parish
Council

114

149

152

Land off;
Bletcham Way
Fenny Lock,
Bletcham Way
V7 To A5
22 - 24
Stantonbury
Centre
Purbeck
Stantonbury

Bletchley East

Bletchley and
Fenny
Stratford
Town Council

172

194

197

Stantonbury

Stantonbury
Parish
Council

213

225

228
(Annex)
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ITEM

3(a)

Minutes of the meeting of the DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE held on
THURSDAY 3 SEPTEMBER 2020 at 7.00 pm.
Present:

Councillor Brown (Chair)
Councillors Bint, Bowyer (Nominated substitute to the Group
Vacancy), Exon, Lancaster, Legg, McLean, Petchey, Reilly
(Substituting for Councillor Alexander), Trendall and Wallis.

Officers:

T Aldworth (Deputy Chief Executive), T Darke (Director, Growth,
Economy and Culture), J Palmer (Head of Planning), M Joyce (Interim
Development Management Manager), A Turner (Development Plans
and Delivery Manager), J Lee (Senior Planning Officer), K Lycett (Senior
Planning Officer), D Buckley (Senior Planning Officer), P Caves (Team
Leader - Traffic and Development), C Gaunt (Principal Lawyer Property and Housing), P Brown (Head of Democratic Services) and J
Crighton (Committee Manager).

Also Present

Councillors Carr, Darlington, D Hopkins, McCall and Wales.

Apologies:

Councillor Alexander.

DCC25

INTRODUCTIONS AND WELCOME
The Chair welcomed members of the public and councillors to the
meeting and explained that the meeting was being held remotely and
would be broadcast live on YouTube. He further explained the
procedures to be adopted.
The Committee heard that Councillor Baines, having resigned from the
Conservative Group, was no longer a member of the Committee and
his replacement would be appointed in due course and thanked
Councillor Baines for his contribution.
The Chair further welcomed Mr Myles Joyce who was the new Interim
Development Management Manager.

DCC256

MINUTES
RESOLVED:
That the minutes of the meetings of the Development Control
Committee held on 18 June 2020 and 2 July 2020, and the meeting of
the Development Control Panel held on 16 July 2020 be agreed as
accurate records and signed by the Chair as such, subject to the
following amendments;
DCC 22 The reference to Parish Councillor Tenant, to read Town
Councillor.
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DCC23 in respect of application 20/00835/REM at paragraph 16 the
word ‘commended’ to be replaced by the word ‘commenced’ and in
paragraph 17 the word ‘propose’ to read ‘proposed’.
DCC27

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS
Councillor Legg asked that it be noted that in respect of application
20/00678/FULMMA, he was a member of West Bletchley Parish
Council, which had discussed the application, he however had not
taken part in those discussions or expressed any views.

DCC278

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Questions
Town Councillor Tate Chapman-Ballard (Walton Community Council),
asked the following question;
‘At the meeting of Development Control Committee held on 4 June
2020, the Chair of the Committee committed to carry out an
investigation, along with the Vice-Chair of the Committee, into the
reasons and justification for the increase in density at the Hindhead
Knoll Development site, and why the change in density had occurred
in Plan:MK without appropriate public consultation. Has the
investigation commenced and if so, what progress has been made to
date?’
The Chair responded to say that, as the Community Council was
aware, he had requested any further information in July and received
documents from the Community Council at the end of July. Further,
that he was in the process of reviewing this information and collating
the main questions with the intention of seeking answers to in relation
to the modification of Plan:MK.
The Chair indicated that the main issue was the ongoing Local
Government Ombudsman (LGO) case, his reluctance to pre-empt or
prejudice the outcome and to see how this was resolved before
finalising scope. The complaint was raised with the LGO before the
planning application came to the Committee and it was right that this
process was resolved first. The Chair indicated that the LGO case
might answer some questions or raise ones not previously considered,
but he had not been able to obtain any details about progress with
the LGO and accepting that the complaint was not made by the
Community Council, any assistance from them to facilitate progress
with the LGO (such as a case reference or contact) would be welcome.
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The Chair also welcomed any contact or questions from residents and
councillors and indicated they did not need to wait until formal
meetings to raise questions, reaffirming his commitment to work
together to try to address the concerns of the residents.
As a supplementary question Town Councillor Tate-Ballard asked;
‘It is unfortunate today that I learnt that the Secretary of State has
decided to not ‘call in’ the DCC’s decision on the Hindhead Knoll site,
given that we have called for an independent investigation into Milton
Keynes Councils planning department. Following the criminal
complaint raised in relation to the handling of the Blakeland
application, does the Chair feel that the current decisions of the
committee are letting down the residents of Milton Keynes, especially
in the area of Walton Community Council and should the Hindhead
Knoll decision be held in abeyance until it is unequivocally established
that the Committee does not act in an illegal manner?’
The Chair responded to say that in his view, decisions of the
Committee were sound and he would be happy to have a discussion
in respect of the matters raised. Further, that there was an item on
the agenda to consider the performance of the Service and that the
report in respect of the review into the Blakelands application was still
awaited.
Councillor Hosking had submitted a question which was read by the
Committee Manager;
‘My question relates to the Mounts Farm application in Emberton:
DCC asked officers to provide a ‘case history’ for this application when
it was granted in April. What progress has been made in drafting this
report and when will a final version be available for members?’
The Head of Planning responded to say that there had previously been
a capacity issue in the team caused by the resignation of the
Development Management Manager, but that an interim
appointment had been made to the role and that an investigation
would be undertaken with a view to reporting back to the October
Development Control Committee meeting.
Mr Tooley asked;
‘Assuming that the Dorfman report into the Blakelands warehouse still
has not been received, and with patience running thin, does the
Council have the option to opt out and to engage another consultant?’
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The Deputy Chief Executive confirmed that the Council would have
the option to engage another consultant, but this would be an
decision to be made by the Audit Committee, which were responsible
for commissioning the review. It was further commented that the
review report author, Mr Dorfman, having had recent correspondence
from residents was still engaged in following up lines of enquiry. It was
hoped that the report would be ready in September 2020.
As a supplementary question Mr Tooley asked;
‘Was the Deputy Chief Executive confident that the report would be
received in September given that several deadlines had already been
missed.’
The Deputy Chief Executive responded to say that further work was
ongoing to understand progress with the additional lines of enquiry
that had been raised, but that Mr Dorfman was very aware of the
importance of delivering the investigation as quickly as possible and
that it was the thorough and independent report that was requested
of him.
DCC28

REPRESENTATIONS ON APPLICATIONS
Councillors Carr and McCall (Ward Councillors) spoke in objection to
application 20/00133/OUTEIS, Outline planning application, (all
matters reserved except access), for the demolition of the existing
farm buildings on site and the development of up to 930 dwellings
(including affordable dwellings), primary school, local centre, open
space, sports pitches, play areas, pavilion/wellbeing centre and other
associated works at Tickford Fields Farm, North Crawley Road,
Newport Pagnell.
The Applicant’s Agent, Mr S James, exercised the right of reply.
Mr E Hume, Mr N Kelly-Wilson (Residents Association), Ms D
Shephard (Clerk to Fenny Stratford Town Council), Councillor Wales
(Neighbouring Ward) and Councillor Darlington (Ward Councillor
spoke in objection to application 20/00678/FULMMA, Variation of
conditions 2 (operational life), 3 (restoration sequence) and 5 (final
restoration of the site), attached to planning application MK/806/95
to extend the operational life of the site by 15 years with final
restoration of the whole site to be completed within a further 24
months at Bletchley Landfill Site, Guernsey Road, Newton Leys, Milton
Keynes.
The Applicant’s Agent Mr M Nicholson exercised the right of reply.
Councillor D Hopkins (Ward Councillor) spoke in objection to
application 19/02141/FUL, New residential dwelling (retrospective)
and associated works at Site to the West of 1, London End Lane, Bow
Brickhill.
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The Applicant’s Agent, Mr M Pearce, exercised the right of reply
DCC29

PLANNING APPLICATIONS

20/00133/OUTEIS

OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION (ALL MATTERS RESERVED
EXCEPT ACCESS) FOR THE DEMOLITION OF THE EXISTING FARM
BUILDINGS ON SITE AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF UP TO 930
DWELLINGS (INCLUDING AFFORDABLE DWELLINGS), PRIMARY
SCHOOL, LOCAL CENTRE, OPEN SPACE, SPORTS PITCHES, PLAY
AREAS, PAVILION/WELLBEING CENTRE AND OTHER
ASSOCIATED WORKS AT TICKFORD FIELDS FARM, NORTH
CRAWLEY ROAD, NEWPORT PAGNELL FOR MILTON KEYNES
COUNCIL
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the application with a
presentation.
The Committee heard that the recommendation was to grant the
application subject to conditions and signing of the
Memorandum of Understanding.
The Committee heard from Ward Councillors who raised the
following points:
• As the land was allocated for development in the Local Plan
and the Newport Neighbourhood Plan there was no objection
to the principle of the development and there was an
understanding that some issues would be dealt with at the
reserved matters stage.
• Ward Councillors had invested time and energy in discussions
with developers to attempt to lessen the impact of the
development on local residents, including the proposed
downgrading of the access point on Morello Way, the paving
of footpath 10, widening of London Road at Tickford
Roundabout and two new accesses via North Crawley Road,
which were all welcomed.
• Highways remained the biggest concern for residents and
these issues should be satisfactorily addressed. In particular,
vehicular access from Chicheley Street should not be
permitted.
• Appropriate flooding and drainage measures were required
given the proximity to the river and Chicheley Brook and
issues with the soakaway on the neighboring Bellway site
previously being overwhelmed. In particular, the committee
should be satisfied that the flood risk assessment was fit for
purpose.
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• The location of the recycling centre in the middle of the
development and likely associated traffic congestion was
problematic, although it was accepted that the cost of
relocation would be significant.
• The housing mix was a concern, including the small amount of
affordable housing allocations and the premiums applied by
Housing Associations and developers for re-sale of shared
ownership properties.
• The lack of a senior school provision was a concern, given the
additional pressure the development would place on existing
provision.
Exercising a right of reply, the applicant told the Committee that
the site was allocated in the Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood
Plan and Plan: MK, and included a significant amount of green
space, along with a new sports area and building.
The Committee heard that all technical objections had been
resolved with the Environment Agency no longer having flooding
concerns further to the submission of a detailed flood risk
assessment.
Whilst a noise barrier represented a satisfactory mitigation, the
details would continue to be reviewed with a view to reducing
reliance on a barrier where possible and mitigation instead
achieved through landscaping and other measures.
In response to the comments and objections the applicant
indicated that:
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•

Although there was no secondary school provision, a
significant contribution was included in the Memorandum of
Understanding for this.

•

Access was via a main junction on North Crawley Road, with
two other secondary access points, including Morello Way
which would include traffic calming measures to be assessed
as part of the Reserved Matters application.

•

The flood risk assessment indicated that all residential
building would be in flood zone one, with some nonvulnerable buildings in flood zone two. The parts of the
development within flood zone three were green space and
designated ecology space.

•

The housing mix would be fully resolved at Reserved Matters
but that there would be a full specification of affordable
housing.
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In response to questions from Councillor Bint, the Director of
Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking, indicated that:
•

affordable housing mix would be dealt with via Reserved
Matters reflecting the local need at the time;

•

intended financial support for the primary school and the
additional purchase of properties by the Council were not
material planning considerations and were not binding;

•

the decision in relation to Morello Way indicated the
principle of access, but with a condition that mitigation be
required at Reserved Matters for this access;

•

financial contributions would be dealt with via a
Memorandum of Understanding as opposed to a s106
agreement as the Council could not enter into an agreement
with itself as the majority shareholder in MKDP; and

•

the approval of a Construction Management Plan was
included as condition number 9.

In response to questions from Councillor McLean, the Director of
Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking indicated that:
•

conditions in relation to the submission of Reserved Matters
applications and the completion of the development were
standard, but would be reviewed to ensure they were
understandable;

•

conditions four and five would be reviewed to avoid
duplication;

•

it was unclear why Buckinghamshire Council were not
included on the list of consultees, but that this might have
been because they did not request to be consulted and that
there was no statutory requirement to do so in any case; and

•

that consultee responses were summarised in the officer’s
report and were not intended to be a comprehensive record.

In response to a question from Councillor Bowyer, the Director
of Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking indicated that
the intention was to transfer all green spaces to Newport Pagnell
Town Council, which would include responsibility for ongoing
maintenance, that there had been detailed discussions about the
financial settlement and that it was the Directors understanding
that the Town Council was satisfied with the current position.
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The Chair, seconded by Councillor Bint, proposed that the
application be granted subject to the conditions in the
Committee Report and the completion of a Memorandum of
Understanding.
Councillor McLean, seconded by Councillor Bint proposed that
the motion be amended to read, ‘That the application be granted
subject to the Conditions in the Committee Report and the
completion of a Memorandum of Understanding, with the
addition of:
i)

an additional condition requiring the allocation of
‘unallocated’ car parking spaces for each phase of the
development with the final wording of the condition
delegated to the Head of Planning; and

ii) an informative to existing Condition 9 (Construction
Management Plan) that construction traffic not approach
the site from North Crawley and Cranfield.
The amendment was agreed by acclamation.
The Committee discussed safety concerns associated with
pedestrians crossing the North Crawley Road to access the
primary school and noted that whilst the location of the school
was not settled and would form part of a Reserved Matters
application, were satisfied that most of the pupils at the school
would be resident in the development area and so would not
need to cross North Crawley Road to access the school.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the application
was carried, with all members voting in favour.
RESOLVED:
That the Application be granted subject to the Conditions in the
Committee Report and the completion of a Memorandum of
Understanding, with the addition of an additional condition
requiring the allocation of ‘unallocated’ car parking spaces for
each phase of the development with the final wording of the
condition delegated to the Head of Planning and an informative
to existing Condition 9 (Construction Management Plan) that
construction traffic not approach the site from North Crawley
and Cranfield.
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20/00678/FULMMA VARIATION OF CONDITIONS 2 (OPERATIONAL LIFE), 3
(RESTORATION SEQUENCE) AND 5 (FINAL RESTORATION OF THE
SITE) ATTACHED TO PLANNING APPLICATION MK/806/95 TO
EXTEND THE OPERATIONAL LIFE OF THE SITE BY 15 YEARS WITH
FINAL RESTORATION OF THE WHOLE SITE TO BE COMPLETED
WITHIN A FURTHER 24 MONTH AT BLETCHLEY LANDFILL SITE,
GUERNSEY ROAD, NEWTON LEYS, MILTON KEYNES FOR FCC
ENVIRONMENT.
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the application with a
presentation.
The Committee heard that the recommendation was to refuse
the application for the reasons set out in the report.
The Committee heard from Ward Councillors, a representative
of the Town Council and two members of the public who raised
the following concerns:
• Many thousands of Newton Leys residents had chosen to live
on that estate, with a reasonable expectation that the site
would close and be remediated to accessible open and
recreational space by 2022.
• Whilst there may have been a need for continued landfill
facilities at a regional level the need for these facilities at local
level was diminishing and would have entirely diminished in
Milton Keynes by 2022.
• Ongoing detrimental effects on the local environment,
residential amenity, highways and biodiversity. In particular
the proximity of the Newton Leys Playing fields and pavilion to
the site affected the ongoing use of these facilities.
• The health and wellbeing of residents, including the effect of
odours, infestations and poor air quality. In particular, during
the summer months, when it was impossible for residents to
keep windows or doors open.
• The number of vehicle movements associated with the site
which were over 250 per day and in conflict with the Council’s
environmental ambitions.
• Significant and ongoing issues associated with HGVs visiting
the site, including queuing and parking on Jersey Drive which
made using the highway for vehicles and pedestrians
problematic.
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• The ongoing need for provision of recreational space for a
growing local population, which would be delayed
significantly should the sites operation be extended.
• The proposals were contrary to the Council Plan, Sustainability
Strategy and Action Plan.
• If other local authorities were complying with environmental
directions as successfully as Milton Keynes Council, there
would be no need for the capacity on a regional basis.
• Issues associated with the site being filled to achieve
restoration were not valid as the demand for landfill would
continue to diminish over time and this would set an ongoing
precedent of ongoing/indefinite time extensions.
Exercising the right of reply, the applicant told the committee
that:
• The site predated neighbouring residential areas within
Newton Leys and consent for that development was granted
with full knowledge of the existence of the landfill site.
• The adopted Milton Keynes Waste Development Plan
safeguards the site as a strategic waste management facility
at a local and regional level and was supported under policy
WA2 of the Waste Development Plan.
• The South East Waste Planning Advisory Group (SEWPAG), of
which Milton Keynes Waste Planning Authority was a
member, had reviewed the available landfill capacity across
the South East and agreed that the site was strategically
important.
• Whilst the current Council Plan opposed the extension of
Bletchley landfill site’s operational lifetime, it was updated
after the submission of the planning application. The plan
carried no weight and was not material to the decision-making
process.
• If the application was refused, it would not be possible to
complete the landform to its consented contours and the
remaining void would create long term issues for the
environmental management of the site. It would also prevent
the restoration of a large part of the site to a beneficial after
use and compromise the applicants ability to deliver the
proposed restoration scheme.
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• The weight given to relevant statutory consultees was
insufficient, and a disproportionate amount of weight had
been afforded to the comments from the Head of Waste and
Environment who had set out the approach of the Municipal
Waste Strategy for Milton Keynes.
• Milton Keynes Environmental Health department and the
Environment Agency had no objections to the application with
the latter confirming in its consultee response that since
January 2017 it had received 7 complaints and that the site
was well run with an active community liaison group that was
attended by the applicant, residents, the Environment Agency
and Council Officers.
• The assertion that there would be a negative impact upon
amenity and harm to the relative enjoyment of the
community was without evidential basis and at odds with a
lack of objections from statutory consultees, including the
Environment Agency which had commented that there was no
current pollution or air quality issues associated with the
operation of the site.
The Senior Planning Officer advised the Committee that in
addition to its consultation response, the Environment Agency
had submitted further comments in the days preceding the
meeting, to provide more clarity. These related to concerns
about the currently proposed methodology for restoration, given
the current condition of the site, which would be more
complicated and not supported. Further clarification had
subsequently been sought from Officers, and the Environment
Agency had confirmed that alternative and satisfactory
restoration methods were both possible and plausible at the site.
The Committee also heard that the consultee responses had
been summarised in the report, but the case officer was
responsible for the recommendation, based on their view of the
balance of evidence and planning considerations.
In response to a question from Councilor Bowyer, in relation to a
question about the hierarchy of planning documents, the Head
of Planning indicated that the National Planning Policy for Waste
represented a material consideration, but was also weighed
against conflicting local policies.
In response to questions from Councillors Bint and Brown, the
Senior Planning Officer advised that the Extant Permission was
from 2002 for a period of 20 years and that a requirement for a
12 month restoration period was inherent in that decision.
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The Chair, seconded by Councillor Exon, proposed that the
application be refused for the reasons set out in section 9 of the
Committee Report.
The Committee debated the recommendation, reflecting on the
planning balance, considering the National Planning Policy
position and the regional waste context, against expectations
about how the area was planned and designed, including a
country park on the site from 2023, which was part of the
planned infrastructure for the south of the Borough. The
Committee also considered the wider amenity issues such as
lorry movements which were attributed to landfill sites and
impacted the community.
On being put to the vote the proposal to refuse the application
was carried with all members voting in favour.
RESOLVED:
That the application be refused as the continuation of the
existing operation (the development) would be unacceptable in
terms of negative impact upon amenity of the local community
in the longer term. A further fifteen years in operation would be
harmful to the relative enjoyment of the community. The
associated postponement of the restoration works would result
in a loss of opportunity for the community to benefit for open
space recreation as originally agreed. The application is therefore
contrary to Policy D1, D5, NE5 and NE6 of Plan: MK and Section
8 of the NPPF.
19/02141/FUL

NEW RESIDENTIAL DWELLING (RETROSPECTIVE) AND
ASSOCIATED WORKS SITE TO THE WEST OF 1, LONDON END
LANE, BOW BRICKHILL FOR GILL HUDSON HOMES
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the application with a
presentation.
The Committee heard that the recommendation was to refuse
the application for the reasons set out in the report.
The Committee heard from the Ward Councillor who set out that
whilst the plans, as submitted, would result in the development
of a dwelling in open countryside, which was therefore contrary
to adopted Plan:MK, there were counter arguments to the
remaining reasons for refusal, including that:
•
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the Council had previously approved the contours and
removal of soil from the site;
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•

proposed planting, if fully implemented and integrated,
would obscure much of the dwelling;

•

the ecological damage had already been done as a
consequence of the existing building work being completed;
and

•

that appropriate conditions would mitigate issues related to
Sustainable Construction and Sustainable Drainage.

Speaking in support of the application, the Applicant’s Agent told
the Committee that additional documents had been provided to
the Council further to the deferral of the application at
Committee in May 2020. These documents included:
•

A landscaping plan detailing a proposed planting scheme,
which would improve the ecology and would not conflict
with proposed underground services.

•

Proposals for the provision of trailing and climbing planting
to the front elevation, as well as a more muted paint colour,
with the intention of softening the appearance of the
building.

The Committee heard that the applicant had also committed to
removing the green metal fence along the western boundary,
after the completion of proposed planting and reducing the
retaining wall height and ground levels.
The applicant had removed the wall and pillars to the front of the
site and would instigate more appropriate boundary treatments
in the form of native hedge planting.
Finally, the Committee was advised that information about
energy efficiency and sustainable construction had been
submitted to the Council in November 2019. These reflected
calculations for the building as constructed, were dated and
reflected the highest category of energy efficiency.
In response, the Senior Planning Officer advised that it was not
his understanding that the sustainable construction information
submitted, reflected an ‘as built’ assessment.
In response to questions from Councillors Bint and Exon, the
Senior Planning Officer advised that there was an existing
permission on the site, however, this was granted on appeal by
the Planning Inspectorate given that the original application
represented exceptionally high standards of design, sustainable
construction and development, which in Officers views had not
been met on this occasion.
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This meant that existing National Planning Policies applied,
including those relating to buildings in open countryside.
In response to questions from Councillor Bint, the Senior
Planning Officer advised that the proposal under consideration
was what was presented with the report, including the removal
of the wall and gateposts, to be replaced with native hedging and
a space for vehicular access.
The Committee heard from Councillor Hopkins, who clarified his
representations to indicate that he encouraged the Committee
to simply resolve the matter, whether it be by regularising the
development, or by refusing the application and beginning
effective enforcement action.
The Committee considered their decision in the context of
enforcement and heard from the Director of Planning, Strategic
Transport and Placemaking and the Senior Planning Officer:
•

The committee could consider the ongoing harm of the
development, especially in relation to visual appearance and
as yet unresolved draining issues, but was correct to
conclude that much of the ecological harm had been done.

•

That decisions about enforcement were not appropriate
without a report and Officer recommendation, but this was
something that Officers would consider providing in similar
cases in the future

•

That there had been enforcement activity over a long period
of time, which in line with government enforcement
guidance, has primarily focused on negotiation to improve
the position or regularise matters.

The Chair, seconded by Councillor Exon, proposed that the
application be refused for the reasons set out in the report.
The Committee reflected on a number of matters set out in the
report and in particular, whether the current application
represented Exceptional Design and Sustainable Construction,
which would justify a departure from planning policy.
On being put to the vote the proposal to refuse the application
was carried with Councillors Bint, Bowyer, Brown, Lancaster,
McLean, Petchey, Reilly, Trendall and Wallis voting in favour,
Councillor Exon voting against and Councillor Legg abstaining.
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RESOLVED:
That the application be refused as:
1. The proposed development would result in a dwelling in the
Open Countryside as defined in the Adopted Plan:MK which
is not required for agriculture or forestry or other rural
business and which does not meet the requirements for
exceptional buildings within the Open Countryside set out in
Paragraph 79 of the National Planning Policy Framework. As
such the proposal would be contrary to Policies DS1 and DS5
of Plan:MK.
2. The proposed dwelling and associated mounding would
appear as an intrusive and incongruous feature in views of
the area to the detriment of the appearance of the area. As
such the proposal would be contrary to policy D1, D2, D3 and
D5 of Plan:MK.
3. The proposal would be detrimental to the ecological value of
the site and protected species within it, through the
destruction of habitat and inadequate proposals to enhance
the ecological value of the site following development
contrary to policies NE2 and NE3 of Plan:MK.
4. The proposal fails to demonstrate that the development
would achieve the principles of Sustainable Construction set
out in Policy SC1 of Plan:MK contrary to the requirements of
that policy.
5. The proposal fails to provide adequate information to
demonstrate that the proposal would incorporate a
Sustainable Drainage System (SuDs) to minimise the risk of
flooding and to ensure appropriate drainage to serve the
development contrary to policy FR2 of Plan:MK.
DCC30

APPEALS UPDATE AND PLANNING SERVICE: INTERIM
IMPROVEMENT PLAN
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 22(a) the Committee
resolved by acclamation to continue the meeting past three hours in
duration to consider Item 7.
The Committee heard from the Director of Planning, Strategic
Transport and Placemaking, who introduced the report and reflected
on a number of points including:
•

that the service performance was well in excess of national targets
and compared favourably to neighbouring authorities;

•

significant work had been undertaken in enforcement to review
and conclude older cases where possible, utilising input from legal
and environmental teams;
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•

general enforcement work had also improved with the team at full
establishment and the caseload consistently in the region of 150170;

•

revised procedures arising from a Local Government Ombudsman
decision having been implemented to improve record keeping and
documentation; and

•

the Council’s 5-year land supply position was improved by several
recent appeal decisions.

The Committee also heard that the Planning Improvement Board
continued to review progress against the Interim Improvement Plan,
but the commenced internal review had been paused pending receipt
of the Blakelands report which had widened its remit, which was to
consider a particular decision at Yeomans Drive to also include
procedural and governance issues across the Service that would then
be incorporated into the Improvement Plan.
The Committee also heard from a member of the public, who
highlighted delays with the Independent Review by Mr Dorfman,
noting that the report was initially expected in September 2019, but
still had no confirmed completion date with no plausible explanations
having been provided for the delay. Concerns about the impartiality
and completeness of the report were also raised, with Senior Officer
interference being alleged.
Additionally, a focus on the quantity of applications determined, as
opposed to the quality of the work was cautioned. Referencing further
decision notices issued without conditions, it was suggested that the
Improvement Plan should focus on dealing with the perceived culture
of mistakes and concealment in the Service.
The level of detail in the report was welcomed by the Committee and
it was acknowledged that Officers were working hard to try to deliver
a good service.
Some members of the Committee commented on enforcement issues,
referencing the small number of formal notices issued and
encouraging more timely and honest communication with
complainants in order to manage expectations. More detail about
enforcement was requested in future reports.
The Committee discussed the appropriate tools, systems and
improvement methods used by the Service, reflecting that a better
understanding of the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) toolkit might
help members of the Committee feel more confident about the
current position.
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Councillors Bint and McLean raised issues of reporting methodology,
asking that extensions of time be more clearly incorporated into the
determination section of the performance report and that more
context be provided in relation to what constituted short, medium and
longer term periods.
Whilst the improvements were welcomed and noted, the Committee
felt that resident perceptions remained poor and that a focus on
transparency was an important consideration moving forward,
especially given the historic issues with incorrectly issued decision
notices. The planning portal performance and functionality was also
often an issue for Councillors and residents which did not help in this
regard.
In response, the Director of Planning, Strategic Transport and
Placemaking indicated that human error with preparation of Decision
Notices was not unique to Milton Keynes Council and explained that
whilst the number of formal enforcement notices issued was low, the
use of formal action was required to be a last resort and that this did
not reflect the significant amount of informal work and negotiation
involved with this type of work. Lastly the use of the PAS toolkit was
consistent with the methodology used in the Blakelands review and
therefore the Improvement Plan would easily be able to incorporate
recommendations.
RESOLVED:
That the report be noted.
DCC31

REPORT ON IMPLICATIONS ON THE UPDATE TO THE TOWN AND
COUNTRY PLANNING (USE CLASSES) ORDER AND THE IMPLICATIONS
ON THE UPDATE TO THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (GENERAL
PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT) ORDER.
RESOLVED:
Further to Council Procedure Rule 22(a) the item was deferred to the
committee’s next meeting as the meeting had exceeded four hours in
duration.

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 11.05 PM
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ITEM

3(b)

Minutes of the SPECIAL meeting of DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE held on
THURSDAY 17 SEPTEMBER 2020 at 7.00 pm.
Present:

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

Officers:

M Joyce (Interim Development Management Manager), E Verdegem
(Team Leader, West), T Barton (Planning Officer), S Shaban (Planning
Officer), E Gineikiene (Principal Lawyer) and D Imbimbo (Committee
Manager)

Apologies:

Councillor Alexander

DCC31

INTRODUCTIONS AND WELCOME
The Chair welcomed members of the public and councillors to the
meeting, it was noted that the reference to a vacancy on the front
page of the agenda was no longer valid as following a review of
political proportionality the seat had been reallocated to the Labour
Group, and the Chair welcomed Councillor Cryer-Whitehead to the
Committee. 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.

DCC32

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS
Councillor Bint asked that it be noted that in respect of
application20/01818/CLUP, the applicant was a serving Councillor and
member of the Conservative Group, and was therefore known to him,
he had however had no discussion or previous knowledge of the
application and would judge it on its merits. Councillors McLean and
Lancaster stated that they were in a similar position. All other
members of the Committee confirmed that they had not engaged in
any discussion in respect of the matter.
Councillor Bint also asked that it be noted that in respect of
application 20/01718/FULR3, the site was within his former Ward and
as such he had received emails in respect of the item, he had however
not engaged in any discussion verbally or online in respect of the
application and would judge it on his merits.
Councillor Legg asked that it be noted that in respect of application
20/00973/FUL, the application site was within the Parish of West
Bletchley of which he was a Parish Councillor, he had however not
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been involved in any discussion or debate in respect of the
application.
Councillor Petchey asked that it be noted that in respect of application
20/01718/FULR3, he was a member of Campbell Park Parish Council
the application site was within the Neighbouring Parish, he had been
involved in general discussions with members of the public in respect
of the issues of 5G communications but had not been involved in any
discussion or debate in respect of the application.
DCC33

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Questions
None had been notified.

DCC34

REPRESENTATIONS ON APPLICATIONS
Dr L Perryman and Mr S McNay (Clerk to Woughton Community
Council) spoke in objection to application : 20/01718/FULR3, Erection
of one 5G communication mast 22.5m in height with associated
cabinets at Waterside, Peartree Bridge, Milton Keynes.
The Applicant’s Agent, Mr B Matthews (Head of Transport Innovation,
Milton Keynes Council), exercised the right of reply.
Councillor Harvey (West Bletchley Council) spoke in objection to
application 20/00973/FUL, Construction of a four-bedroom detached
house together with associated works (re-submission of previously
refused scheme 19/03232/FUL) at Land adjacent to 15 Gleneagles
Close, Bletchley, Milton Keynes.
The Applicant declined the right of reply.

DCC35

PLANNING APPLICATIONS
20/01718/FULR3 ERECTION OF ONE 5G COMMUNICATION MAST
22.5M IN HEIGHT WITH ASSOCIATED CABINETS AT
WATERSIDE, PEARTREE BRIDGE, MILTON KEYNES
FOR MILTON KEYNES COUNCIL.
The Planning Officer introduced the application with
a presentation.
The Committee heard that the applicant had
submitted further corrections to the Declaration of
Conformity with ICNIRP Public Exposure Guidelines
to include the proposed plans and elevations of the
proposed mast installation. Also, additional
representations had been received from the
landscape Officer since the publication of the
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agenda and the update report.
The Planning Officer told the Committee that the
Landscape Officer had made the following
Comments;
‘Additional views have been provided. These gave
examples of some of the worst views towards the
mast which would be mainly from close-range to
middle distance, which were missing from the
submitted visual assessment.
I would prefer to see these views included within a
revised visual assessment report including the
viewpoint analysis and summary sections.
I think it is fair to say that by its inherent nature the
mast will appear very tall and engineered and
therefore will be noticeable and will have a
moderate visual impact on some views. Due to its
urban location along the grid road, set apart from
housing and sufficiently distanced from
conservation assets it wouldn’t be of significant
visual harm, enough to raise an objection from a
landscape character perspective.
Soft landscaping as part of the development
proposals could be used to exhibit a positive
character, continue the verdant and green character
of Milton Keynes and enhance the quality of the
public realm. A landscape scheme condition could
be attached to a planning consent but this would
only be practical if the red-line of the application
was extended and would need to cover an agreed
area large enough to provide sufficient tree and
shrub cover that doesn’t in itself look out of place
e.g. a square block of planting surrounding the mast
wouldn’t be appropriate / in keeping with the area.
Planting on highway land would need highways
consent so it could be agreed via an agreement
separate to planning but landscape may not be
involved in its approval as those agreements don’t
usually come back to landscape Development
Management. Highways could advise further on the
type of agreement that would be needed and
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constraints on planting e.g. visibility splays at
junctions.’
The Planning Officer also told the Committee that 2
representations from objectors that have previously
made comments had been received after the
update paper was written. One related to health
concerns and another related to visual impact.
These issues have already been considered in the
report.
The Committee heard that the recommendation
remained to grant the application subject to the
conditions as detailed in Committee report.
The Team Leader, West, told the Committee that
questions had been raised by members of the public
regarding procedural issues, and the timing of the
application coming to committee. Members of the
Committee were reminded that the Council has a
statutory duty to determine an application within
set timeframes, in this case there had been original
target of 8 weeks that had been extended slightly to
meet this committee date. The original consultation
period, by which time it would expected that most
people would have responded based on the site
notice or neighbour notification letters, closed well
before the target date, on 11 August 2020.
The case officer had requested further supporting
information for this application in the form of a
Landscape Visual Impact Assessment in relation to
the nearby heritage assets, his assessment of this
was included in the published update paper and in
the visualisations in the presentation. Because of
the sensitive nature of this application the case
officer resolved to reconsult on the application to
give neighbours, and those who had already
commented, another opportunity to make
comments based on this supporting information.
The crucial issue was that this consultation was only
regarding the provision of additional supporting
information, not a change to the proposal itself. The
Authority would not normally reconsult neighbours
on an application where the proposal was not
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changed during the process, but it was decided to
reconsult in this case because of the sensitivities
surrounding this application and allow further
comments on the supporting information.
The standard 14 day letters were sent, which gave
until the day before the Committee to submit any
further comments.
This was considered
procedurally acceptable as any comments received
since the report was written and published could be
included in the update paper, or reported verbally
to the Committee. Any comments received prior to
the report being published were in the main report.
Members were told that this was common practice,
and case officers were often in a position of
reporting additional comments as part of the
update paper.
In respect of members of the public being aware of
this item being presented at committee, the reports
have been published on CMIS by Democratic
Services which fulfils the Councils statutory duty to
publicise ahead of the committee. The Authority
was made aware by a member of the public that the
date for the committee was not showing on the
Development Control Public Access page for this
application, which was rectified as soon the
Authority was made aware. Anyone using the public
access page would now have seen that the
committee date is showing as this evening, and
consequently the deadline to register to speak was
extended in order to allow any objectors to register
if they hadn’t previously.
It was confirmed that all written objections were
covered fully in the Planning Officer’s report and
considered as part of his assessment. Members of
the public had been granted time to comment on
the application, in excess of normal statutory
requirements, and the consultation and notification
process has been thorough and proportionate to
the level of interest in the application.
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The Chair told the Committee that he had been
asked by one of the Objectors if she might be
permitted to raise a procedural question, which he
would allow.
Dr Perryman asked the Committee, ‘How can a
decision be made if an Officers report is written and
published well before the closing date of
consultations, the Committee held immediately
after the closing date, and interested members of
the public are not told of the date of the meeting?’
The Chair referred Dr Perryman to the comments
made by the Team Leader, West and confirmed that
the Committee had been provided with updates in
advance of the meeting.
The Chair confirmed that the Committee members
were satisfied that they had available the
information they needed to make an informed
decision. It was noted that the agenda had been
published in advance of the required statutory 5
clear days, it was confirmed that the re-consultation
did not end until after that event, however all
responses had been evaluated and reported in the
update report.
The Committee heard from the objectors who
raised the following concerns;
• The report contains numerous inaccuracies
and omissions, as an example there is no
reference to the dwellings in Woodley
Headland.
• The structure was not in keeping with the
area.
• The scale was excessive, and took no account
of the design of houses which is for the large
part properties with 1st floor balconies that
had views over tree lines.
• The proposal would see the loss of a green
space. There is another mast located in close
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proximity which has already lead to the loss
of one green space in the area.
• There will be an adverse impact on the
conservation area which is adjacent to the
proposed site, and in particular would
detract from the setting of the Rectory, a
Grade II listed building.
• Pre-Application discussion resulted in the
proposed location of the mast being changed
from a more suitable and less impactive
location on the opposite side of the street to
that being considered as a part of this
application.
• The reasons given for not supporting the
original proposed site apply equally to the
new site.
• The proposal will have a negative impact on
the bio-diversity in an area with potential
great crested newts.
• The planning and consultation process has
been flawed.
• There is significant concern and objections
from large numbers of residents.
The Applicant told the Committee that the mast was
a part of the overall 5G infrastructure and the site
had been chosen as being least impactive on the
locality and that the images in the Planning Officers
introduction sought to demonstrate that although
the mast was a tall structure it was for the most part
screened from the view of residents.
The Planning Officers referring to objectors
comments in respect of the original application and
alternative locations for the mast the Committee
was reminded that it was only the application as
presented that should be considered on its own
merits.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Exon,
proposed that the application be granted subject to
the conditions in the Committee report.
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Councillor Bint expressed concern in respect of the
pre-application process which appeared to have
persuaded the applicant to change the proposed
site from somewhere that met with relatively little
objections. He further commented that as the
applicant was the Council this seemed an unusual
process.
Councillor McLean stated that he recognized the
future benefits of a robust 5 G infrastructure and
the need for the masts, he stated that to his mind
the identity of the applicant was irrelevant and it
was necessary to consider the application on its
merits without regard for who the applicant was.
In general members recognized the reasons that
members of the public were objecting did not see
any justifiable planning reasons to refuse the
application.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application was carried with Councillors Brown,
Cryer-Whitehead, Exon, Legg, McLean, Petchey
Reilly and Wallis voting in favour, Councillor Trendall
voting against and Councillors Bint and Lancaster
abstaining from the vote.
RESOLVED:
That the Application be granted subject to the
Conditions as set out in the Committee report.
20/00973/FUL

CONSTRUCTION OF A FOUR-BEDROOM DETACHED
HOUSE TOGETHER WITH ASSOCIATED WORKS (RESUBMISSION OF PREVIOUSLY REFUSED SCHEME
19/03232/FUL) AT LAND ADJACENT TO 15 GLENEAGLES
CLOSE, BLETCHLEY, MILTON KEYNES FOR MR BRENDAN
HEALEY.

The Planning Officer introduced the application.
The Committee was reminded that the application
had been deferred following a late objection from
the Public Rights of Way Officer due to a Secretary
of State decision in respect of the footpath that runs
through the site. This issue had now been
addressed on revised plans and the objection
retracted on that basis.
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The Committee heard a summary of the planning
history of the site, in particular it was noted that the
principle of development had been established by
virtue of a previously approved scheme.
The Committee heard that the recommendation
remained to grant the application subject to the
conditions detailed in the Committee report and
additional conditions detailed in the published
update report.
The Committee heard from a representative of the
Parish Council who stated that the Parish Council
objected to the application which was contrary to
the neighbourhood plan, which details the plot as a
green space. There also remained other concerns in
particular relating to the location of a major
sewerage pipe running through the property and
the plans show a patio being built over the roots of
a protected tree, which would cause drainage issues
for the tree and potentially damage to the tree.
The site suffers localized flooding during heavy
rainfall yet the footpath provision has no detail of
drainage.
The proposal being much larger than the previously
approved scheme represents an overdevelopment
of the site.
The applicant had declined the right of reply.
The Committee heard that the additional conditions
as detailed in the published update report related to
measures to protect the tree, it was further
commented that the issue of the diverting of the
sewerage pipe was a matter for the Water authority
and did not amount to a material planning
consideration.
Councillor Exon expressed concern in respect of the
public footpath being proposed immediately
adjacent to the side wall of the building with no
provision for any safety by design features and
stated that he believe there was a serious risk of
Anti-Social Behaviour in the narrow confines of the
footpath which would be created. The Planning
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Officer confirmed that a condition had been
proposed in respect of boundary treatments.
In response to a question from Councillor McLean,
the Team Leader, West, confirmed that permitted
development rights had not been removed when
the previously approved scheme was granted
permission, she was however unable to detail which
parts of the proposed scheme could be completed
under those rights without further research.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Exon,
proposed that the Officer recommendation to grant
the application subject to the conditions detailed in
the Committee Report together with the additional
4 conditions detailed in the published update report
be agreed.
Councillor Bint stated that whilst he could not see
any material reasons to refuse the application he
proposed that an addition condition be agreed to
remove any Permitted Development rights to avoid
any over development of the site, this was seconded
by Councillor McLean and the amendment to the
motion accepted by the Chair who had proposed
the original motion.
On being put to the vote the motion to grant the
application subject to the conditions detailed in the
Committee Report, together with the 4 additional
conditions detailed within the published update
paper and an additional condition, the wording of
which to be delegated to the Head of Planning, to
remove any remaining Development Rights was
carried with all members voting in favour of the
proposal with the exception of Councillor Exon who
voted against it.
RESOLVED: That the application be granted subject to the
conditions detailed in the Committee Report,
together with the 4 additional conditions detailed
within the published update paper and an additional
condition, the wording of which to be delegated to
the Head of Planning, to remove any remaining
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Development Rights.
20/01818/CLUP

CERTIFICATE OF LAWFULNESS FOR PROPOSED SINGLE
STOREY REAR EXTENSION AT 41 BRAFORD GARDENS,
SHENLEY BROOK END, MILTON KEYNES FOR MR & MRS
RICHARD & AMANDA MARLOW.
The Planning Officer introduced the application.
It was confirmed that there was no update on the
Committee report and that the recommendation
remained to grant the certificate of lawfulness.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Exon
proposed that the Officer recommendation be agreed.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
certificate was carried unanimously.
RESOLVED –
That the certificate of lawfulness be granted.

DCC36

REPORT ON IMPLICATIONS ON THE UPDATE TO THE TOWN AND
COUNTRY PLANNING (USE CLASSES) ORDER AND THE
IMPLICATIONS ON THE UPDATE TO THE TOWN AND COUNTRY
PLANNING (GENERAL PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT) ORDER.
The Committee considered a report in respect of Changes to the
Use Classes Order and Changes to General Permitted
Development Order.
Changes to Use Classes Order
The Development Management Manager introduced the report
and explained in general terms the changes and the potential
impact on Local Policies.
The Committee heard that to all intents and purposes Class A and
Class B1 become part of new use Class E along with some D1 and
D2 uses: Clinics, Health care, nurseries gyms and indoor
recreation
It was noted that several of the uses previously within specified
Use Classes have now been added to the list of sui generis uses
set out in Article 3(6). These are uses:
• as a public house, wine bar, or drinking establishment,
• as a drinking establishment with expanded food provision,
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• as a hot food takeaway for the sale of hot food where
consumption of that food is mostly undertaken off the premises
• as a venue for live music performance,
• a cinema,
• a concert hall,
• a bingo hall,
• a dance hall
It was noted that the changes were effective from 1 September
2020 though there was a transitional phase from 1 September
2020 until 31 July 2021.
Any references in the General Permitted Development Order
(GPDO) to the uses or use classes specified in the Schedule to the
Use Classes Order are to be read as if those references were to
the uses or use classes which applied on 31st August 2020.
Therefore, if between those two dates, a prior approval
application was made under Part 3 of the Second Schedule to the
GPDO, or if an Article 4 Direction was made, modified or
cancelled, it was the pre-September 2020 uses, use classes and
definitions that were to apply to that application or to that
Direction.
There were policy implications in respect of Policy ER11 for
protection of local shops, post offices and public houses which
refuses planning permission for changes of use that involve the
loss of existing shops, pubs or post offices unless they were no
longer commercially viable.
Policy ER18 relating to non-retail uses in town centres granting
planning permission for non-A1 uses where they inter alia are
appropriate within a town centre setting, there is not an existing
over-concentration of non-class A1 uses within the town centre
boundary and the proposed use would enhance the vitality of the
town centre by extending the range of facilities offered and/or
stimulating activity outside normal shopping hours.
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Changes to General Permitted Development Order
The Committee heard that recent changes to secondary
legislation had allowed for the temporary use of land for up to 4
out of 28 days (before the end of 31st December 2020) for uses
inter alia; the holding of a market; motor car and motorcycle
racing and the holding of a market by a local authority.
On 1 August 2020 Permitted Development (PD) changes
introduced a new Part 20 into the GPDO to allow the upwards
extension of up to two storeys to purpose-built blocks of flats. In
addition, the description of a habitable room was clarified and
there was an additional requirement for the provision of
adequate natural light for this allowance.
On 31 August further PD changes allowed upwards extensions of
up to two storeys above the topmost storey (limited to one storey
on a building of one storey) for dwelling houses, detached
buildings and properties in mixed commercial use and the
demolition of detached buildings and erection of dwelling houses
in their place.
Councillor Bint asked what the potential implications were for the
urban area of Milton Keynes and whether the Strategic Planning
Officers had started any work on doing projections in respect of
how much more dwelling space could be achieved upwards of the
Council’s current housing stock as an alternative to, or
complimentary to, new builds to address housing shortages, the
related land requirements to meet housing needs and the
accommodation area withing Milton Keynes in general.
The Development Management Manager undertook to raise the
matter with relevant Officers.
RESOLVED;
That the report be noted.
DCC37

MEMBER BRIEFING ON IMPLICATIONS OF FUTURE OF PLANNING
WHITE PAPER AND CHANGES TO THE PLANNING SYSTEM PAPER
The Committee considered a report in respect of the implications
of the future of planning white paper and changes to the planning
system paper.
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The Development Management Manager introduced the paper
and told the Committee that The Future of Planning White Paper
proposes to overhaul the current discretionary based planning
system with a rules-based approach, splitting local plans into
three main areas of Growth, Renewal and Protected. The
Government was consulting on this document in conjunction with
the ‘Changes to the current planning system’ paper.
For Growth areas these were suitable for substantial
development with outline planning permission given
automatically in the Local Plan. Renewal areas were appropriate
for some development including infilling and densification of
existing areas. Protected areas would include sites that justify
more stringent development controls, including Green Belt and
Conservation Areas.
The Plan Making process would be streamlined, with
Development Management Policies proposed to be set nationally
and the removal of the existing tests of soundness and the Duty
to Cooperate. Centrally set housing targets were to reflect need
and degree of development in area. Much of the public
participation would be at the plan making stage.
Development would be required to be determined within the
prescribed 8 or 13 week period. Decisions would be helped by
Local and National design codes and pattern books. Where
appeals against the Local Planning Authority were successful, the
applicant would be entitled to a refund.
It was proposed to abolish Planning Obligations and replace them
with a Nationally Set Infrastructure Tariff, which was expected to
help fund Planning and Enforcement Services
Changes to the Planning System
There were four main proposals outlined within the consultation
document:
1. Standard method for assessing housing numbers in strategic
plans:
2. Delivering First Homes
3. Supporting small and medium-sized developers (SMEs)
4. Extension of the current Permission in Principle regime
The Chair reminded the Committee that an extensive debate in
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respect of the proposals had been had a Full Council the previous
evening and members were invited to submit any comment to the
Head of Planning to inform the Council’s response to the
consultation.
RESOLVED –
That the report be noted.

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 9:49 PM
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ITEM

3(c)

Minutes of the meeting of DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE held on
THURSDAY 8 OCTOBER 2020 at 7.00 pm.
Present:

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

Officers:

T Darke (Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking),
M Joyce (Interim Development Management Manager), E Verdegem
(Team Leader, West), R Edgington (Senior Planning Officer),
L Peacock (Senior Planning Officer), E Gineikiene (Principal Lawyer)
and D Imbimbo (Committee Manager)

Apologies:

Councillors Alexander and Lancaster

DCC38

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.

DCC39

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS
Councillor Bint asked that it be noted that in respect of application
20/00942/OUT, 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.
Councillor Bowyer asked that it be noted that he was a Trustee and
Director of the Parks Trust but had no specific issues with the
applications to be considered.
Councillor Petchey asked that it be noted that in respect of application
20/00942/OUT, he was a member of the Regeneration Committee
and had visited the site at an early stage, he had however not been
involved in discussing the specifics of the application and would
determine it on its merits.
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DCC40

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Questions
The Committee received a question from Ms S Malleson;
‘In regard to the planning application 19 02141 FUL for retrospective
permission for a dwelling already built on land west of 1 London End
Lane, Bow Brickhill, validated on 27 August 2019, but not refused
permission by the DCC until 3 September 2020, what actions have
enforcement officers taken in the last month?’.
The Interim Development Management Manager responded by
saying ‘The Council’s Planning and Legal team are currently
considering the most appropriate enforcement action following the
recent decision by the Committee and an enforcement notice is being
prepared’.

DCC41

REPRESENTATIONS ON APPLICATIONS
Mr T Skelton and Councillor Rankine (Ward Councillor) spoke in
objection to application 20/00942/OUT, 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.
Councillor Hume (Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council, and
Ward Councillors Darlington and Khan spoke in support of the
application.
The Applicant, Mr R Mundray representing Milton Keynes Council
exercised the right of reply.

DCC42

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
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(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 told the Committee that
an additional public consultation had been required,
that consultation did not expire until after the date
of the Committee, and therefore in the interests of
fairness it was now recommended that the
Committee defer determination of the application
until November.
Councillor Bint proposed, seconded by Councillor
Exon, that the application be deferred until the next
meeting of the Committee to allow the consultation
to be conducted.
The Committee heard from Councillor Lancaster and
the Applicant’s Agent, Ms. J Long, during
consideration of the Item.
On being put to the vote the proposal to defer the
determination of the application until the next
meeting of the Committee was carried with
members of the Committee voting unanimously in
favour of the motion to defer.
RESOLVED:
That the determination of the application be
deferred until the meeting of the Committee in
November to allow the conclusion of the additional
consultation.
Councillor Brown resumed the Chair for the
remainder of the meeting.

20/00942/OUT

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

08 OCTOBER 2020

(39)

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 FOR MILTON KEYNES COUNCIL.

The Senior Planning Officer introduced the
application with a presentation.
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.
It was confirmed that the recommendation
remained to grant the application subject to the
conditions detailed in the Committee report
together with those detailed in the published
update paper and the signing of a Memorandum of
Understanding.
The Committee heard from Objectors, who raised
the following concerns;
• The proposals do not make provision for
adequate retail units in a local centre.
• There is no provision of a supermarket
during the construction of Phase B.
• A suggestion that a temporary shop be
provided during construction needs to be a
firm proposal, and should be conditioned.
• Councillor Rankine told the Committee that
he supported the principle of the
development and the application in
general but had serious reservations in
respect of the proposed Energy Centre.
• There are Planning risks associated with
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the Energy Centre not reported in the
Committee papers, for example the report
takes no account of the health risks
associated with the technology which has
not been tested on the scale proposed.
• There are cheaper, more affordable, and
tested Energy Solutions available.
• An Internal Audit investigation was
underway into the suitability of the energy
Centre and should the application be
approved a condition to require the
findings of that report should be included.
The Committee heard from a representative of the
Town Council and two Ward Councillors in support
of the application. It was commented that the
application had been drawn up after significant
consultation with local residents and a referendum,
and represented the aspirations of the people who
would later occupy the development, and should be
approved as applied for. There remained some
concerns in respect of the deficit in parking
provision and some of the proposals in respect of
Highway layout, however in the absence of
objections from Highways Engineers the proposals
were accepted.
The Applicant’s Agent told the Committee that the
Lakes Estate was in need of a full urban
redevelopment, it was after considerable
consultation with residents and other stakeholders,
and reviewing various options the application had
been drawn up.
The loss of retail was recognised, however, Market
Assessments had been conducted to ensure that the
scheme met the needs of the future residents. In
respect of the concerns about the lack of provision
of a grocery store during the reconstruction of
Serpentine Court, various options were being
explored and one option was to use the light
industrial unit, which was being built in Phase A as a
temporary store.
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The Energy Strategy had been developed around
the needs to meet the requirements of Policy SE1 in
Plan:MK, Alternative solutions had been considered
but the proposed Energy Centre met the policy
criteria required to be satisfied.
The Senior Planning Officer told the Committee that
the suggested condition in respect of provision of
retail facilities during construction would not meet
the six tests and was therefore not a reasonable
condition to apply.
The Committee also heard that a condition to
require the development to take account of the
findings of the Internal Audit investigation was also
unreasonable as that would likewise not meet the
six tests of reasonableness, particularly as the
outcomes were unknown.
In response to a question, the Team Leader, West,
explained that the conditions asked for by the Canal
and River Trust would be incorporated and form
part of the Construction Management Plan, which
was required by condition.
The Senior Planning Officer confirmed that there
would be a shortfall in the required Parking
Provision, but it had been assessed by the Highways
Engineers and taking account of all factors and on
balance the proposal was deemed acceptable.
It was further commented that the separation
distances between dwellings was, in places, slightly
short of the 22m required by policy but in the
context of the development these had also been
assessed to be acceptable.
In response to a question, the Team Leader, West,
commented that as ‘informatives’ were
unenforceable it was not usual practice to list all
those that would later appear on the Decision
Notice, Members of the Committee expressed
concern as it was believed that any informative
should be agreed by the Committee, the Director,
Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking,
explained that there were a series of informatives
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that were written on the Decision notice, as
standard, however should the Committee wish to
have a specific informative added it was at liberty to
require that.
Councillor Bint commented that the Council Policy
in respect of Parking required that each dwelling
had a minimum of one allocated space and was
concerned that the parking spaces were
unallocated.
It was further commented that the housing mix was
such that the affordable housing provision far
exceeded the Council policy at about 70%, The Team
Leader, West, told the Committee that the housing
mix when calculated taking account of both the
‘FUL’ and ‘OUTLINE’ elements of the application was
nearer 51% affordable and therefore more in line
with Policy.
Members of the Committee were reminded that the
application was in many respects unique in so far as
considerable consultation had been undertaken
with the residents in terms of what they wanted
from the regeneration project and the proposals
before the Committee had been drawn up in those
terms for example the residents had expressly
stated that they did not want parking spaces
allocated. All the findings of the Consultation
process had been considered and assessed in depth.
It was however in the gift of the Committee to make
amendments to conditions should it so wish.
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and
Placemaking, reminded the Committee that should
it wish an informative could be added requiring the
provision of retail facilities during the construction
of the development, whilst it was recognised that
this could not be enforced, as the applicant was the
Council, it was highly likely that this would be given
due regard.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Exon,
proposed that the Officer recommendation to grant
the application subject to the conditions detailed in
the Committee report and the update report and
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the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding.
Members of the Committee expressed support for
the application in general, however recognised the
concerns in respect of the untried technology
proposed for the Energy Centre. It was further
commented that the suggestion to use the Light
Industrial Unit as a temporary shop was supported.
Councillor Bint stated that he believed that a
Parking Management Plan, including a provision to
have one allocated space per residence was
required and proposed that this be required by
condition, this was seconded by Councillor
Brackenbury.
Councillor Trendall commented that despite all the
recognized risks and policy issues the proposal was
that which had been voted for by the residents and
it was therefore appropriate to approve as
presented.
Councillor Bowyer proposed that a condition
requiring the permission to be subject to making
amendments as recommended following the
outcomes of the ongoing Audit Investigation into
the Energy Centre.
Councillor Brackenbury stated that, despite the
concerns expressed, the Energy Centre was
something that should be supported, he also
commented that he did not believe that it was
appropriate to condition the application be
amended to take account of the Audit findings, but
rather, an informative added to require the
proposals to be reviewed in light of those findings.
Councillor Petchey reminded the Committee that it
was important to recognise the wishes of the
residents over what the Committee thinks the
community wants.
The Chair told the Committee that he echoed the
views expressed by Councillor Petchey. He
proposed that the Committee agree an informative
in respect of the provision of a temporary shop for
the duration of the development. Councillor
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McLean proposed that the informative include the
recommendation that it be done at an early stage of
Phase A’ of the scheme. The Director, Planning,
Strategic
Transport
and
Placemaking,
recommended that the Committee agree to
delegate the wording to the Head of Planning in
consultation with the Chair and Vice Chairs to
ensure that it was delivered at an appropriate and
early stage of the scheme, this was agreed by
acclamation.
In respect of the proposal from Councillor Bint to
require allocated parking of a minimum of one
space per dwelling, Councillor Brackenbury
recognising the wishes of the residents not to have
allocated parking, stated that he was no longer as
supportive of the proposal but would support a
more flexible Parking Management Plan.
Councillor Bint stated that he believed that it was
necessary to allocate spaces which a resident could
give up for the duration of their tenancy but must
be available for future tenants.
On being put to the vote the proposal to add a
condition for a Parking Management Plan was lost
with Councillors Bint, Brackenbury, Bowyer, McLean
and Wallis voting in favour and Councillors Brown,
Cryer-Whitehead, Exon, Legg, Petchey and Trendall
voting against.
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and
Placemaking, told the Committee that the proposal
to add a condition requiring the applicant to adhere
to any findings from the Audit would not be
appropriate and would not meet the legal tests,
should there be outcomes from that review that
needed to be applied the applicant could apply for a
variation to the application should it be required.
Councillor Bowyer stated that he accepted that
advice and would withdraw his motion.
On being put to the vote the motion to grant the
application subject to the conditions detailed in the
Committee Report, together with the conditions
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detailed within the published update paper and an
additional informative in respect of the requirement
to ensure that there was a convenience store
provided on a temporary basis from an early point
in the development, the wording of which to be
delegated to the Head of Planning in consultation
with the Chair and Vice Chairs, and the signing of a
Memorandum of Understanding was carried with all
members voting in favour of the proposal.
RESOLVED: That the application be granted subject to the
conditions detailed in the Committee Report,
together with the conditions detailed within the
published update paper and an additional
informative in respect of the requirement to ensure
that there was a convenience store provided on a
temporary basis from an early point in the
development, the wording of which to be delegated
to the Head of Planning in consultation with the
Chair and Vice Chairs, and the signing of a
Memorandum of Understanding.
20/01134/FUL

DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDING AND THE
ERECTION OF APPROXIMATELY 24,000 SQM (GIA) OF
B1C AND/ OR B8 USES WITH ANCILLARY B1 OFFICES,
ASSOCIATED ACCESS, LANDSCAPING AND PARKING
(RESUBMISSION OF 19/02406/FUL) AT WILLEN HOUSE,
EMERALD GATE, FOX MILNE, TONGWELL STREET H5 TO
H6, MILTON KEYNES FOR GAZELEY UK LIMITED.
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the application.
The Committee was reminded that the application had
been considered by the Committee in March 2020 when
it had been refused on the grounds of the shortfall in
parking provision and visual impact from the Willen Lake
side.
It was confirmed that there was no further update on
the Committee report and published update paper,
which now set out the updated s106 contributions, and
that the recommendation remained to grant the
application subject to the conditions detailed in the
Committee report and published update paper together
with the signing of a s106 agreement .
In response to questions the Senior Planning Officer
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confirmed that the 303 allocated parking spaces
included the Electric Charging spaces and in respect of
the tracking for HGV movements, which had featured as
being of concern when the application had been
considered previously, was acceptable to the Council
Highway Engineers who had not objected to the
application.
Councillor Brown, seconded by Councillor Exon
proposed that the Officer recommendation be agreed.
Members of the Committee welcomed the revised
application which addressed the concerns raised by the
Committee when the application was first considered.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application was carried unanimously.
RESOLVED –
That the application be granted subject to the conditions
detailed in the Committee report and the signing of a
s106 agreement.

DCC43

REVISION OF THE MILTON
ENFORCEMENT PLAN.

KEYNES

PLANNING

LOCAL

The Committee received a report in respect a revised Milton
Keynes Planning Local Enforcement Plan.
The Development Management Manager introduced the report
and told the Committee that revised plan sought to streamline
what had previously been a collection of documents. It was
further commented that new legislation had been taken account
of in drawing the Plan up. He invited any comment from the
Committee as part of a consultation exercise.
The Chair reminded the Committee that any detailed comments
should be submitted to the Head of Planning by 23 October 2020
for consideration.
Councillor McLean asked that an inconsistency in the report
referring to the General Data Protection Regulations and later the
Data Protection Act 1998 be corrected.
In response to a question it was confirmed that a Tree
Replacement Notice would ordinarily require a like for like
replacement.
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It was further commented in response to a question that the Plan
sought to set a timetable for prioritisation of initial actions and
investigation being undertaken, the timetable for ‘expediency’
and enforcement action would however be dictated by
circumstances on a case by case basis determined, including some
factors which were not within the control of the Council.
Councillor Bowyer suggested that comments within the Plan
referring to Enforcement Action being taken as a last resort
should be removed, it was accepted that was a necessary course
of action but stating it within the Plan risked undermining the
seriousness of the potential for action should someone offend
against planning control.
RESOLVEDThat the report be noted, and, that Members of the Committee
be invited to submit any detailed comments to the Head of
Planning by 23 October 2020.
DCC44

REPORT ON THE ACTIONS OF THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT
SURROUNDING THE DEVELOPMENTS AT MOUNTS HOUSE,
EMBERTON
The Committee received a report in respect of actions of the
Planning Department surrounding the developments at Mounts
House, Emberton.
The Development Management Manager introduced the report.
The Committee heard from two Ward Councillors and a member
of the public who, whilst welcoming some elements of the report,
questioned the findings and raised a number of concerns in
respect of omissions and errors in the findings which were
detailed in the published update papers. The Chair reminded the
Committee that it was not the usual practice to circulate papers
in respect of a report to Committee, however, on this occasion he
had agreed to it.
Councillor Bint told the Committee that he did not believe that it
was adequate to simply note the findings and the report, he
proposed, seconded by Councillor Bowyer, that the Committee;
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1. Note the report.
2. Thank Myles Joyce for producing this report in a timely way,
about events that mostly took place prior to him starting work
for MK Council.
3. Note Mr Joyce’s conclusion that on this subject the actions of
officers have “fallen short” of the standards that residents and
other stakeholders might reasonably expect, involving flaws in
validating applications, failures of record-keeping in
application processing and enforcement activities, failures to
upload documents to the public access system in a timely way,
multiple failures to respond to communications properly, a
failure to honour a promised site visit, and the absence of
effective hand-over arrangements when cases are transferred
to a different officer. We also NOTE the summary in this report
of the LGO findings against the Council.
4. Welcome Mr Joyce’s commitment to actions within the
Development Management team (under his management on
an Interim basis) to address these issues, and we encourage
him to ask for any assistance that DCC Members might be able
to provide, to improve public trust in council’s planning service
Councillor Bint stated that he had added concerns having listened
to speakers in respect of other failings in the systems within the
Planning Service, including the failure of Officers to act on a
Criminal Offence, the absence of Conservation Officers at
meetings, failures to conduct site visits as agreed, failures to find
and provide documents requested under Freedom of Information
requests and the failure to accurately draw up Decision Notices
including omitting elements such as the withdrawal of permitted
development rights as resolved by the Committee, and welcomed
any other members of the Committee to add any elements to the
motion they saw to be appropriate.
Councillor Petchey stated that if the Committee felt it required
greater consideration it should be referred to the Scrutiny
Management Committee to look at the Planning Service rather
than the Development Control Committee which he felt should
concentrate on its core function of considering applications. He
stated that he believed that the statements proposed by
Councillor Bint were more appropriate for the Scrutiny
Committee to make, should it find it appropriate to do so after
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looking into the matter. He further stated that it was also a case
that the motion all but named a particular member of staff and
that was something that Councillors should, on principle, avoid
doing.
Councillor McLean told the Committee that he lived in close
proximity to the property in question and, whilst having not been
directly involved he was aware of many of the issues, he stated
that he believed that the early actions where Officers had
apparently not taken account of the views of local stakeholders
was a matter that should also be looked at. Councillor McLean
told the Committee he believed that this was a matter that could
be referred to the Scrutiny Committees, however felt it was also
a responsibility of this Committee to make any appropriate
comment and resolutions.
The Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking, told
the Committee that a wholesale review of Enforcement had been
undertaken which had resulted in the revised Enforcement Plan
that the Committee had considered earlier in the meeting. The
Committee heard that there were issues common to this matter
and other enforcement cases and that the revised Plan had been
written to address those shortcomings, it was also important to
note that many of the findings in respect of failings, such as record
keeping, had already been addressed and systems and checks put
in place to eliminate the problems.
In response to the comments from speakers it was confirmed by
the Director, Planning, Strategic Transport and Placemaking, that
it was acknowledged that it was a criminal offence to demolish a
building in a conservation area, however a decision in respect of
what action should be taken was subject to the ‘expediency test’,
in the circumstances, at the time this matter arose, it was
considered appropriate not to take formal enforcement action
but instead to invite an application to rectify the situation.
The Interim Development Management Manager in response to
comments from speakers about the Decision Notice not having
included a clause removing Permitted Development Rights
reminded the Committee that the Conservation Officer had
recommended conditions in respect of the barn door and
windows, and these conditions were added to the decision notice
covering the Conservation Officer’s main concerns and thus a
further condition to remove Permitted Development Rights
would be superfluous.
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The Chair told the Committee that whilst he recognised the
concerns raised by Councillor Bint he did not necessarily believe
that the comments needed to be formalised as a resolution.
Councillor Bint in summing up stated that he was concerned that
if the Committee simply ‘noted’ the report it gave an impression
that the Committee was entirely satisfied with the report, and, in
his view there were a significant matters which had not been
covered adequately.
On being put to the vote the motion was lost with Councillors Bint,
Bowyer and McLean voting in favour and Councillors Brackenbury,
Brown, Cryer-Whitehead, Exon, Legg, Petchey, Trendall and Wallis
voting against.
Councillor Bowyer proposed, seconded by Councillor Brown that
the report and findings be referred to the Scrutiny Management
Committee for consideration of any action deemed appropriate,
On being put to the vote the motion was carried by acclamation.
RESOLVED –
1. That the report be noted.
2. That the report be referred to the Scrutiny Management
Committee for consideration.
The Chair told the Committee that he wanted to place on record
that in his time in the Chair he had seen that there was a strong
drive within the Planning Service to make improvements, it was
acknowledged that there were many areas that needed to be
worked on but there was a commitment to deliver improvement.

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 10:21 PM
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ITEM

6

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
5 NOVEMBER 2020

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

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

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

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

(53)

ITEM

6(a)

Application Number: 20/00551/FUL
Description 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
Statutory Target: 27 April 2020
Extension of Time: Yes – 30 June 2020
Ward: Tattenhoe

Parish: Shenley Brook End &
Tattenhoe

Report Author/Case Officer:

Richard Edgington
Senior Planning Officer

Contact Details:

01908 252346
Richard.edgington@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Team Manager:

Myles Joyce
Interim Development Management Manager
Myles.joyce@milton-keynes.gov.uk

1.0

RECOMMENDATION

1.1

It is recommended that permission is granted subject to conditions set out in this
report.

2.0

INTRODUCTION
The Site

2.1

The application site currently a small parcel of undeveloped grassland (0.3 hectares
in area), situated within the locality of Tattenhoe on the junction of St Agnes Way to
the west and Holborn Crescent to the south. The site benefits from semi-mature
landscaping towards the north of the site on the boundary with the Tattenhoe Sports
Pavilion and to the south east of the site also lies a small number of trees. With
regards to the levels and topography of the site there is noted to be a gentle slope
from north to south.

2.2

The site is located within a predominantly residential area. Immediately to the west
of the site on the adjacent parcel of land there is a designation within Plan:MK for
twelve dwellings. In addition, as previously indicated immediately to the north of the
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site lies the Tattenhoe Sports Pavilion and, to the south west lies Giles Brook Primary
School. The site benefits from a number of redway connections to the east, south
and west, with links into Tattenhoe Valley Park. The V1 Snelshall East also lies 300m
to the west of the application site. There are also two bus stops immediately to the
south of the application site within Holborn Crescent.
2.3

The site has no formal land designation, although the site is located within a
biodiversity opportunity area and archaeological notification area.
The Proposal

2.4

The application proposes the erection of a new place of worship which encompasses
a community hall and ancillary facilities including kitchen, WC’s, dining hall, reception
and office areas and a residential apartment (Use Class C3) for use as on-site living
quarters for the priest, alongside associated works including access, parking and
landscaping.
Reason for referral to committee

2.5

The application has been referred to Development Control Committee due to the
number of representations received, in addition to the requests received from Cllr
Anthony Brown, Cllr James Lancaster and Shenley Brook End and Tattenhoe Parish
Council due to the principle of development, design and layout of the site and the
impact on parking and the local highway network.
Scope of debate/decision

2.6

This application proposal is a full planning application and so all matters are to be
considered.

3.0

RELEVANT POLICIES
National Policy

3.1

National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) (NPPF)
Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development
Section 8 - Promoting healthy and safe communities
Section 9 - Promoting sustainable transport
Section 11 - Making effective use of land
Section 12 - Achieving well-designed places
In addition, the Planning Practice Guidance is also a material consideration
The Development Plan

3.2

Neighbourhood Plan
The application site is not located within an area with a designated neighbourhood
plan.
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3.3

Plan:MK (March 2019)
Policy DS3 - Employment Development Strategy
Policy DS4 - Retail and Leisure Development Strategy
Policy ER17 – Tourism, Visitor and Cultural Destinations
Policy CT1 - Sustainable Transport Network
Policy CT2 - Movement and Access
Policy CT3 - Walking and Cycling
Policy CT5 - Public Transport
Policy CT6 - Low Emission Vehicles
Policy CT10 - Parking Provision
Policy FR1 - Managing Flood Risk
Policy FR2 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) and Integrated Flood Risk
Assessment
Policy NE1 - Protection of Sites
Policy NE2 - Protected Species and Priority Species And Habitats
Policy NE3 - Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement
Policy NE4 - Green Infrastructure
Policy NE5 - Conserving and Enhancing Landscape Character
Policy D1 - Designing a High-Quality Place
Policy D2 - Creating a Positive Character
Policy D3 - Design of Buildings
Policy D5 - Amenity and Street Scene
Policy CC1 - Public Art
Policy CC2 - Location of Community Facilities
Policy CC4 - New Community Facilities
Policy SC1 - Sustainable Construction

3.4

Supplementary Planning Documents/Guidance
Parking Standards SPD (January 2016)
New Residential Development Design Guide (April 2012)
Sustainable Construction Guide SPD (April 2007)
Milton Keynes Drainage Strategy - Development and Flood Risk SPG (May 2004)

3.5

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

3.6

Equality Act 2010
Due regard, where relevant, has been had to the Milton Keynes Council's equality
duty as contained within the Equality Act 2010.
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4.0

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1

Relevant Pre-application Advice
17/01597/PRESMA - Pre-application advice was issued on 14th July 2017, this
advice was issued based on the previous Local Plan (2001-2011) and the Core
Strategy (2013), which have now both been superseded by the adoption of Plan:MK
in March 2019.
The principle was considered acceptable under former Local Plan policy C9.
However, suggestions were made to increase the car parking from 21 spaces to meet
the council’s adopted standards (55), re-siting the building away from the nearest
residents. Suitable drainage and landscaping schemes were also strongly
recommended within any subsequent planning application.

4.2

Application Site
19/00628/FUL - New Temple and Community Hall, gross external area of 894msq
over two floors. Withdrawn 29th April 2020

5.0

CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS

5.1

Shenley Brook End and Tattenhoe Parish Council
A summary of the representation is as follows;
Principle
•
•
•
•
•

The proposals as submitted fail to meet the requirements of Part 2, points (iiii) of Policy CC2 of Plan:MK, and as such the principle is not established.
The key issues specifically relate to the site selection process and the
absence of sites outside of the ownership of Milton Keynes Community
Foundation (MKCF).
There is a clear conflict of interest with the adjacent sports pavilion and nearby
school, as will be demonstrated later within this submission.
The Parish Council believes that, despite the attempts at improvement
between the previous Planning Application and this new proposal, the
arrangements for parking provision remain inadequate.
The proposal is also contrary to Policy CC4 on the basis that there is little
evidence to how the site would improve the quality of the community facilities
within the vicinity and would be detrimental to the adjacent sports pavilion,
nearby schools and local residents, primarily due to the impact of parking,
traffic and congestion, particularly during festivals and special events.

Transport and Parking
•

Even with the Traffic Strategy submitted with the application, the Parish
Council remains unconvinced that the proposals will mitigate the negative
impact of the traffic which will be generated by the use of the site. Particular
concerns include the detrimental impact upon highway safety, the capacity of
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•
•

the nearby highway network and the conflict which will likely arise between
neighbouring uses.
Risks will also be associated to the health and safety of school children and
their parents/carers. This will be prevalent during festivals and event days,
which may result in excess of two hundred attendees.
Whilst recognising the increase in parking provision in comparison to the
withdrawn application, the Parish Council remains concerned that there is no
understanding that parking levels for events will likely be significantly higher.
On such events the Parish Council are of the view that this will cause overspill
onto the nearby highway network.

Design
•

Whilst the shipping container concept remains, the Parish Council is of the
view that the design is an improvement on the previous application. Whilst
concerns remain as to the use of shipping containers, the Parish Council
acknowledges that and acknowledges that ‘places of worship, regardless of
religion or creed, are usually designed to stand out from the surrounding
building, rather than blend into the background. The Parish Council is of the
view that, provided that the materials used can be shown to be durable and
stand the test of time without deterioration, then the unusual building
characteristics are a feature that should not lead to refusal on design grounds’.

Consultation
•

The Parish Council was less than enthusiastic in regard to the consultation
process over the withdrawn application – and is, therefore, dismayed to learn
that no public consultation has been undertaken by the applicant on the
revised application. Indeed, the document posted by the applicant on MK
Council’s website clearly shows, on the front cover, that no further consultation
has taken place by the applicant since 12th February 2019.

•

The Parish Council believes that a full and proper consultation exercise should
have been carried out with regard to the new application. It is the view of the
Parish Council, therefore, that unless or until such time as members of the
public are afforded the opportunity, by the applicant, to publicly examine the
application, no determination of the application should be envisaged.

Crime Prevention by Design:
•

The Parish Council is concerned by many of the issues raised in the report
from the Crime Prevention Design Advisor, Thames Valley Police. It is the
view of the Parish Council that the applicant must agree to undertake in full
the measures therein before planning permission can be approved, should
MK Council be minded to so grant.

Summary
•

This new, revised Planning Application has much to recommend it. In many
ways, it is an improvement on the withdrawn application and the Parish
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Council is satisfied that the applicant has sought to modify the proposals in
the light of advice from MK Council and comments received from members of
the public and statutory consultees.

5.2

•

[However], there are still a number of key areas that require being resolved
before a determination can be reached on the current application. These
include:
o Principal of location,
o Traffic and transport,
o Parking provision
o and Crime prevention by design.

•

The Parish Council recommends that it is unable to recommend a granting of
planning permission until all of the issues as set out are addressed and the
completion of a new consultation exercise. The Parish Council is of the opinion
that it would welcome the opportunity to review a revised application that
encapsulates those issues that are considered to be preventing the Parish
Council from giving this application their full support.

Cllr Anthony Brown – Tattenhoe Ward (Chair of DCC)
I have read all representations on this application and have come to the conclusion
that, on balance, I have to object on behalf of the residents of Tattenhoe. I feel it is
important that the decision is made in public, with residents given the opportunity to
have their views heard, so I have requested it be heard by the Development Control
Panel/Committee, in whatever form this may proceed during these uncertain times.
I object on the following grounds, and will elaborate further at the DCP meeting:
There are some concerns about the proposed design and the materials planned for
construction. Policies D1, D2 and D3 in Plan:MK are all relevant in this case.
Concerns have been raised about the materials proposed for construction, the
massing and scaling of the building, particularly in relation to the height of the
building. It is also considered to be out of character with the area.
Although a travel strategy has been submitted, the impact on the local highways and
traffic are not in line with policy CC2 of Plan:MK. This states, 'Non-residential
community facilities (will be permitted) at other locations if all of the following criteria
are met:
- The proposal is accompanied by evidence that demonstrates why it cannot be
satisfactorily accommodated at other locations;
- There would be no conflict with existing or potential neighbouring uses;
- The site has adequate parking and access arrangements; and
- The number of places of worship permitted in an area does not undermine its main
planning use.
3. Residential community facilities within housing areas preferably in locations well
related to local centres. Proposals will need to show that buildings are designed to
be adaptable for multi-use'.
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With the current capacity of the road network around the area being very much
stretched, the proposed development will have a significant negative impact as
described in CC2. The proposal does not satisfy all conditions of CC2 parts 2 and 3.
As Tattenhoe is not well related to a local centre, there being no local centre in
Tattenhoe, the proposed site does not fulfil criteria 3 well.
The proposal does not satisfy policy CC4 of Plan:MK as the opening hours will have
detrimental impact on residential amenity.
The overwhelming feeling from local residents is that this proposal is in completely
the wrong location and is not sustainable at the site. A petition with, at time of writing,
598 signatures objecting to the proposal, demonstrates the strength of feeling.
5.3

Cllr James Lancaster – Tattenhoe Ward (member of DCC)
Additional comments have been received during the re-consultation period which are
summarised as follows;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

There have been additional representations received which are not within the
DCC report.
The location of the site is unsustainable.
There are limited means to control the number of attendees to the site.
Development fails to meet the criteria as set out in Policy CC2.
Other sites including unallocated Homes England land should also be
considered.
There would be direct conflict between neighbouring uses, particularly during
peak Pavilion times.
The officer report does not refer to the meals which will be prepared on-site,
and associated pollution/staff generation.
Impact on the highway network not properly considered.
Unacceptable reliance on unsustainable transport.
Development does not meet the council’s adopted parking standards.
A different parking standard should be applied (i.e. Events Venue).
Design remains unacceptable.
The scale and massing of the building, in conjunction with the levels would
result in an unacceptable impact upon residential amenity.

Initial comments received:
“Whilst I agree for the need of a temple and wishing to support the Hindu community,
this location is NOT suitable for the Temple.
I strongly object and recommend refusal of the application, and in no particular order;
Failure to address concerns raised a year ago which led to the application being
withdrawn.

(60)

An almost identical proposal was withdrawn due to significant concerns from the local
community about lack of consultation, poor design, traffic congestion and parking,
loss of bio diversity, pollution, and the ability of established leisure activities and sport
to continue to operate at Tattenhoe Pavilion if the temple and community centre was
built in this location. Contrary to recommended good practice and planning guidance
at national and local level, the applicant has failed to reasonably address many of
these concerns, and to consult local residents before resubmitting. Claims made
about the support of local residents are grossly overstated.
Location, threat to existing community facilities.
The Temple is to be a site of national presence for the Shital community, accessible
to a wide audience, not just Tattenhoe. There will be up to 95 worshippers a day but
the key issue of concern is the special events – a minimum of 4 festival occasions
during the year plus hirings for weddings and other celebrations. The full capacity of
the facility is 300 people. Tattenhoe is a quiet residential area with a thriving
community centre and sports pavilion within 100m of the proposed temple and
community hall. The impact of this will affect local facilities, and impact on the local
community. Traffic congestion and competition for parking spaces would be a
significant issue and could affect the sports, tournaments and leisure facilities at
Tattenhoe Pavilion.
Plan:MK Policy CC4, New community facilities:
“Milton Keynes Council will support development proposals where they:
i. Retain and maintain existing facilities which are valued by the
community;
ii. Improve the quality and capacity of facilities valued by the community; and
A risk assessment of the impact this proposal would have on existing facilities has
not been carried out but is required before this decision is taken.
The Site Selection Report in the application addresses only the 27 small sites
available through MK Community Foundation. There is no evidence of a wider search
which might reveal a more suitable, sustainable site.
Design
The appearance, design and construction materials are to go with the overall
character of the area, which is an area of traditional housing construction. Stated in
planning guidance – a place of worship can be a “stand out” design, in contrast to
nearby residential designs. MK has a tradition of some great winning buildings to be
proud of MK. However this design stands out for the appearance of a cheap solution;
is not pleasing and unfortunately it looks exactly like a set of painted shipping
containers. No marine paint can hide this, if anything it will make it stand out. The
trellis, added following adverse comments in the last submission has the appearance
of simply being “glued” onto the front façade and covers the windows to the large
hall. I would say the temple and community hall design is not a good, sustainable
design which enhances the character of the area, and does exactly the opposite.
This failure is a material planning consideration.
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Building mass is overbearing
The shipping container shape painted in rust orange appearance is not fitting with
the area, and is of considerate height in a very prominent position. Allowing for one
and a half meter of ground levelling on the south side, the height to the top of the
container will be 8m resting on an upward slope. The roof and spire will add more
height on top of this. It will be overbearing over surroundings, especially to nearby
housing in Benacre Croft, Fife Court, and Holborn Crescent. Gardens in Eastoke
Place will look onto it.
The overall impact is needed to be brought for attention to MK Urban Design Planning
Standards.
Traffic congestion / parking issues
Tattenhoe estate is served by narrow estate roads and small roundabouts. Tattenhoe
Pavilion hosts a successful Football Club, also other facilities for local people. Traffic
on Thursday evenings and weekends is already heavy with roads and parking
facilities stretched to full capacity. Thursday to Sunday would be peak usage time for
the temple and community hall, creating an additional unbearable and unsustainable
impact on roads and for residents living there. Families would be put at risk from the
additional significant traffic volumes, noise and pollution. On weekends and
Thursdays there in clear photographic evidence of parking on verges, outside houses
and driveways; adding up to 300 extra visitors would be disastrous for residents.
The Travel Strategy and Plan is woefully inadequate, with no real credible solutions
as to how the additional traffic will be managed. There is mention of use of the
carpark outside the nearby school and the Pavilion but these are already full at
precisely the time when the temple and community hall would need the capacity.
Park and ride facilities do not exist and the nearest large parking area at Westcroft
District Centre is also full on weekends and the landowner has refused permission
to park there.
Safety at main junctions compromised;
Access onto the V1, already a dangerous junction, would be an issue as motorists
queue to exit the estate and feel under pressure to "make a break" to get out. Access
and exit via V2 would take cars through Tattenhoe estate on narrow roads, with many
parked cars.
Number of parking spaces still inadequate;
There are discrepancies in the plans and documents as to the size of the facility and
its functions which affect parking requirement calculations. These discrepancies
need to be addressed and eliminated.
The 13 extra spaces to 55, in the new application, are insufficient. This is not just a
place of worship. It houses a large community hall for festivals, weddings and daylong celebrations which require all day parking. I question whether the allocation of
space between worship and community reflects the reality of use; worship space has
a higher (double) parking standard and is only one quarter of the total space. I
suggest this needs to be re-examined and tested.
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Notwithstanding this comment, parking requirements do not include 2 spaces for the
2 bed flat, or an allowance for catering staff and distribution vehicles serving the
planned 21k meals a day across MK.
Where will 250-300 visitors for celebrations park? As mentioned above there are no
available empty parking facilities nearby to take these visitors. The Pavilion car park
and school will already be full.
Lastly, the size of each parking space in the plan is at the very low end of modern
standards and this coupled with minimal manoeuvre room within the car park, and
only one car park entry and exit will exacerbate the parking problem.
In summary this application fails to meet MK’s parking standards SPD.
Environmental health and protection assurances are missing;
Houses are very close to the temple and will be affected by noise, smells and light
pollution from 7 day a week, 12 hour opening. An average of 21,000 meals a year
are to be supplied to the homeless, on top of normal catering for worshippers and
events.
There is a concern therefore about cooking smells escaping into the
surrounding environment from the 12 hours a day operation.
Any suggestion to use planning conditions to restrict numbers would be
unenforceable.
There is nothing in the Travel Plan to provide confidence that residents will be
shielded from the impact of large car influxes, beyond the capacity of local roads and
parking availability. Any attempt to mitigate this through a planning condition would
be ineffective. Experience is that visitors arriving would not be turned away.
In summary this location is unsuitable for this facility and I recommend refusal on the
grounds cited. In the event that the Planning officers recommendation is to accept
the application, then I formally request that this application is heard Development
Control Committee/Panel and that a site visit is made by the decision makers in any
event.
A more suitable location for the temple and community centre is required.”
5.4

Cllr John Bint – Broughton Ward (Vice Chair of DCC)
In responding to an open email sent with the petition (Then as Chair of Development
Control Committee), acknowledgement was made of receipt and a word of thanks
was expressed to members of the public engaging with the planning process and
consultation. However, no comments were made as to the merits of the planning
application, citing that members of DCC are unable to be pre-determined in any way
prior to the meeting without invalidating a right to take part in the debate. Additional
comments were made advising residents of procedures and the planning process.

5.5

MKC Development Plans/Policy Team
In relation to the principle of development in terms of alternative sites, the Policy
Officer has commented that; ‘From the information you have supplied to me with on
the attached file, it is apparent that the applicants have approached many
commercial agents and surveying firms (across the Borough) but have not been able
to come up with a suitable alternative’.
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5.6

MKC Highways
This proposal is for the erection of a building to be used within the D1 use class;
primarily for community and worship uses. The application is a resubmission of the
previous application, 19/00628/FUL, which was withdrawn.
The key differences between the two applications, in highway terms, are the increase
in proposed parking to 55 spaces and the reduction in floorspace from 894m2 to
827m2 (as quoted in para 4.04 of the D&A Statement and para 4.2 of the planning
statement). The current application also includes a revised access arrangement.
Despite quoting a GEA of 827m2, the schedule of floorspace in the D&A Statement
(section 7.00 “Area Schedule”) states a GEA of 924m2. This schedule shows 238m2
of space for worship.
The highway advice provided for the withdrawn application sought a parking
provision of 55 spaces (based on 894m2 GEA and 232m2 for worship). Using the
figures from the Area Schedule in the DAS, the current parking requirement is,
238m2 Worship @ 1:10m2 = 23.8 spaces + 686m2 D1@ 1:22m2 = 31.2 spaces;
Total = 55 spaces.
Despite the slight changes in floor area, based on the DAS floorspace figures, the
parking requirement remains at 55 spaces. The applicant has now included 55
spaces as part of the proposals. Given the previous highway advice and the
compliance with the Council’s parking standards, the proposed parking provision is
accepted.
In the absence of a specific standard for cycle parking, the general D1 standard of 1
space per 100m2 plus 1 space per 10 staff should be applied. Staff figures are not
provided but the application includes 12 cycle parking spaces, which would cater for
9 visitor spaces and 3 staff spaces (i.e. up to 30 staff). The cycle parking provision is
acceptable.
The proposed layout of the car parking and the revised access proposals are
acceptable and these can be covered by suitable condition should consent be issued.
The application is accompanied by several supporting documents, including a “Travel
Strategy” (Travel Plan). It is assumed that the relevant team within the Council will
provide comments on this document and ensure that the travel measures proposed
are robust and will limit car-borne journeys to the site.
The application is also accompanied by plans indicating an area of parking at
Wimborne Crescent in Westrcoft. It is not clear what these plans are intended to
indicate and there is no obvious reference to this parking area in any of the
documentation.
There is anecdotal evidence, from objectors, that the area is, on occasion, subject to
some overspill parking from existing uses. However, the application complies with
the Council’s parking standards and therefore there is no reason to suspect that the
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proposal would exacerbate this situation. In fact, the applicant has demonstrated a
willingness to make the new car park available to other users at busy times, thereby
potentially reducing overspill parking.
Summary
The site is in an accessible location and the proposed development meets the
Council’s parking standards. There is a Travel Strategy that the applicant should be
required to strengthen and should be enforced. Mindful of this, there is no objection
to the granting of planning permission subject to the following conditions:
1. Prior to the commencement of the development the new means of access shall be
sited and laid out in accordance with the approved drawing and constructed in
accordance with details to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The access so laid out shall be retained thereafter.
Reason: To minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway
and of the access.
2. Prior to the occupation of the development hereby permitted the car parking area
shown on the approved drawings shall be constructed, surfaced and permanently
marked out. The car parking area so provided shall be maintained as a permanent
ancillary to the development and shall be used for no other purpose thereafter.
Reason: To ensure adequate parking provision at all times so that the development
does not prejudice the safe free flow of traffic on the neighbouring highway.
5.7

MKC Urban Design
“Public buildings including religious buildings should be memorable features in the
townscape that relate to their location and use. Whilst, I am supportive of the modern
design of the temple as it is an innovated approach using relatively modern methods
of construction that can largely take place off site, the colour of the shipping
containers needs to be conditioned to ensure that the chosen colours relate well to
those used in the built form context.
Whilst I understand that the first floor halls have sky lights, I am concerned about the
view out of the first floor windows that are behind the trellis and will be obscured. I
would like a better understanding of how much light they will get and the extent to
which the view out is blocked in order to understand if this is a practical relationship.
Ideally there would be a management plan for any plants that climb up the trellis as
this could also block the view from the windows and limit surveillance of the public
realm. Understanding this is important as the trellis is a key part of the façade and I
wouldn’t want to see it removed at a later date in order to see out of the window or
provide more light to the hall.
It is important that the building creates its own identity beyond the building material
and doesn’t simply resemble a collection of shipping containers. It’s my view that the
design has achieved this.
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Whilst the proposed building and its materials are unconventional it is modern and
innovative and consistent with Milton Keynes reputation as an ambitious, forward
thinking city. It is also common for religious and community buildings to have different
characteristics from the built form context to some extent these buildings should
stand out.
It is for these reasons, that in terms of design, I don’t object to this application.”
5.8

MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority)
Objection; ‘We note that the applicant refers to a living green wall, permeable paving
and a drainage plan but this information does not appear to have been submitted as
part of the application.
Once the applicant has provided the above information we will look to provide our
comments’.

5.9

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

5.10

MKC Environmental Health
No objections in respect of noise;
‘Cass Allen are a reputable firm of acoustic consultants and I am happy to accept
their conclusion that noise levels will be within acceptable limits.
However, the assessment is based on the assumption that the Temple will only be
operate between the hours of 08:00 and 21:00 hours. Therefore, I would advise that
a Planning Condition is imposed limiting use of the Temple (and associated outside
and car parking areas) to within 08:00 and 21:00 hours. This is in order to protect the
amenity of nearby residents. Any deviation from these hours would require a further
noise assessment’.

5.11

MKC Archaeological Officer
No objections.

5.12

Thames Valley Police
“Whilst I do not wish to object to the proposed plans, I do have some concerns in
relation to crime prevention. The National Planning Policy Framework demonstrates
the government’s commitment to creating safe and accessible environments where
crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life or
community cohesion. With this in mind, I would like to draw attention to the following
observations:
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Boundary Treatment
The Design and Access Statement states there is no physical boundary definition for
this development. However, I note the existence of existing boundary trees and
bushed. These should be managed and should clearly define the boundary between
public and private realm.
Landscaping
I have been unable to locate a landscaping masterplan from the documents
submitted. It is also important to ensure that any low level landscaping or bushes is
maintained so it does not provide places of concealment or restrict surveillance.
Car Parking
The car parking area to the north of this site has limited surveillance from the
surrounding area, and has no physical boundary restricting access. As the Design
and Access Statement references the inclusion of CCTV, I ask the applicant to
include CCTV over the car parking area.
External Benches
I note from the plan 562-1020-C ‘Site Plan Proposed’ dated 21 October 2019 that the
applicant plans to include two benches besides parking bays 40 and 45. The bench
next to bay 40 lacks surveillance.
I ask the applicant to consider relocating this bench into an area where it can be
observed from the main building.
Bin Storage
I have concerns that the current location of the bin storage is problematic as it
restricts surveillance over the car parking area, and provides an unobservable blank
elevation.
•

I am making a recommendation that the applicant relocate the bin storage away
from the building whilst ensuring the bin storage still has ample surveillance. This
will allow for the possible addition of a second window from the dining hall to
further improve surveillance.

Residential Unit
The front bedroom in the residential unit has a double leaf doorset which is located
next to the footpath. From a crime prevention perspective I am unsure if this is
appropriate as this will limit the amount of privacy the resident will have, and it is
likely the resident will close the blinds / curtains as a result, which will limit the
surveillance opportunities between the public and private realm.
I recommend replacing the double leaf doors with a suitable window, with planting
below to provide a 1.5m offset / defensible space.
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External Doors
All external doors to the main building should meet the requirements in LPS 1175
SR2, with any glass therein being laminate glass. If double glazed then only one
pane needs to be laminate glass. These external doors should be linked to any alarm
fitted and should be externally illuminated with security lighting.
The external doors to the residential unit should meet the requirements set out in BS
PAS 24 with any glass therein being laminate glass. If double glazed then only one
pane needs to be laminate glass and should be externally illuminated with security
lighting.
Exterior Emergency Fire Exit Doors
I am presuming the two exterior doors behind the staircases are exterior emergency
fire exit doors, but there is no information regarding their standard. Emergency fire
exit doors should be robust and not have any door furniture on the outside and should
comply with the fire rating standards. They should also be linked to any alarm fitted
and externally illuminated with security lighting. For additional advice please confer
with your local fire officer.
Access
I ask the applicant to ensure that the reception /administration and office / storage is
secured to allow only authorised individuals into these areas to reduce the risk of
unauthorised access.
CCTV
The Design and Access Statement pages 21 makes reference to the building being
‘fitted with CCTV where necessary’. CCTV should be monitored continuously and
appropriately recorded, and consideration given to ensure any fitting of CCTV fits
within an overall security management plan in order to maximise its effectiveness.
•

I ask the applicant to provide dedicated CCTV to the vulnerable and unobserved
areas of the development, including:
o The rear of the main building
o The car parking bays, particularly the parking bay to the north of the main
building
o Please see Secured by Design Commercial 2015 49.1 to 49.10 for further
information.
Lighting
From the submitted documents I was unable to locate a lighting plan for this
development. The building and parking area should be lit appropriately with column
lighting and in accordance with BS 5489:1-2013, with dusk to dawn lighting to ensure
the area is adequately lit. From a crime prevention perspective bollard lighting is not
recommended as the light is easily obstructed, damaged, and does not assist with
recognising facial features and therefore should be avoided.”

(68)

5.13

Buckinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service
Comments to be provided as part of building regulations, however the following
observations and comments are made on the planning application as follows;
•
•
•

•

5.14

All applications must give due consideration to Approved Document B,
Section15 (Fire Mains & Hydrants) and section 16 (Vehicle Access).
Particular attention must be given to parking facilities to prevent chronic
‘double parking’ issues, which could ultimately affect emergency service
attendance.
Where a gated development is included within the application it is preferable
that a digital lock is fitted, it is then the responsibility of the property owner to
inform Buckinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service of the access codes and
update details should there be any changes.
Where blocks of flats are included within a development the design of refuse
storage and collection areas within these buildings should be such that there
are no opportunities for deliberate ignition of the refuse, furthermore any fire
that may occur within the refuse areas should not affect any habitable areas
of the development. In addition, private dwellings should be provided with
adequate secure bin storage that is separated from the building by either
distance or fire resisting structure.

Neighbour/ Third Party Representations
A total of 626 third party representations have been received, 321 letters in support
(from 293 addresses) and 305 letters of objection (from 220 addresses). A petition
has also been received objecting to the proposed development with a total of 1,192
signatories.
A summary of the supporting comments are as follows;
•
•
•
•

Local need for the place of worship
Development will provide support services to the community
The development now provides sufficient car parking
Support of the design of the building

A summary of the objection comments are as follows;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Principle of development unacceptable
A more centrally located site is more suitable
Lack of sufficient car parking, which will exacerbate existing parking issues
within the area, particularly during term time and when events are taking
place at the Pavilion
Incorrect parking requirement
Significant visitation to the site from outside of the Borough
Detrimental impact upon the surrounding highway network
Scale, bulk and mass of the building will harm the character of the locality
Events within the year will result in significant impacts on on-street parking
provision
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•
•
•
•
•

Negative impact on levels of pollution by virtue of noise/odours
Incongruous design
Detrimental impact upon residential amenity due to the height of the building
and levels
Level of consultation from the applicants not accurate
Planning conditions will be enforceable

The comments in the petition with 1,192 signatories is set out below:
‘We the undersigned are opposed to the proposal for a temple and community centre
on land owned by MK Community Foundation off Holborn Crescent, adjacent to
Tattenhoe Pavilion in the heart of Tattenhoe.
A year ago an almost identical proposal was withdrawn due to significant concerns
from the local community about the lack of consultation, design of the building, traffic
congestion and parking, loss of bio diversity, pollution, and the ability of established
leisure activities and sport to continue to operate at Tattenhoe Pavilion if the temple
and community centre was built in this location. We the undersigned strongly object
to this application based on the following points:
1.

Location. The Temple is to be a site of national presence for the Shital
community, accessible to a wide audience, not just Tattenhoe, hosting events
for up to 250-300. Tattenhoe is a residential area and unsuitable for this
facility.

2.

Design. The appearance of the temple, its design, and construction materials
will detract from the overall character of the area, which is an area of traditional
housing construction. The amenity value of the street scene will be badly
affected. Its presence will be overbearing to nearby housing in Benacre Croft,
Fife Court, and Holborn Crescent. Gardens in Eastoke Place will look onto it.

3.

Traffic, pollution, noise. Tattenhoe estate is served by narrow estate roads
and small roundabouts. Tatt. Pavilion hosts a successful football club and
other facilities for local people. Traffic on Thursday evenings and weekends
is heavy with roads and parking facilities stretched to full capacity. Thursday
and Saturday are peak usage times for the temple, creating an additional
unbearable and unsustainable impact on roads and for residents living there.
Houses front onto the access roads so families would be put at risk from the
additional significant traffic volumes, noise and pollution.

4.

Safety. Access onto the V1, already a dangerous junction, would be an issue
as motorists queue to exit the estate and feel under pressure to "make a
break" to get out. Access and exit via V2 would take cars through Tattenhoe
estate on narrow roads, with many parked cars.

5.

Parking. The 13 extra spaces to 55, in the new application, are
insufficient. Peak time traffic already causes obstruction and gridlock. Adding
300 additional visitors for all day parking for events with just 55 spaces does
not pass the common sense test. We question the allocation of space
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between worship and community use; worship space which has a higher
parking standard appears low compared to community use. A more realistic
allocation to worship space would mean that parking spaces are inadequate
and do not meet MK parking standards.
In addition the temple and community centre will produce a substantial
number of meals for distribution each day. No allowance is made for
distribution vehicles.
The size of each parking space is inadequate for the size of modern
cars. Park and ride is infeasible as no facilities exist for this.
6.

The access road to the car park crosses the footpath to the Pavilion. Key
safety issue.

7.

Environmental health and protection. Houses are very close to the temple and
will be affected by noise, smells and light pollution. An average of 21,000
meals per year are to be supplied directly to the homeless, on top of normal
catering for worshippers and events. There is a concern therefore about
cooking smells escaping into the surrounding environment. Bats and other
wildlife will be disturbed by the 7 day 12 hour operation.

8.

Consultation. Claims about consultation and support of local residents are
grossly overstated. This proposal does not have the support of local
residents.

9.

Any
Planning
conditions
to
restrict
numbers
would
be
unenforceable. Experience is that visitors arriving would not be turned away.

In summary, residents, the community and the environment would suffer if this
application was allowed. This location in the heart of Tattenhoe is unsuitable for this
facility. We ask DCC members to carefully consider the objections presented and to
decline this application. A more suitable location for the temple and community
centre is required’.
6.0

MAIN ISSUES
Principle of Development
Highway matters
Design & Character
Crime Prevention
Heritage & Archaeology
Residential Amenity
Ecology
Drainage & Flood Risk
Sustainable Construction
Other matters
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7.0

CONSIDERATIONS
Principle of development

7.1

Since the submission of the application, an amendment to the Use Class Order has
come into effect. However, this application was submitted prior to the 1st September
2020, and refers to a pre-September 2020 use and Use Class. In accordance with
the relevant guidance. any application submitted prior to 1st September 2020 must
be determined by reference to the pre-September 2020 use or use class.

7.2

The application seeks consent for the erection of a new place of worship within the
predominantly residential area of Tattenhoe, on land which has no formal designation
within Plan:MK. The NPPF is supportive of the creation of healthy and integrated
communities. Paragraph 92 seeks to provide sufficient and suitable social,
recreational and cultural facilities. Specifically, Part a) states that planning decisions
should plan positively for the creation of community facilities (including places of
worship) to enhance the sustainability of communities and residential environments.

7.3

In accordance with Paragraph 92 of the NPPF, Plan:MK also places high regard upon
community facilities. Paragraph 16.33 in the pre-text to policy CC2 identifies that
community facilities which serve the needs of the community, can make a significant
contribution to helping people build social interaction into their everyday lives by
ensuring the right facilities in the right place.

7.4

The pre-text to Policy CC2 also acknowledges the need for meeting places to be
located in areas accessible by not only local residents, but also people from across
Milton Keynes to ensure they are economically viable. It states that ‘they are best
located on sites with suitable links to public transport or with suitable parking
facilities.’ It is for this reason that non-residential community facilities located within,
or adjacent to Central Milton Keynes and Local Centres will be supported. It is
acknowledged, however, in this case the application site is located outside of a main
district, local or town centre. As such Part 2 of Policy CC2 applies which presents the
following criterion for developments outside of local centres to be acceptable, which
states;
‘2. Non-residential community facilities at other locations if all of the following criteria
are met:
i. The proposal is accompanied by evidence that demonstrates why it cannot be
satisfactorily accommodated at other locations;
ii. There would be no conflict with existing or potential neighbouring uses;
iii. The site has adequate parking and access arrangements; and
iv. The number of places of worship permitted in an area does not undermine its main
planning use’.
Criterion (i) – Evidence as to whether the site can be accommodated in other
locations

7.5

In this instance the development seeks to comply with Part I of the criterion through
the submission of a site selection process report. Within this report the applicants
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have demonstrated that SHITAL have worked with the Milton Keynes Community
Foundation (MKCF) to identify a suitable site for the proposed place of worship to be
located. Within the report the applicants have detailed how, out of the 35 sites
offered, 17 sites were shortlisted.
7.6

The initial findings of the shortlisted sites indicated that a site at Emerson Valley was
preferable, however a feasibility study concluded that the developable area within
the site was not sufficient to be able to support the proposals, as a result the
architects made further recommendations for the site attributes.

7.7

With these recommendations two sites were identified as being suitable, both of
which were in Tattenhoe, one located at land opposite Giles Brook Primary School,
and the second being the application site subject to this application, off St Agnes
Way. Following a bid to MKCF, the application site was offered as the most suitable
due to the size, location and availability.

7.8

As submitted, it is acknowledged that the site selection process undertaken focuses
on MKCF land. It is noted that comments from Shenley Brook End and Tattenhoe
Parish Council, alongside a large number of representations received, raise concerns
of the narrow focus of the site selection process. This view was also shared by the
Case Officer who considers that, in line with other sequential tests, land ownership
must only carry limited weight.

7.9

The applicants were invited to undertake additional searches ahead of determination
of the planning application. Ahead of this process a scope was agreed with the
Council’s Planning Policy Officer who recommended that Milton Keynes
Development Partnership and Commercial Agents were contacted to ascertain as to
whether alternative sites within the Borough were available.

7.10

As part of the supplementary report, the applicants have demonstrated that a total of
37 commercial agents and other landowners within the Borough have been
approached, alongside Milton Keynes Development Partnership, in addition to
internal stakeholders including Economic Development colleagues. The report states
that of the search, two sites were identified as being available, one plot being located
within North Crawley totalling 2.06 acres, marketed by Taylor Walsh. However, this
site has been discounted due to the lack of nearby public transport.

7.11

A further site was also identified at Westcroft. However, due to servicing constraints
on adjacent sites, there are a number of restrictions on the site which prohibit the
erection of buildings. Therefore, the site is considered unsuitable to accommodate
the proposed place or worship. Based on the report, it has been concluded that whilst
other sites have been explored, no alternative sites which meet the requirements to
accommodate the proposal have been identified. As such the Council’s Planning
Policy Officer has commented that based on this additional information there is
sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the applicants have met the criterion within
Policy CC2, as such it is considered that Part (i) of the criterion is satisfied.

7.12

It is noted that representations have been made that further sites should be explored,
particularly in forthcoming development land within the Borough. However, when
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making an assessment of available land it is considered that a proportionate
approach should be taken in land which is currently available.
Criterion (ii) - Conflict with neighbouring uses
7.13

With regards to criterion ii of Policy CC2, the Case Officer has considered the
proposed operations of the site, which as detailed within the Design and Access
Statement include (in addition to the use of the site as a place of worship); hosting
tuition services, working with charities, food distribution, the use of the site as a hired
venue, after school club and limited ancillary library facilities.

7.14

The envisaged daily schedule for the site indicates that the hours of operation extend
from 08:00 to 20:30 daily. The applicants, using comparable attendance data to other
SHITAL sites have projected that usage of the site on weekdays will be between 24
– 45 persons, with between 65 – 95 persons on Thursdays and Weekends. When
assessing the compatibility of the use of the site at these times it is noted that within
the vicinity there are residential dwellings, a primary school and sports pavilion
(which operates from 09:00 to 21:00).

7.15

The applicants have submitted a noise assessment in support of the application. The
Council’s Environmental Health department have been consulted on the proposed
development in respect of resultant noise impacts. As submitted, based on the hours
of operation between 08:00 and 21:00, the noise levels are of an acceptable level in
line with environmental health legislation. It is for this reason that the Environmental
Health Officer has not raised any objections to the development as proposed, subject
to a condition being imposed limiting the hours of operation of the site to the hours
of 08:00 and 21:00 daily. These opening hours are therefore suggested to be secured
via condition, and with this condition attached the proposal is considered to accord
with both Criterion ii of Policy CC2, and Part D of Policy CC4 of Plan:MK (2019).
Criterion (iii) - Parking and access arrangements

7.16

Parking and highways considerations are covered within the relevant section (Para’s
7.18 – 7.33) of this report.
Criterion (iv) - Nearby places of worship

7.17

In this instance the site would be the only place of worship besides the existing St.
Giles Church within Tattenhoe, the distance between the places of worship are
approximately 390m as the bird flies which is considered to be a notable separation
distance, it is for this reason that the proposed development is in accordance with
Part iv of the aforementioned criterion.
Additional Principle Matters

7.18

As previously indicated, in addition to Policy CC2, Policy CC4 is also relevant in this
case. Part A of the policy states that Milton Keynes Council will support new
community facilities where they; Retain and maintain existing facilities; Improve the
quality and capacity of facilities, and; the site has adequate parking and access
arrangements.
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7.19

This proposal will provide another community facility within the immediate vicinity to
Giles Brook School, which contains a nursery, as well as the Tattenhoe Pavilion.
However, the addition of the place of worship/community centre is not considered to
have a detrimental impact upon nearby community uses. It is noted that the use of
Tattenhoe Pavilion is primarily sport related, whereas the proposed offering will focus
more toward extra curriculum learning and community space. It is therefore
considered that the development as proposed is consistent with Policies CC2 and
CC4 and as such the proposal as submitted is acceptable in principle, subject to the
material considerations set out below.
Highway matters

7.20

Policy CT2 of Plan:MK requires new development proposals to minimise the need to
travel, whilst also providing opportunities for the use of sustainable transport modes.
It also expects that development proposals integrate into the existing sustainable
transport network, whilst also providing safe, suitable and convenient access for all
users, with on-site layouts suitable to maximise safety of future occupiers of the site.

7.21

In this instance it is acknowledged that, due to the out of town centre location of the
site, there will be an additional associated need for travel, as opposed to the site
being located within a town or district/local centre. However, as previously discussed
the principle for the development in this location is deemed to be acceptable for the
reasons as previously presented within this report.

7.22

Within the planning submission a travel strategy has been submitted in support of
the application, the strategy sets out the anticipated visits to the site in further detail,
primarily based on the visits to a similarly proportioned site located in Reading. The
number of visitors on a Thursday and Weekend (as expected peak days) will be
approximately 65 – 95 visitors throughout the day, an average of 7.6 visitors per
hours over the day. It is however acknowledged that there will be peaks in the
attendance through the day. Based on the comparable site, between thirty and fifty
percent of the daily visitation will be in attendance between 1830 and 2000 hours.
This is considered to be a maximum of 47 visitors at one given time.

7.23

The travel strategy acknowledges that there will be at least three times per year when
attendance will be higher, during religious festivities. At these times 250 – 300 visitors
will be in attendance over the course of the day. Whilst it is acknowledged that the
applicants, through the travel strategy have indicated that the site can be managed
to control the visitation to the site on such occasions, no detail has been provided as
part of the travel strategy. It is for this reason that a detailed travel plan is suggested
to be secured via condition in order to ensure that the site is sufficiently managed to
mitigate impacts of the peak times of the site upon adjacent streets.

7.24

As part of this travel plan, further detailing as to the means of promoting sustainable
transport modes to visitors and staff alike will be expected, alongside means of public
transport being promoted within the site.
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Access
7.25

In accordance with Policies CT2, CT3 and CT10 of Plan:MK, all new developments
are required to ensure that access points are, safe, suitable and convenient for all
users. In this instance the vehicular access to the site is proposed off St. Agnes Way;
the bell mouth junction is proposed approximately 14.5m from the access point into
the neighbouring Tattenhoe Pavilion. The access itself is 5.8m in width and is
therefore able to accommodate two vehicles side by side. The layout of the car park
itself also meets the highway standards required in terms of reversing distances and
circulation space.

7.26

Whilst it is acknowledged Buckingham Fire and Rescue Service have referenced car
parking within their consultation response regarding ‘double parking issues’, the car
park as approved will be required to be laid out and maintained as approved, thereby
reducing the risk of any associated parking issues on-site.

7.27

It is noted that there have been a large number of public representations, alongside
objections received from Ward Members and the Parish Council whom have
concerns over the impact of the development upon the nearby highway network.
Concerns have been raised in particular to the impact on St Agnes Way and Holborn
Crescent, particularly at peak times which include when the Pavilion is in use and
during the drop off and pick up times at the nearby school site. In addition, significant
concern has also been raised with the development in relation to the junction to the
V1 Snelshall Street, which at peak times experiences congestion.

7.28

It is acknowledged that the locality, particularly at peak times, does experience
congestion which is associated with the adjacent uses. However, whilst these are
existing issues with the immediate highway network in terms of congestion. It is not
considered reasonable in planning terms for a new development to remedy an
existing issue, and as such the pertinent assessment in this case is whether the
development as proposed would exacerbate the existing highway issues.

7.29

When making this assessment it is noted that The Council’s Highways Officer has
been consulted as part of the application and has raised no objections to the impact
of the proposed development on the nearby highway network. The submitted
information as previously indicated refers to visitation numbers on peak days to be
65 – 95 visitors with an anticipated peak within the day at 47 visitors at a given time.
Whilst it is acknowledged that the peak visitation will be between 1830 and 2000
hours when events take place at the adjacent Pavilion, given that there is on-site
parking to facilitate this demand, on balance officers consider that the development
during typical anticipated operation will not in itself exacerbate the existing issue on
the highway network.

7.30

When considering the occasions where there is an increase in visitation to the site,
particularly during religious festivities. It is considered that with a suitable travel plan
in place, details of which are to be approved, these measures will assist with
mitigating the impact of the development upon the highway network. Whilst no details
of this have been provided thus far, a suitably worded condition requiring such details
has been secured. Officer’s consider that on balance with this condition attached,
whilst some associated traffic generation may occur during peak times, the
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development in itself, with suitable parking provision in accordance with the council’s
adopted standards, is considered to be acceptable in this regard.
Parking Provision
7.31

In accordance with criterion iii of Policy CC2, point 2, and Policy CC3, the proposed
development will be required to provide suitable parking arrangements. In making
this assessment the Case Officer has, in accordance with Policy CT10, assessed the
parking requirement of the site. The policy position as set out within Plan:MK is that
all new developments are required to meet the Council’s Parking Standards unless
mitigating circumstances dictate otherwise. The site, as an out of centre location is
located within Zone 3 of the defined zones as set out in the adopted Parking
Standards SPD (2016). A summary of the parking requirements and provision is
shown within the table below:
Use Class
Place of Worship
(D1h) seated
assembly
Place of Worship
(D1h) ancillary
rooms

Area (Sq. m)

Parking Standards
Requirement - Zone 3

Provided

238 sqm

1 space per 10 sqm
(23.8)

24

686 sqm

1 space per 22 sqm
(31.1)

31

55 spaces

55 spaces

Site Total
7.32

It is acknowledged that there have been a considerable number of public
representations, in addition to representations from Shenley Brook End and
Tattenhoe Parish Council and Cllrs Brown and Lancaster, expressing concerns over
the incompatibility of the proposed place of worship/community facility given the
absence of sufficient car parking provision for the site. There is a strong view within
the consultation that the development is unacceptable in principle given the lack of
parking, in addition to not being in accordance with Policy CT10, on the basis that
the parking provision is unsuitable.

7.33

It is acknowledged that the number of attendees detailed within the submitted
documentation, in particular the Design and Access Statement and the Travel
Strategy, refer to numbers of attendees to the site as being up to 300 on peak days
(on at least three times per year). However, when considering the parking
requirement for the site, the Local Planning Authority is only obliged to require all
developments to meet the Council’s Parking Standards. In this case, based on the
floor area there is a total requirement of 55 parking spaces, which in this case is
delivered in full. The proposed development therefore accords with Policy CT10 of
Plan:MK and is considered to be acceptable. The Case Officer also takes the view
that given the parking requirement for the site is delivered, the proposal also meets
the requirements of Policies CC2 and CC4 in providing sufficient parking
arrangements.
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7.34

Within the comments received on this application it has been put forward that a
different parking standard should be applied to the site. However, the Local Planning
Authority is required to determine the application as submitted, and in accordance
with the Council’s adopted Parking Standards. This requirement is calculated on the
floor space of the use class and total area. Officers therefore consider that it would
be unreasonable in planning terms for the Local Planning Authority to require any
additional parking requirement beyond the adopted standards. There would be no
justification in policy terms to do this. Officers are therefore of the view that securing
the parking, to be laid out and provided prior to first occupation, in accordance with
the adopted standards, is acceptable. In conjunction to this, details of a Travel Plan
to deal with the traffic caused by the day to day running, and the more infrequent
larger scale events at the site, can be secured by condition.

7.35

From the Case Officer’s site inspection (on 9th March at 15.20) and submitted
photographic evidence it is evident that the locality has a pre-existing on street
parking issue during the school pick-up period and during peak usage times for the
Pavilion, with there being very limited highway capacity during these periods. Within
any travel plan assessment, consideration will be given to the existing issues within
the locality and whilst consideration will be given to minimise the impact in the
existing peak times, it should be noted that the Travel Plan is unlikely to rectify the
existing parking issue. However, as previously indicated it is not considered
reasonable, or indeed lawful, to require this planning application to address existing
shortfalls of the parking issues within the vicinity. The Travel Plan will however be
required to demonstrate that there will not likely be a further adverse impact as a
result of the development.

7.36

Given the above assessment the development as submitted is considered to be
acceptable in in accordance with the aforementioned policies, with requiring the car
parking to be implemented and laid out prior to the first occupation of the
development, and a comprehensive Travel Plan secured.
Cycle Storage

7.37

In accordance with Policy CT3 of Plan:MK the development is also required to
provide sufficient cycle storage provision within the site for the use of both visitors
and staff. Within the Parking Standards SPD there is no defined standard against a
D1 Use Class. However, the Highways Officer has been consulted and has indicated
that ‘the general standard of 1 space per 100 sq. m, plus 1 space per 10 members
of staff should be applied. It is therefore considered that the proposed 12 cycle
parking spaces, 9 for visitors and 3 for staff is considered to be acceptable and in
accordance with the aforementioned policies. The details and implementation of the
cycle storage provision has been secured via condition.
Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Points

7.38

Policy CT6 requires all new development proposals to provide Electric Vehicle (EV)
charging points in accordance with the adopted standards. As submitted the 55
space car park includes one Electric Vehicle Charging Point, this represents a
shortfall of one space of the requirement. As submitted no details have been included
as to the technology proposed within the site for the EV charging point. In this case
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the wording of the condition requires the EV points to be provided in accordance with
the adopted standards, alongside the details to be secured, implemented and
retained thereafter. With this condition attached the application is considered to be
in accordance with Policy CT6 of Plan:MK (2019).
Design & Character
7.39

Paragraph 127 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should ensure that
development proposals will add to the quality of the locality in terms of design by
being visually attractive, with an appropriate layout, complimented by landscaping,
all of which should cumulatively seek to create a sense of place. These design aims
are embedded within Design Policies D1 to D3 of Plan:MK, which seek to ensure
development proposals exhibit a positive sense of character and respond the site
features and the locality.

7.40

In this case the proposed development seeks to use recycled shipping containers as
the main structure for the scheme. Within the consultation a large number of
objections, including within the petition, have been received as to the overall design
of the building. Concerns in particular focus on the use of the proposed construction
materials in the form of the shipping containers, and that their use will detract from
the character of the locality which predominantly consists of conventional brick
constructed dwelling houses. The design, in conjunction with the location towards
Holborn Crescent, Fife Court, Benacre Croft and the rear of dwellings within Eastoke
Place.

7.41

In making the assessment of the impact of the proposals upon the locality, the design
does mark a departure from the existing built from. However, the adjacent Tattenhoe
Sports Pavilion is of a more contemporary design in comparison to the surrounding
dwellings. Weight has been given to Policy D2 which states that; ‘where there is no
positive built form character on the site or surrounding area, new development is
designed to create its own distinctive character or sense of place using existing site
features, the layout of the development and appearance of buildings’. The locality,
as existing, is considered to have a mixed character, although as previously indicated
is predominantly defined by dwellings. However, given that the site is not subject to
any overarching constraints, there are less limited restrictions which could curtail the
appropriateness for innovative design. As such, it is considered that the innovative
design is in accordance with the aforementioned design policies in terms of the
materials.

7.42

Consideration has also been given to the scale of the proposed development. From
Holborn Crescent the building itself will appear elevated, set above the pavement by
approximately 1.8m, to the front of the building will be a grass sloped area with an
incline of approximately 20 degrees. The overall height of the main building totals
6.108m, with the spire located towards the rear of the site extending to 12.410m. The
overall scale of the building is not considered to be overbearing in terms of the bulk,
height and massing. Whilst the spire would be more visually prominent given the
height, the modest design and slimline scale of the spire would not result in a
significantly bulky addition to the roofscape and surrounding skyline and, as such, is
deemed to be acceptable in design terms.
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7.43

With regards to the site layout, the plans indicate that the building will be located to
the south west of the site on the St Agnes Way/Holborn Crescent junction, with the
parking area located to the rear of the application site. The site omits the existing
landscaped area within the parcel of land off Holborn Crescent to the south east, and
does not interrupt the northern boundary between the application site and Tattenhoe
Sports Pavilion, which also lies outside of the redline boundary. The layout appears
conventional with access points from St Agnes Way which include both stepped and
level-accessible access. It is considered by officers that the retention of greenspace
within the site will also assist with mitigating the impact of the development upon the
locality.

7.44

The Council’s Urban Design Officer has been consulted and has raised no objections
to the proposals. In particular, acknowledgement has been made that ‘public
buildings including religious buildings should be memorable features in the
townscape that relate to their location and use’. The Urban Design Officer has
expressed support of the innovative design approach to the proposed building which
incorporates modern methods of construction. Whilst supportive overall, the Urban
Design Officer has suggested that the external finishes of the building be secured via
condition in order to ensure it is of high quality and reflects a piece of architecture,
as opposed to a painted culmination of shipping containers. The Urban Design
Officer has expressed that this proposal appears to achieve this by creating its own
identity. In any case, all of the external finishes of the building can be secured via
condition, which are to be agreed by the Local Planning Authority prior to the
commencement of development above slab level. It is noted that within the Parish
Council’s consultation response, strong concerns remain within the Parish as to the
design. However, subject to the materials Shenley Brook End and Tattenhoe Parish
Council have indicated that ‘provided that the materials used can be shown to be
durable and stand the test of time without deterioration, then the unusual building
characteristics are a feature that should not lead to refusal on design grounds’.

7.45

Further comments made by the Urban Design Officer relate predominantly to the
eternal landscaping and trellis to the elevations, with the proximity of the trellis to the
windows risking the internal light levels of the building. No details of the planting
species have been submitted as part of this application. However, with landscaping
details secured via condition, an assessment can be made in consultation with the
Landscape Architect to ensure that planting species used are non-invasive.
Crime Prevention

7.46

Part 4 of Policy D1 states that the layout should maximise surveillance of the public
realm, and prevent both crime and the increased perception of crime. This is
consistent with Paragraph 91 of the NPPF. The Crime Prevention Officer has been
consulted and, whilst no formal objection has been raised to the development as
submitted, a number of comments have been made in relation to suggested
amendments to the site layout to reduce the risk and perception of crime in
accordance with the aforementioned policies.

7.47

It is acknowledged that the Crime Prevention Officer has commented that there is no
detailed landscaping or boundary treatment plan within the full submission, although
indicative layouts have been provided. As previously indicated the full details of the
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landscaping scheme can be secured via condition. As submitted, no hard fenced
boundary treatments have been proposed, but instead landscaped boundaries will
form around the perimeter of the site. This includes the use of existing landscaping
to the north and south east, with a semi mature hedgerow appearing to form the
south eastern boundary. It is considered that such boundary treatments are on
balance acceptable with a suitable lighting scheme which will reduce the risk and
perception of crime through active surveillance, particularly along pavements around
the application site.
7.48

The Crime Prevention Officer has also commented on the overall site layout and has
referred to the residential unit having a direct relationship with the shared external
area. This is duly noted by the Case Officer and an informative has been appended
to the end of the conditions advising suitable provisions be made within any
forthcoming landscaping plan secured via condition. In addition, reference has also
been made to the use of CCTV within the site, whilst the specific locations of CCTV
units have not been included within the application, these details have been secured
via condition. A further informative has also been appended strongly advising CCTV
be included to the north of the site within the car park to reflect the Crime Prevention
Officer’s comments.

7.49

It is also noted that the Crime Prevention Officer has also commented on the
requirements of the external and emergency doors. Such considerations fall out of
the scope for the planning application, however such details will be required as part
of building regulations, should planning permission be granted. Overall, with the
aforementioned conditions and informative appended to the decision it is considered
that the development is in accordance with the aforementioned polices and is
acceptable.
Heritage & Archaeology

7.50

It is noted that the site lies within an archaeological notification site, although there
are not deemed to be any designated heritage assets within the vicinity. In
accordance with Policy HE1 and the statutory requirements under the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, the Archaeological Officer has
been notified and consulted on the application.

7.51

After assessing the proposal against the known archaeological resource, as
contained in the MK Historic Environment Record (HER), the Archaeological Officer
has concluded that although it is within a Heritage Interest Area, the proposed
development itself is not regarded as being of significant potential archaeological
impact. As such it is unnecessary to conduct any pre-determination archaeological
investigation nor is an archaeological condition in respect of the site required.
Residential amenity

7.52

Policy D5 of Plan:MK requires all new development proposals to not cause an
adverse impact on the amenity of nearby residents or occupiers, or indeed future
occupiers of the application site.
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7.53

There has been a large number of objections in relation to associated noise with the
development, as previously indicated within the principle of development section. In
accordance with Policy EH7, which relates to noise, the submitted noise assessment
indicates that the development will not result in significant noise generation which
would cause harm to the amenity of nearby residents, and with the hours of operation
secured by condition. Therefore, there are not considered to be significant noise
impacts caused by the proposed development.

7.54

Within the consultation there has been concern as to the resultant odours generated
from cooking facilities within the site. As submitted there have been no details
provided in relation to any external extraction equipment being provided within the
site. It is likely in any case that any flues, which are not detailed within the plans
would require further consent. Should any forthcoming applications propose
extraction equipment, during the application process environmental health
colleagues will be consulted and a specification for extraction and filtration systems
would be secured as part of the consent.

7.55

Consideration has also been given to the overall scale, bulk and mass of the
proposed development. The building itself, at approximately 6.2m, is lower in height
than a typical two storey dwelling. It is also located away from the eastern boundary
which has a closer relationship with neighbouring dwellings immediately to the east
of the site. As a result there is a separation distance between the development and
the nearest residential dwelling to the east of 57m, with a separation distance of 59m
to the west. This is in excess of the adopted rear to rear separation distance guideline
as presented within the Council’s adopted Residential Design Guide SPD (2012).
Given the scale of the building in terms of massing and the separation distance, the
application is deemed to be acceptable in this regard.

7.56

With the associated works on site, there will be a laid car park consisting of both
gravel and tarmac surfacing. Due to increased operations on the site over the existing
use, as an area of grassland, there will be an increase in noise levels above the
existing, which will have some impact on background noise for nearby dwellings.
However, within the context of the locality, with Tattenhoe Sports Pavilion to the north
and the set back from nearby dwellings, alongside the hours of operation, these
factors cumulatively mitigate against an adverse impact upon nearby residents.

7.57

Within Policy D5 is the requirement for suitable amenity space for developments.
Whilst the site is host to one ancillary residential unit, the provision of an area of
amenity open space ancillary to the site has been included within the development.
The Crime Prevention Officer raised concerns over the isolated feel of one of the
benches proposed. However, revised plans have since been submitted which
removes this bench and creates a seating area immediately to the rear of the building
which benefits from passive surveillance.
Ecology

7.58

Policy NE2 of Plan:MK seeks to ensure that development proposals do not cause an
adverse impact upon statutorily protected species. New development proposals
should also achieve a net gain in biodiversity in accordance with Policy NE3. In this
instance the planning application has been supported by a Preliminary Ecological
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Appraisal (PEA). Within the PEA it is noted that the site is considered to be low
ecological value, partly due to the laid grassland and species-poor hedgerows.
7.59

However, within the PEA there are acknowledged to be a potential for breeding birds
within the northern hedgerows. It recommends that any works likely to affect any
trees or hedgerows be taken outside of the breeding season (September to
February) inclusive, with inspections undertaken of the site prior to works taking
place.

7.60

With regards to the presence of Great Crested Newts, whilst there are watercourses
located within 250m of the site, the conditions for Great Crested Newts within the site
are considered to be sub-optimal given the maintained nature of the site, and as such
are considered unlikely to be undermined by the proposed development.

7.61

In accordance with Policy NE3, the PEA recommends a series of measures which
will enhance ecology on site and mitigate against the loss of low-quality grassland.
Included within the off-setting measures include a planted buffer to the east of the
site, details of which are secured via the landscaping condition, the replacement of
the Laurel Hedge in place of native trees, alongside the planting of wildflowers.
Further measures include the installation of bird nesting boxes, hedgehog boxes and
invertebrate houses. In order to secure these details the recommendations of the
PEA have been secured via condition alongside a plan to be submitted to the Local
Planning Authority detailing the ecological mitigation layout plan, with this condition
attached the application is considered to be in accordance with Policies NE2 and
NE3 of Plan:MK (2019).
Drainage & flood risk

7.62

Policies FR1 and FR2 of Plan:MK require all new development to incorporate
sustainable urban drainage systems to ensure that flood risk is not increased off-site.
It is noted in this case that the site is located within flood zone 1 and is therefore
considered to be of the lowest risk of flooding.

7.63

The Local Lead Flood Authority raised initial concerns that no information had been
provided on how surface water will be managed and drained on the site.

7.64

Additional drainage information has since been received and from the information
submitted it is noted that the applicants are proposing a surface water discharge at
a rate of 1 l/s. There is also attenuation across the site including storage to the north
of the site. Permeable surfaces will also be used within the site, including within the
car park, these measures are all considered to be acceptable in principle.

7.65

The LLFA has also indicated that it is supportive of the ‘use of permeable paving as
in addition to controlling the rate of surface water leaving the site it also provides
water quality treatment. Furthermore, the applicant has sought to incorporate above
ground attenuation in preference to below ground attenuation’. However, the LLFA
have noted that the drainage scheme remains incomplete as details in relation to the
maintenance and management plan. However, these details can be secured by way
of a condition. With this condition attached the Case Officer considers that the
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development is in accordance with the aforementioned policies and the development
is therefore acceptable in this regard.
Sustainable construction
7.66

Policy SC1 of Plan:MK requires all new development proposals to meet the
sustainable construction principles as set out within the policy. Details required relate
to the use of renewable energies/energy and climate, water consumption, materials
and waste.

7.67

The development in this case does not meet the trigger within Part K of Policy SC1
to provide a contribution to the Council’s Carbon Offset Fund, as the built area is
below 1,000 sq. m. However, compliance with other criteria within the policy is still
required. As submitted, there are no details provided as to how the proposed
development will accord with the sustainable construction policies. A sustainability
statement detailing how the proposal will meet the relevant principles. This can be
secured via condition and the statement would need to be submitted ahead of the
commencement of development above slab level. With this condition attached the
development is deemed to be in accordance with Policy SC1 of Plan:MK and is
therefore acceptable in this regard.
Other matters
Consultation Process

7.68

There has been a large number of representations received objecting to the
proposed development on the basis of the lack of consultation. The concerns relate
in part to the determination period within a time where social distancing measures
restrict public meetings. Shenley Brook End and Tattenhoe Parish Council have
indicated that additional consultation opportunities should be provided by the
applicant to publicly examine the application, and until such time where this can be
accommodated, the application should not be determined.

7.69

The Local Planning Authority, in accordance with Council Guidelines and National
Planning Policy Guidance advocates public engagement within the planning process,
in particular in relation to developer led public engagement. However, the Local
Planning Authority is unable to obligate applicants to undertake additional
consultation exercises.

7.70

In this case details of external consultation have been included within the application.
These exercises took the form of a leaflet drop of approximately 250 flyers through
letter boxes of neighbouring residents, alongside two consultation open evenings,
one of which on 21st November 2018 and saw 20 attendees, and the second evening
on 12th February 2019 which had approximately 50 attendees, although both are
noted to be in excess of one year ago. However, as part of the statutory planning
process, the Local Planning Authority has undertaken its statutory obligation to write
directly to neighbouring properties, alongside interested parties whom made
representation on the last application and has displayed site notices around the
application site. This consultation meets the requirements of relevant legislation.
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7.71

It should also be noted that all consultees and interested parties have been reconsulted on amended plans.

8.0

CONCLUSIONS

8.1

In conclusion, the application as submitted seeks to create a new place of
worship/community facility which is supported in principle within both the NPPF and
Plan:MK. Whilst it is acknowledged that the site is located outside of the defined
town, district and local centres, the proposals are considered to meet the required
criterion as presented within principle policies CC2 and CC4 of Plan:MK.

8.2

In relation to the parking and highways implications of the development, it is
considered that the applicants meet the required parking standards, as defined within
the adopted Parking Standards SPD (2016), in full. A suitable condition, securing
details of the travel plan prior to the first occupation of the development, is considered
to be an appropriate and proportionate solution to reducing the impact of the
development upon the nearby highway network at both peak times and during events
during the year.

8.3

The proposed development is deemed to be acceptable, and in accordance with the
adopted local development plan in all other respects, subject to the conditions as set
out at the end of this report.

9.0

CONDITIONS
1. The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with the
following drawings/details:
Existing Location Plan. Drawing 001. Dated 07/03/2019. Received on 3rd March
2020
Site Plan Proposed. Drawing 1020. Revision D. Dated 18/08/2020. Received on
19th August 2020
Ground Floor Plan Proposed. Drawing 1100. Revision A. Dated 18/08/2020.
Received on 19th August 2020
North and West External Elevations. Drawing 1880. Revision B. Dated 18/08/2020.
Received on 19th August 2020
East and South External Elevations. Drawing 1890. Revision A. Dated 18/08/2020.
Received on 19th August 2020
Access Plan Proposed. Drawing 1025. Revision A. Dated 18/08/2020. Received on
19th August 2020
Design & Access Statement (Revised). Dated August 2020. Received on 19th
August 2020
Roof Plan Proposed. Drawing 1130. Revision A. Dated 07/03/2019. Received on
3rd March 2020
Sections AA & DD Proposed. Drawing 1210. Dated 07/03/2019. Received on 3rd
March 2020
Sections BB & EE Proposed. Drawing 1220. Dated 07/03/2019. Received on 3 rd
March 2020
Section CC Proposed. Drawing 1230. Dated 07/03/2019. Received on 3 rd March
2020

(85)

Combined Drainage. Drawing RA-1789-SK 02 REV A. Dated 25/08/2020. Received
on 16th September 2020
Stormwater SUDs and Attenuation Strategy. Drawing RA-1789-SK-01 REV A.
Dated 25/08/2020. Received on 16th September 2020
Travel Strategy – Shirdi Saibaba Temple & Community Hall Milton Keynes. Version
1.0. Revision A. Received on 3rd March 2020
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal. Version 001. Dated 24/07/2019. Received on 3 rd
March 2020
Tree Survey and Arboricultural Impact Assessment Report. Reference 1759
SAW_R.F01. Dated 30/11/2017. Received on 3rd March 2020
Noise Impact Assessment. Reference RE01-19176. Revision 1. Dated 27th
September 2019. Received on 3rd March 2020
Reason: To define the permission for the avoidance of doubt and in accordance with
best practice guidance set out in paragraph 022 of the National Planning Practice
Guidance.
2. The development hereby permitted shall begin before the expiration of three years
from the date of this permission.
Reason: To prevent the accumulation of planning permissions; to enable the Local
Planning Authority to review the suitability of the development in the light of altered
circumstances; and to comply with section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990.
3. The use of the D1 aspects of the premises shall not be carried out outside the hours
of 0800; to 2100 Monday to Sunday inclusive.
Reason: To prevent harm being caused to the amenity of the area and to safeguard
the residential amenity of nearby occupiers in accordance with Policy D5 of Plan:MK
(2019).
4. No development shall take place above slab level until a Schedule of the external
materials to be used in the construction of the development have been submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The Schedule shall include
detailed specification, photo examples, RAL numbers and/or samples, as
appropriate. The development shall thereafter be carried out in full accordance with
the approved details prior to the first occupation of the development.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not detract from the character and
appearance of the area in accordance with Policies D2 and D3 of Plan:MK (2019).
5. No building or use hereby permitted shall be occupied or the use commenced until a
full Travel Plan comprising immediate, continuing and long-term measures to
promote and encourage alternatives to single-occupancy car use has been prepared,
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved
Travel Plan shall then be implemented, monitored and reviewed in accordance with
the agreed Travel Plan Targets to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.
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Reason: To support sustainable transport objectives including a reduction in single
occupancy car journeys and the increased use of public transport, walking and
cycling in accordance with Plan: MK Policies CT2 and CT3.
6. No building or use hereby permitted shall be occupied or the use commenced until
the vehicular access has been provided and thereafter retained at the position shown
on the approved plans. Arrangement shall be made for surface water drainage to be
intercepted and disposed of separately so that it does not discharge from or onto the
highway carriageway.
Reason: In the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy D1 of Plan:MK
(2019).
7. No building or use hereby permitted shall be occupied or the use commenced until
the car/vehicle parking area shown on the approved plans has been constructed,
surfaced and permanently marked out. The car parking area so provided shall be
maintained as a permanent ancillary to the development and shall be used for no
other purpose thereafter.
Reason: To ensure adequate parking provision at all times so that the development
does not prejudice the free flow of traffic or the safety on the neighbouring highway
in accordance with Policies SD1, D1 and CT10 of Plan:MK (2019).
8. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted, details of two
Electric Vehicle Charging Spaces, in accordance with the requirements of the
Parking Standards SPD (2016) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. These spaces shall be implemented prior to first occupation
and retained thereafter.
Reason: To provide sufficient Electric Vehicle charging points in accordance with
Policies CT6 and CT10 of Plan:MK (2019).
9. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved details of the
proposed bicycle parking shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The development shall be completed in accordance with the
approved details prior to the first occupation of the development and shall thereafter
be retained for those purposes.
Reason: To ensure the provision and availability of adequate cycle parking in
accordance with Policy CT3 of Plan:MK (2019).
10. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted, details of the
Closed Circuit Television system shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. These details shall include the locations of the units within
the site alongside the coverage. These details shall be implemented in full prior to
first occupation and retained thereafter.
Reason: To minimise the risk and perception of crime in accordance with Paragraph
91 of the NPPF and Policy EH7 of Plan:MK (2019).
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11. Notwithstanding the approved drawings, no development shall take place above slab
level until full details of both hard and soft landscape works have been submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority. These details shall include
existing trees and/or hedgerows to be retained and/or removed accurately shown
with root protection areas; existing and proposed finished levels or contours; means
of enclosure; visibility splays; areas of hard surfacing materials; proximity between
street lights and tree planting; pedestrian access and circulation areas; civic space /
public park furniture, play equipment, bins etc.; proposed and existing functional
services above and below ground such as cables, pipelines, substations. Soft
landscape works shall include planting plans at a minimum scale of 1:200 with
schedules of plants noting species, plant supply sizes and proposed densities;
written specifications (including cultivation and other operations associated with tree,
plant and grass establishment; and the implementation programme.
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. If within a
period of two years from the date of the planting of any tree or shrub, that tree or
shrub, or any tree and shrub planted in replacement for it, is removed, uprooted or
destroyed, dies, becomes severely damaged or diseased, shall be replaced in the
next planting season with trees and shrubs of equivalent size, species and quantity.
All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out prior to the occupation of the
building(s) or the completion of the development whichever is the sooner or in
accordance with a programme agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To protect significant trees and hedgerows, safeguarding the character of
the area and preserving habitat and to minimise the effect of development on the
area in accordance with Policies NE4 and NE5 and Policy D1 of Plan:MK (2019).
12. No development shall take place until a Biodiversity Enhancement Scheme and
Management Plan has been submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. This enhancement scheme must include the recommendations
of the submitted Preliminary Ecological Appraisal. The development shall thereafter
be carried out in accordance with the approved details prior to the occupation of the
development.
Reason: To maintain and enhance local biodiversity and ecology in accordance with
Policy NE3 of Plan:MK (2019).
13. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted a detailed design,
and associated management and maintenance plan, for a foul and surface water
drainage scheme, based on sustainable drainage principles for the site shall be
submitted to and be approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
management and maintenance plan shall include a detailed timetable for the
implementation of the foul and surface water drainage scheme. The approved
drainage scheme shall subsequently be implemented in accordance with the
approved detailed design and in accordance with the approved timetable for
implementation and be retained thereafter.
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Reason: To ensure satisfactory and sustainable foul and surface water drainage to
prevent the increased risk of contamination and flooding on or off site in accordance
with Policies FR1 and FR2 of Plan:MK (2019).
14. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted above slab level,
a statement detailing how the development shall incorporate measures to minimise
waste and energy consumption, thereby reducing the environmental impact of the
development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.
Reason: To ensure that the development minimises waste and accords with the
sustainable construction principles as set out in Policy SC1 of Plan:MK (2019).
15. No building or use hereby permitted shall be occupied or the use commenced until a
lighting plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the
approved details prior to the first occupation of the development or the
commencement of the use and shall be subsequently retained in that form thereafter.
Reason: To ensure that there is adequate lighting within the vicinity which minimises
the risk and perception of crime in accordance with Policy EH7 of Plan:MK (2019).
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Site Location Plan

Site Plan (Proposed)
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Elevations Proposed
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Ground Floor Plan
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First Floor Plan
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A1.0 FULL CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
A1.1 Shenley Brook End and Tattenhoe Parish Council
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The Parish Council notes that this is a new planning application, following the
withdrawal of Planning Application 19/00628/FUL
The Parish Council), having regard for:
• The Application for Planning Permission dated 29th February 2020,
• Documents, reports and other related information as provided by the applicant,
• and information supplied by Officers from Milton Keynes Council, Makes the
following observations:
Please note that:
• In order to minimize the length of this submission, only the relevant portion of each
Planning Policy has been provided. The reader should consult the relevant Policy in
order to place our comments in the context of the overall policy.
• The reader should not take the written order of these comments to denote a level
of priority – all comments are equally valid and all comments, therefore, should
be afforded the same weight of consideration.
• All Planning Policies quoted are taken from either the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), current guidance dated February 2019, or from Milton
Keynes Council Plan:MK (Plan:MK), as adopted March 2019.
1) Principle of Location:
A) Plan:MK Policy CC2, Location of Community Facilities:
“2. Non-residential community facilities at other locations (should be granted planning
permission) if all of the following criteria are met:
I.
The proposal is accompanied by evidence that demonstrates why it cannot be
satisfactorily accommodated at other locations;
II. There would be no conflict with existing or potential neighbouring uses;
III. The site has adequate parking and access arrangements”.
The Parish Council is of the opinion that the application, in its current form, fails to
demonstrate satisfactory fulfilment of the above criteria.
•

•
•

The Parish Council is cognisant of the information provided within the 5-page
Site Selection Process report and notes, with disappointment, that whilst a
comprehensive analysis is given of various Milton Keynes Community
Foundation (MKCF) sites, no consideration has been given to and, therefore,
no assessment made, of other, non-MKCF, sites located within the Borough
of Milton Keynes.
There is a clear conflict of interest with the adjacent sports pavilion and nearby
school, as will be demonstrated later within this submission.
The Parish Council believes that, despite the attempts at improvement
between the previous Planning Application and this new proposal, the
arrangements for parking provision remain inadequate, as outlined in more
detail later in this response.

B) Plan:MK Policy CC4, New community facilities:
“Milton Keynes Council will support development proposals where they:
i. Retain and maintain existing facilities which are valued by the community;
ii. Improve the quality and capacity of facilities valued by the community; and
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iii.

The site has adequate parking and access arrangements”.

In common with the withdrawn Planning Application, this new application fails to
establish, in the view of the Parish Council, how the proposal, if granted planning
permission, would improve the quality of facilities valued by the community – in fact,
the Parish Council believes that the scheme would be detrimental to the adjacent
sports pavilion, the nearby school and local residents, primarily due to the impact of
parking, traffic and congestion, particularly during festivals and special events.
Conclusion (Principal of Location):
The Parish Council is of the opinion that the Planning Application fails to meet the
criteria within Plan:MK policies CC2 and CC4.
2) Traffic and Transport:
Plan:MK Policy CT2 Movement and Access:
“Development proposals will be required to minimise the need to travel, promote
opportunities for sustainable transport modes, improve accessibility to services and
support the transition to a low carbon future. Development proposals will be permitted
that:
1. Integrate into our existing sustainable transport networks and do not have an
inappropriate impact on the operation, safety or accessibility to the local or strategic
highway networks;
2. Mitigate impacts on the local or strategic highway networks, arising from the
development itself or the cumulative effects of development, through the provision
of, or contributions towards necessary and relevant transport improvements including
those secured by legal agreement;
3. Ensure that development proposals do not prejudice the future development or
design of suitable adjoining sites;
4. Provide safe, suitable and convenient access for all potential users;
5. Provide on-site layouts that are compatible for all potential users with appropriate
parking and servicing provision in line with the Milton Keynes Parking Standards
Supplementary Planning Document (January 2016);
6. Do not result in inappropriate traffic generation or compromise highway safety;
7. Offer maximum flexibility in the choice of travel modes, including walking and
cycling, shared transport, and with accessibility for all potential users;
8. Protect and where possible enhance access to public rights of way;
9. Provide a public transport connection to the main points of service provision
including nearest district or town centre, or community facilities; and
10. Where possible incorporate the use of shared transport and low carbon “green”
travel modes such as electric vehicle charging capacity.”

The Parish Council, having examined the document supplied by the applicant entitled
“Traffic Strategy, Version 1.0 Rev A”, uploaded to MK Council’s website on 20 th
March 2020, remains unconvinced that the proposals therein will mitigate the
negative impact of the increase in traffic movements that will be generated by the
use of this facility. In particular, the Parish Council is of the opinion that the increase
in traffic will have an inappropriate impact on the operation, safety & accessibility of
the local highway network as there will be significant conflict between traffic for local
residents, the sports pavilion and the local school. Furthermore, there will be an
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increased risk to the health and safety of children and their parents / carers
associated with an escalation of traffic movements generated by the proposed facility
(see also Policy CT2, item 1). This is particularly applicable during Festivals and
Special Event days. Additionally, the Parish Council would point the reader to two
items on page 3:
a) The introduction at 1.2, states “The need for (a) travel strategy is due to growing
concern over…increased congestion associated with the ‘temple run’”, BUT no
admission is made of, nor consideration given to, the congestion that will be
caused at Festival times and at weddings and celebrations and other special
events! Simply modelling a Traffic Strategy on the so-described ‘temple run’
WITHOUT making proper provision for the possibility of the many envisaged
special occasions when celebrants, numbering in excess of 200 individuals,
makes the Strategy incomplete and, therefore, has limited value when assessing
the traffic problems that these events will undoubtedly cause. On page 8 of the
Travel Strategy, there is the admission that “During these significant occasions,
approximately 250 – 300 visitors may visit the temple between 08.00 to 20.30”.
b) At the foot of page 3, the document states “…will look out for outcomes…which
suit the temple…”. The document, therefore, by its own admission, does not
cover one of the main purposes of any Travel Strategy, which is to mitigate
problems and issues caused by the development to the local, indigenous
population!
Conclusion (Traffic and Transport):
The Parish Council takes the view that the Planning Application fails to meet the criteria
within Plan:MK policies CT2 and the Transport Strategy remains incomplete.
3) Parking provision:
Plan:MK Policy CT10 Parking Provision:
“Development proposals should meet the following parking requirements:
1. All development should meet the Council’s full parking standards, unless mitigating
circumstance dictate otherwise.
2. On-site parking should not be reduced below the Council’s full expectations if this
would increase additional pressure in off-site parking that could not be resolved by
on-street parking controls”.
When making a direct comparison with the withdrawn application, the Parish Council
recognises the increase in parking provision. Furthermore, the Parish Council
acknowledges the work undertaken by Stirling Maynard Transport, on behalf of MK
Council, in their two-page report dates 19th March 2020. The Parish Council,
however, believes that, whilst the report expresses a view that the “application
complies with the Council’s parking standards…”, it fails to demonstrate any
understanding of the levels of parking required for Festivals, Special Events,
Weddings and Feasts. As has already been verified, by their own admission, the
applicant fully expects there to be celebrants numbering between 250 and 300
people. The report, in no manner, shows how it will be possible for only 55 parking
spaces to accommodate a minimum of 250 individuals! Even if every vehicle
contained four persons, the requirement for parking will still exceed the proposed
provision! The Parish Council believes that the consequences of this lack of parking
provision will be an ‘overspill’ into the nearby residential streets.
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The Parish Council believes that the applicant has failed to demonstrate within the
Transport Strategy what provision will be made for special events. It is inconceivable
that these would not add to the parking and traffic conundrum that this facility will
undoubtedly create.
Conclusion (parking provision):
The Parish Council has, therefore, come to the conclusion that on-site car parking
provision, if permitted at the low-level currently proposed, will lead to:
• increased and significant off-site parking
• traffic conflict with local residents, clients of the sports pavilion and the nearby
school
• harm to the health and safety of users of the proposed facility and others alike.
Finally, in this section, the Parish Council believes that the applicant has failed to
show what parking provision will be made for the many special events.
4) Design:
The design, coupled with the location, was one of the key features of the Parish
Council’s recommendation for refusal of the previous application. Whilst strong
objections still remain with regard to the suitability of the proposed location, many of
the design concerns have been allayed by this new application. Rather than outline
in great detail hereunder, the Parish Council points out that the new application,
whilst still retaining the notion of shipping containers, has improved the overall
concept and design. The Parish Council remains concerned that shipping containers
are not particularly conducive to the surrounding area, but the Parish Council
understands that places of worship, regardless of religion or creed, are usually
designed to stand out from the surrounding building, rather than blend into the
background. The Parish Council notes, in particular, the comments made by MK
Council’s Senior Urban Designer: “Whilst the proposed building and its materials are
unconventional it is modern and innovative and consistent with Milton Keynes
reputation as an ambitious, forward thinking city. It is also common for religious and
community buildings to have different characteristics from the built form context to
some extent these buildings should stand out”. A Parish Councillor concluded that
“… Milton Keynes has always been known for its sprit of innovation and its desire to
lead in terms of recycling and green issues. This building as proposed meets both
of these goals…”.
Conclusion (design):
The Parish Council is of the view that, provided that the materials used can be shown
to be durable and stand the test of time without deterioration, then the unusual
building characteristics are a feature that should not lead to refusal on design
grounds.
5) Consultation process:
The Parish Council was less than enthusiastic in regard to the consultation process
over the withdrawn application – and is, therefore, dismayed to learn that no public
consultation has been undertaken by the applicant on the revised application.
Indeed, the document posted by the applicant on MK Council’s website clearly
shows, on the front cover, that no further consultation has taken place by the
applicant since 12th February 2019!
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Conclusion (consultation process):
The Parish Council believes that a full and proper consultation exercise should have
been carried out with regard to the new application. It is the view of the Parish
Council, therefore, that unless or until such time as members of the public are
afforded the opportunity, by the applicant, to publicly examine the application, no
determination of the application should be envisaged.
6) Arboriculture Impact Assessment:
The Parish Council accepts the findings within the report prepared by Trim A Tree
and, therefore, believes that there will be no significant detrimental impact caused by
this application.
7) Noise Pollution Assessment:
The Parish Council, having perused the report provided by Cass Allen and taken
account of the comments of MK Council’s Senior Environmental Health Officer,
concludes that there will be no undue noise pollution caused by this application.
8) Archaeological Impact assessment:
The Parish Council notes the e-mail from the Senior Archaeological Officer that,
although the site is within a Heritage Interest Area, he does not regard this proposal
as having any significant potential impact. The Parish Council supports these
observations and, therefore, agrees that there is no adverse impact caused by this
application.
9) Buckinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service:
The Parish Council notes the letter dated 25th March 2019 and, specifically, would
highlight the comment “Particular attention must be given to parking facilities to
prevent chronic ‘double parking’ issues, which could ultimately affect emergency
service attendance”.
10) Crime Prevention By Design:
The Parish Council is concerned by many of the issues raised in the report from the
Crime Prevention Design Advisor, Thames Valley Police. It is the view of the Parish
Council that the applicant must agree to undertake in full the measures therein before
planning permission can be approved, should MK Council be minded to so grant.
The Parish Council would expect MK Council to asses this application in the light of
the above comments and observations and to provide an evaluation against the
criteria outlined in the following NPPF policies:
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
Section 4 Decision-making
Section 8 Promoting Healthy and Safe Communities
Section 12 Achieving Well-Designed Places
Section 15 Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment
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Evaluation, conclusion and recommendation of the Parish Council:
Brief evaluation:
This new, revised Planning Application has much to recommend it. In many ways, it
is an improvement on the withdrawn application and the Parish Council is satisfied
that the applicant has sought to modify the proposals in the light of advice from MK
Council and comments received from members of the public and statutory
consultees.
Conclusion:
There are still a number of key areas that require being resolved before a
determination can be reached on the current application. These include:
➢ Principal of location,
➢ Traffic and transport,
➢ Parking provision
➢ and Crime prevention by design.
Parish Council recommendation:
The Parish Council has arrived at the conclusion that it cannot recommend, at this
stage, approval and the granting, by MK Council, of planning permission for Planning
Application 20/00551/FUL.
Until such time as ALL of the above items are resolved in their entirety, MK Council
should NOT determine this application. MK Council should engage with the applicant
to find solutions to these outstanding issues and then, if and when the necessary
changes are incorporated into the application, a new consultation exercise should
take place with members of the public and the statutory consultees.
The Parish Council is of the opinion that it would welcome the opportunity to review a
revised application that encapsulates those issues that are considered to be preventing
the Parish Council from giving this application their full support.
A1.2 Cllr Anthony Brown – Tattenhoe Ward (Chair of DCC)
I have read all representations on this application and have come to the conclusion
that, on balance, I have to object on behalf of the residents of Tattenhoe. I feel it is
important that the decision is made in public, with residents given the opportunity to
have their views heard, so I have requested it be heard by the Development Control
Panel/Committee, in whatever form this may proceed during these uncertain times.
I object on the following grounds, and will elaborate further at the DCP meeting:
There are some concerns about the proposed design and the materials planned for
construction. Policies D1, D2 and D3 in Plan:MK are all relevant in this case.
Concerns have been raised about the materials proposed for construction, the
massing and scaling of the building, particularly in relation to the height of the
building. It is also considered to be out of character with the area.
Although a travel strategy has been submitted, the impact on the local highways and
traffic are not in line with policy CC2 of Plan:MK. This states, 'Non-residential
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community facilities (will be permitted) at other locations if all of the following criteria
are met:
- The proposal is accompanied by evidence that demonstrates why it cannot be
satisfactorily accommodated at other locations;
- There would be no conflict with existing or potential neighbouring uses;
- The site has adequate parking and access arrangements; and
- The number of places of worship permitted in an area does not undermine its main
planning use.
3. Residential community facilities within housing areas preferably in locations well
related to local centres. Proposals will need to show that buildings are designed to
be adaptable for multi-use'.
With the current capacity of the road network around the area being very much
stretched, the proposed development will have a significant negative impact as
described in CC2. The proposal does not satisfy all conditions of CC2 parts 2 and 3.
As Tattenhoe is not well related to a local centre, there being no local centre in
Tattenhoe, the proposed site does not fulfil criteria 3 well.
The proposal does not satisfy policy CC4 of Plan:MK as the opening hours will have
detrimental impact on residential amenity.
The overwhelming feeling from local residents is that this proposal is in completely
the wrong location and is not sustainable at the site. A petition with, at time of writing,
598 signatures objecting to the proposal, demonstrates the strength of feeling.
A1.3 Cllr James Lancaster – Tattenhoe Ward (member of DCC)
Additional comments have been received during the re-consultation period which are
summarised as follows;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

There have been additional representations received which are not within the
DCC report.
The location of the site is unsustainable.
There are limited means to control the number of attendees to the site.
Development fails to meet the criteria as set out in Policy CC2.
Other sites including unallocated Homes England land should also be
considered.
There would be direct conflict between neighbouring uses, particularly during
peak Pavilion times.
The officer report does not refer to the meals which will be prepared on-site,
and associated pollution/staff generation.
Impact on the highway network not properly considered.
Unacceptable reliance on unsustainable transport.
Development does not meet the council’s adopted parking standards.
A different parking standard should be applied (i.e. Events Venue).
Design remains unacceptable.

(102)

•

The scale and massing of the building, in conjunction with the levels would
result in an unacceptable impact upon residential amenity.

Initial comments received:
Whilst I agree for the need of a temple and wishing to support the Hindu community,
this location is NOT suitable for the Temple.
I strongly object and recommend refusal of the application, and in no particular order;
Failure to address concerns raised a year ago which led to the application being
withdrawn.
An almost identical proposal was withdrawn due to significant concerns from the local
community about lack of consultation, poor design, traffic congestion and parking,
loss of bio diversity, pollution, and the ability of established leisure activities and sport
to continue to operate at Tattenhoe Pavilion if the temple and community centre was
built in this location. Contrary to recommended good practice and planning guidance
at national and local level, the applicant has failed to reasonably address many of
these concerns, and to consult local residents before resubmitting. Claims made
about the support of local residents are grossly overstated.
Location, threat to existing community facilities.
The Temple is to be a site of national presence for the Shital community, accessible
to a wide audience, not just Tattenhoe. There will be up to 95 worshippers a day but
the key issue of concern is the special events – a minimum of 4 festival occasions
during the year plus hirings for weddings and other celebrations. The full capacity of
the facility is 300 people. Tattenhoe is a quiet residential area with a thriving
community centre and sports pavilion within 100m of the proposed temple and
community hall. The impact of this will affect local facilities, and impact on the local
community. Traffic congestion and competition for parking spaces would be a
significant issue and could affect the sports, tournaments and leisure facilities at
Tattenhoe Pavilion.
Plan:MK Policy CC4, New community facilities:
“Milton Keynes Council will support development proposals where they:
i. Retain and maintain existing facilities which are valued by the
community;
ii. Improve the quality and capacity of facilities valued by the community; and
A risk assessment of the impact this proposal would have on existing facilities has
not been carried out but is required before this decision is taken.
The Site Selection Report in the application addresses only the 27 small sites
available through MK Community Foundation. There is no evidence of a wider search
which might reveal a more suitable, sustainable site.
Design
The appearance, design and construction materials are to go with the overall
character of the area, which is an area of traditional housing construction. Stated in
planning guidance – a place of worship can be a “stand out” design, in contrast to
nearby residential designs. MK has a tradition of some great winning buildings to be
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proud of MK. However this design stands out for the appearance of a cheap solution;
is not pleasing and unfortunately it looks exactly like a set of painted shipping
containers. No marine paint can hide this, if anything it will make it stand out. The
trellis, added following adverse comments in the last submission has the appearance
of simply being “glued” onto the front façade and covers the windows to the large
hall. I would say the temple and community hall design is not a good, sustainable
design which enhances the character of the area, and does exactly the opposite.
This failure is a material planning consideration.
Building mass is overbearing
The shipping container shape painted in rust orange appearance is not fitting with
the area, and is of considerate height in a very prominent position. Allowing for one
and a half meter of ground levelling on the south side, the height to the top of the
container will be 8m resting on an upward slope. The roof and spire will add more
height on top of this. It will be overbearing over surroundings, especially to nearby
housing in Benacre Croft, Fife Court, and Holborn Crescent. Gardens in Eastoke
Place will look onto it.
The overall impact is needed to be brought for attention to MK Urban Design Planning
Standards.
Traffic congestion / parking issues
Tattenhoe estate is served by narrow estate roads and small roundabouts. Tattenhoe
Pavilion hosts a successful Football Club, also other facilities for local people. Traffic
on Thursday evenings and weekends is already heavy with roads and parking
facilities stretched to full capacity. Thursday to Sunday would be peak usage time for
the temple and community hall, creating an additional unbearable and unsustainable
impact on roads and for residents living there. Families would be put at risk from the
additional significant traffic volumes, noise and pollution. On weekends and
Thursdays there in clear photographic evidence of parking on verges, outside houses
and driveways; adding up to 300 extra visitors would be disastrous for residents.
The Travel Strategy and Plan is woefully inadequate, with no real credible solutions
as to how the additional traffic will be managed. There is mention of use of the
carpark outside the nearby school and the Pavilion but these are already full at
precisely the time when the temple and community hall would need the capacity.
Park and ride facilities do not exist and the nearest large parking area at Westcroft
District Centre is also full on weekends and the landowner has refused permission
to park there.
Safety at main junctions compromised;
Access onto the V1, already a dangerous junction, would be an issue as motorists
queue to exit the estate and feel under pressure to "make a break" to get out. Access
and exit via V2 would take cars through Tattenhoe estate on narrow roads, with many
parked cars.
Number of parking spaces still inadequate;
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There are discrepancies in the plans and documents as to the size of the facility and
its functions which affect parking requirement calculations. These discrepancies
need to be addressed and eliminated.
The 13 extra spaces to 55, in the new application, are insufficient. This is not just a
place of worship. It houses a large community hall for festivals, weddings and daylong celebrations which require all day parking. I question whether the allocation of
space between worship and community reflects the reality of use; worship space has
a higher (double) parking standard and is only one quarter of the total space. I
suggest this needs to be re-examined and tested.
Notwithstanding this comment, parking requirements do not include 2 spaces for the
2 bed flat, or an allowance for catering staff and distribution vehicles serving the
planned 21k meals a day across MK.
Where will 250-300 visitors for celebrations park? As mentioned above there are no
available empty parking facilities nearby to take these visitors. The Pavilion car park
and school will already be full.
Lastly, the size of each parking space in the plan is at the very low end of modern
standards and this coupled with minimal manoeuvre room within the car park, and
only one car park entry and exit will exacerbate the parking problem.
In summary this application fails to meet MK’s parking standards SPD.
Environmental health and protection assurances are missing;
Houses are very close to the temple and will be affected by noise, smells and light
pollution from 7 day a week, 12 hour opening. An average of 21,000 meals a year
are to be supplied to the homeless, on top of normal catering for worshippers and
events.
There is a concern therefore about cooking smells escaping into the
surrounding environment from the 12 hours a day operation.
Any suggestion to use planning conditions to restrict numbers would be
unenforceable.
There is nothing in the Travel Plan to provide confidence that residents will be
shielded from the impact of large car influxes, beyond the capacity of local roads and
parking availability. Any attempt to mitigate this through a planning condition would
be ineffective. Experience is that visitors arriving would not be turned away.
In summary this location is unsuitable for this facility and I recommend refusal on the
grounds cited. In the event that the Planning officers recommendation is to accept
the application, then I formally request that this application is heard Development
Control Committee/Panel and that a site visit is made by the decision makers in any
event.
A more suitable location for the temple and community centre is required.
A1.4 Cllr John Bint – Broughton Ward (Vice Chair of DCC)
In responding to an open email sent with the petition (Then as Chair of Development
Control Committee), acknowledgement was made of receipt and a word of thanks
was expressed to members of the public engaging with the planning process and
consultation. However, no comments were made as to the merits of the planning
application, citing that members of DCC are unable to be pre-determined in any way
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prior to the meeting without invalidating a right to take part in the debate. Additional
comments were made advising residents of procedures and the planning process.
A1.5 MKC Development Plans/Policy Team
In relation to the principle of development in terms of alternative sites, the Policy
Officer has commented that; ‘From the information you have supplied to me with on
the attached file, it is apparent that the applicants have approached many
commercial agents and surveying firms (across the Borough) but have not been able
to come up with a suitable alternative’.
A1.6 MKC Highways
This proposal is for the erection of a building to be used within the D1 use class;
primarily for community and worship uses. The application is a resubmission of the
previous application, 19/00628/FUL, which was withdrawn.
The key differences between the two applications, in highway terms, are the increase
in proposed parking to 55 spaces and the reduction in floorspace from 894m2 to
827m2 (as quoted in para 4.04 of the D&A Statement and para 4.2 of the planning
statement). The current application also includes a revised access arrangement.
Despite quoting a GEA of 827m2, the schedule of floorspace in the D&A Statement
(section 7.00 “Area Schedule”) states a GEA of 924m2. This schedule shows 238m2
of space for worship.
The highway advice provided for the withdrawn application sought a parking
provision of 55 spaces (based on 894m2 GEA and 232m2 for worship). Using the
figures from the Area Schedule in the DAS, the current parking requirement is,
238m2 Worship @ 1:10m2 = 23.8 spaces + 686m2 D1@ 1:22m2 = 31.2 spaces;
Total = 55 spaces.
Despite the slight changes in floor area, based on the DAS floorspace figures, the
parking requirement remains at 55 spaces. The applicant has now included 55
spaces as part of the proposals. Given the previous highway advice and the
compliance with the Council’s parking standards, the proposed parking provision is
accepted.
In the absence of a specific standard for cycle parking, the general D1 standard of 1
space per 100m2 plus 1 space per 10 staff should be applied. Staff figures are not
provided but the application includes 12 cycle parking spaces, which would cater for
9 visitor spaces and 3 staff spaces (i.e. up to 30 staff). The cycle parking provision is
acceptable.
The proposed layout of the car parking and the revised access proposals are
acceptable and these can be covered by suitable condition should consent be issued.
The application is accompanied by several supporting documents, including a “Travel
Strategy” (Travel Plan). It is assumed that the relevant team within the Council will
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provide comments on this document and ensure that the travel measures proposed
are robust and will limit car-borne journeys to the site.
The application is also accompanied by plans indicating an area of parking at
Wimborne Crescent in Westrcoft. It is not clear what these plans are intended to
indicate and there is no obvious reference to this parking area in any of the
documentation.
There is anecdotal evidence, from objectors, that the area is, on occasion, subject to
some overspill parking from existing uses. However, the application complies with
the Council’s parking standards and therefore there is no reason to suspect that the
proposal would exacerbate this situation. In fact, the applicant has demonstrated a
willingness to make the new car park available to other users at busy times, thereby
potentially reducing overspill parking.
Summary
The site is in an accessible location and the proposed development meets the
Council’s parking standards. There is a Travel Strategy that the applicant should be
required to strengthen and should be enforced. Mindful of this, there is no objection
to the granting of planning permission subject to the following conditions:
1. Prior to the commencement of the development the new means of access shall be
sited and laid out in accordance with the approved drawing and constructed in
accordance with details to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The access so laid out shall be retained thereafter.
Reason: To minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway
and of the access.
2. Prior to the occupation of the development hereby permitted the car parking area
shown on the approved drawings shall be constructed, surfaced and permanently
marked out. The car parking area so provided shall be maintained as a permanent
ancillary to the development and shall be used for no other purpose thereafter.
Reason: To ensure adequate parking provision at all times so that the development
does not prejudice the safe free flow of traffic on the neighbouring highway.
A1.7 MKC Urban Design
Public buildings including religious buildings should be memorable features in the
townscape that relate to their location and use. Whilst, I am supportive of the modern
design of the temple as it is an innovated approach using relatively modern methods
of construction that can largely take place off site, the colour of the shipping
containers needs to be conditioned to ensure that the chosen colours relate well to
those used in the built form context.
Whilst I understand that the first floor halls have sky lights, I am concerned about the
view out of the first floor windows that are behind the trellis and will be obscured. I
would like a better understanding of how much light they will get and the extent to
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which the view out is blocked in order to understand if this is a practical relationship.
Ideally there would be a management plan for any plants that climb up the trellis as
this could also block the view from the windows and limit surveillance of the public
realm. Understanding this is important as the trellis is a key part of the façade and I
wouldn’t want to see it removed at a later date in order to see out of the window or
provide more light to the hall.
It is important that the building creates its own identity beyond the building material
and doesn’t simply resemble a collection of shipping containers. It’s my view that the
design has achieved this.
Whilst the proposed building and its materials are unconventional it is modern and
innovative and consistent with Milton Keynes reputation as an ambitious, forward
thinking city. It is also common for religious and community buildings to have different
characteristics from the built form context to some extent these buildings should
stand out.
It is for these reasons, that in terms of design, I don’t object to this application.
A1.8 MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority)
Objection; ‘We note that the applicant refers to a living green wall, permeable paving
and a drainage plan but this information does not appear to have been submitted as
part of the application.
Once the applicant has provided the above information we will look to provide our
comments’.
Additional comments to be provided within an update paper.
A1.9 MKC Landscape Services (Tree Officer)
No representations were received at the time of writing this report.
A1.10 MKC Environmental Health
No objections in respect of noise;
‘Cass Allen are a reputable firm of acoustic consultants and I am happy to accept
their conclusion that noise levels will be within acceptable limits.
However, the assessment is based on the assumption that the Temple will only be
operate between the hours of 08:00 and 21:00 hours. Therefore, I would advise that
a Planning Condition is imposed limiting use of the Temple (and associated outside
and car parking areas) to within 08:00 and 21:00 hours. This is in order to protect the
amenity of nearby residents. Any deviation from these hours would require a further
noise assessment’.
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A1.11 Archaeological Officer
No objections.
A1.12 Thames Valley Police
Whilst I do not wish to object to the proposed plans, I do have some concerns in
relation to crime prevention. The National Planning Policy Framework demonstrates
the government’s commitment to creating safe and accessible environments where
crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life or
community cohesion. With this in mind, I would like to draw attention to the following
observations:
Boundary Treatment
The Design and Access Statement states there is no physical boundary definition for
this development. However, I note the existence of existing boundary trees and
bushed. These should be managed and should clearly define the boundary between
public and private realm.
Landscaping
I have been unable to locate a landscaping masterplan from the documents
submitted. It is also important to ensure that any low level landscaping or bushes is
maintained so it does not provide places of concealment or restrict surveillance.
Car Parking
The car parking area to the north of this site has limited surveillance from the
surrounding area, and has no physical boundary restricting access. As the Design
and Access Statement references the inclusion of CCTV, I ask the applicant to
include CCTV over the car parking area.
External Benches
I note from the plan 562-1020-C ‘Site Plan Proposed’ dated 21 October 2019 that the
applicant plans to include two benches besides parking bays 40 and 45. The bench
next to bay 40 lacks surveillance.
I ask the applicant to consider relocating this bench into an area where it can be
observed from the main building.
Bin Storage
I have concerns that the current location of the bin storage is problematic as it
restricts surveillance over the car parking area, and provides an unobservable blank
elevation.
•

I am making a recommendation that the applicant relocate the bin storage away
from the building whilst ensuring the bin storage still has ample surveillance. This
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will allow for the possible addition of a second window from the dining hall to
further improve surveillance.
Residential Unit
The front bedroom in the residential unit has a double leaf doorset which is located
next to the footpath. From a crime prevention perspective I am unsure if this is
appropriate as this will limit the amount of privacy the resident will have, and it is
likely the resident will close the blinds / curtains as a result, which will limit the
surveillance opportunities between the public and private realm.
I recommend replacing the double leaf doors with a suitable window, with planting
below to provide a 1.5m offset / defensible space.
External Doors
All external doors to the main building should meet the requirements in LPS 1175
SR2, with any glass therein being laminate glass. If double glazed then only one
pane needs to be laminate glass. These external doors should be linked to any alarm
fitted and should be externally illuminated with security lighting.
The external doors to the residential unit should meet the requirements set out in BS
PAS 24 with any glass therein being laminate glass. If double glazed then only one
pane needs to be laminate glass and should be externally illuminated with security
lighting.
Exterior Emergency Fire Exit Doors
I am presuming the two exterior doors behind the staircases are exterior emergency
fire exit doors, but there is no information regarding their standard. Emergency fire
exit doors should be robust and not have any door furniture on the outside and should
comply with the fire rating standards. They should also be linked to any alarm fitted
and externally illuminated with security lighting. For additional advice please confer
with your local fire officer.
Access
I ask the applicant to ensure that the reception /administration and office / storage is
secured to allow only authorised individuals into these areas to reduce the risk of
unauthorised access.
CCTV
The Design and Access Statement pages 21 makes reference to the building being
‘fitted with CCTV where necessary’. CCTV should be monitored continuously and
appropriately recorded, and consideration given to ensure any fitting of CCTV fits
within an overall security management plan in order to maximise its effectiveness.
•

I ask the applicant to provide dedicated CCTV to the vulnerable and unobserved
areas of the development, including:
o The rear of the main building
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o The car parking bays, particularly the parking bay to the north of the main
building
o Please see Secured by Design Commercial 2015 49.1 to 49.10 for further
information.
Lighting
From the submitted documents I was unable to locate a lighting plan for this
development. The building and parking area should be lit appropriately with column
lighting and in accordance with BS 5489:1-2013, with dusk to dawn lighting to ensure
the area is adequately lit. From a crime prevention perspective bollard lighting is not
recommended as the light is easily obstructed, damaged, and does not assist with
recognising facial features and therefore should be avoided.
A1.13 Buckinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service
Comments to be provided as part of building regulations, however the following
observations and comments are made on the planning application as follows;
•
•
•

•

All applications must give due consideration to Approved Document B,
Section15 (Fire Mains & Hydrants) and section 16 (Vehicle Access).
Particular attention must be given to parking facilities to prevent chronic
‘double parking’ issues, which could ultimately affect emergency service
attendance.
Where a gated development is included within the application it is preferable
that a digital lock is fitted, it is then the responsibility of the property owner to
inform Buckinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service of the access codes and
update details should there be any changes.
Where blocks of flats are included within a development the design of refuse
storage and collection areas within these buildings should be such that there
are no opportunities for deliberate ignition of the refuse, furthermore any fire
that may occur within the refuse areas should not affect any habitable areas
of the development. In addition, private dwellings should be provided with
adequate secure bin storage that is separated from the building by either
distance or fire resisting structure.

A1.14 Neighbour/ Third Party Representations
A total of 626 third party representations have been received, 321 letters in support
(from 293 addresses) and 305 letters of objection (from 220 addresses). A petition
has also been received objection to the proposed development with a total of 1,192
signatories.
A summary of the supporting comments are as follows;
•
•
•
•

Local need for the place of worship
Development will provide support services to the community
The development now provides sufficient car parking
Support of the design of the building

A summary of the objection comments are as follows;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Principle of development unacceptable
A more centrally located site is more suitable
Lack of sufficient car parking, which will exacerbate existing parking issues
within the area, particularly during term time and when events are taking
place at the Pavilion
Incorrect parking requirement
Detrimental impact upon the surrounding highway network
Scale, bulk and mass of the building will harm the character of the locality
Events within the year will result in significant impacts on on-street parking
provision
Negative impact on levels of pollution by virtue of noise/odours
Incongruous design
Detrimental impact upon residential amenity due to the height of the building
and levels
Level of consultation from the applicants not accurate
Planning conditions will be enforceable

The comments in the petition with 1,192 signatories is set out below:
‘We the undersigned are opposed to the proposal for a temple and community centre
on land owned by MK Community Foundation off Holborn Crescent, adjacent to
Tattenhoe Pavilion in the heart of Tattenhoe.
A year ago an almost identical proposal was withdrawn due to significant concerns
from the local community about the lack of consultation, design of the building, traffic
congestion and parking, loss of bio diversity, pollution, and the ability of established
leisure activities and sport to continue to operate at Tattenhoe Pavilion if the temple
and community centre was built in this location. We the undersigned strongly object
to this application based on the following points:
1. Location. The Temple is to be a site of national presence for the Shital community,
accessible to a wide audience, not just Tattenhoe, hosting events for up to 250300. Tattenhoe is a residential area and unsuitable for this facility.
2. Design. The appearance of the temple, its design, and construction materials will
detract from the overall character of the area, which is an area of traditional housing
construction. The amenity value of the street scene will be badly affected. Its
presence will be overbearing to nearby housing in Benacre Croft, Fife Court, and
Holborn Crescent. Gardens in Eastoke Place will look onto it.
3. Traffic, pollution, noise. Tattenhoe estate is served by narrow estate roads and small
roundabouts. Tatt. Pavilion hosts a successful football club and other facilities for
local people. Traffic on Thursday evenings and weekends is heavy with roads and
parking facilities stretched to full capacity. Thursday and Saturday are peak usage
times for the temple, creating an additional unbearable and unsustainable impact on
roads and for residents living there. Houses front onto the access roads so families
would be put at risk from the additional significant traffic volumes, noise and pollution.
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4. Safety. Access onto the V1, already a dangerous junction, would be an issue as
motorists queue to exit the estate and feel under pressure to "make a break" to get
out. Access and exit via V2 would take cars through Tattenhoe estate on narrow
roads, with many parked cars.
5. Parking. The 13 extra spaces to 55, in the new application, are insufficient. Peak
time traffic already causes obstruction and gridlock. Adding 300 additional visitors for
all day parking for events with just 55 spaces does not pass the common sense
test. We question the allocation of space between worship and community use;
worship space which has a higher parking standard appears low compared to
community use. A more realistic allocation to worship space would mean that parking
spaces are inadequate and do not meet MK parking standards.
In addition the temple and community centre will produce a substantial number of
meals for distribution each day. No allowance is made for distribution vehicles.
The size of each parking space is inadequate for the size of modern cars. Park and
ride is infeasible as no facilities exist for this.
The access road to the car park crosses the footpath to the Pavilion. Key safety
issue.
6. Environmental health and protection. Houses are very close to the temple and will
be affected by noise, smells and light pollution. An average of 21,000 meals per year
are to be supplied directly to the homeless, on top of normal catering for worshippers
and events. There is a concern therefore about cooking smells escaping into the
surrounding environment. Bats and other wildlife will be disturbed by the 7 day 12
hour operation.
7. Consultation. Claims about consultation and support of local residents are grossly
overstated. This proposal does not have the support of local residents.
8. Any Planning conditions to restrict numbers would be unenforceable. Experience is
that visitors arriving would not be turned away.
In summary, residents, the community and the environment would suffer if this
application was allowed. This location in the heart of Tattenhoe is unsuitable for this
facility. We ask DCC members to carefully consider the objections presented and to
decline this application. A more suitable location for the temple and community
centre is required’.
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ITEM

6(b)

Application Number: 20/01176/OUT
Description 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
Statutory Target: 17.08.2020
Extension of Time: Yes – 12.11.2020
Ward: Monkston

Parish: Kents Hill and Monkston
Parish Council

Report Author/Case Officer:

Christopher Walton, Senior Planning Officer

Contact Details:

07795475586
Christopher.walton@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Team Manager:

Myles Joyce
Interim DM Manager
myles.joyce@milton-keynes.gov.uk

1.0

RECOMMENDATION

1.1

It is recommended that permission is granted subject to conditions set out in this
report and completion of a S106 agreement within 28 days of a DCC resolution to
grant permission.

1.2

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.

2.0

INTRODUCTION
The Site

2.1

The application site is an irregularly shaped, 6.9-hectare parcel of land to the east of
Timbold Drive in Kents Hill, Milton Keynes. It is undeveloped and contains grassland
and some hedgerows which run through the site at various points.

2.2

The site is bounded to the west by Timbold Drive and to the east by existing
residential development. Neighbouring the site to the south is a green highway verge
and redway which distinguishes the site from Groveway, while to the north the site is
adjoined by a bank of trees and footpaths, beyond which lies a mixture of residential
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development to the north-east and the Exhibition Centre and Kents Hill Secondary
School to the north-west. The Open University, Marriot Delta hotel and Kents Hill
Nursery are also located near the site on the western side of Timbold Drive.
2.3

The shape of the site is dictated by the route of Timbold Drive which meanders
westwards as it moves away from Groveway. Consequently, the northern section of
the site is relatively wide while the southern portion of the site gradually narrows
before reaching the boundary with the highway verge. The topography of the site
varies. Timbold Drive itself gradually rises up as it moves northwards which
influences the levels on the site. However, it is also noted that the site, generally,
slopes downhill from east to west.

2.4

Plan:MK allocates the site for Housing. The site is not subject to any other
designations within Plan:MK, however it is included within the Site Allocations Plan
Supplementary Planning Document [‘SAP’] and is subject to the Kents Hill Park
Development Brief [‘the Brief’], the latter of which covers several parcels of land
between Groveway to the south and Standing Way to the north.

2.5

The application site contains two of these parcels, as defined in the Brief- Site D1
and Site C. Site D1 forms the southern end of the site and is bounded to the north by
the abovementioned hedgerows, while Site C forms the remaining northern section
of the site.

2.6

In Plan:MK, Site D1 and C form the majority of ‘Reserved Site HS72’, which is
allocated for the provision of 148 housing units. The remainder of ‘Reserved Site
HS72’ is situated on the western of Timbold Drive, north-east of the Marriot Delta.
The portion of land is referred to within the Brief as ‘Site A (south)’.

2.7

The site is situated within Flood Zone 1, however the probability of surface water
flooding varies throughout the site from ‘very low’ to ‘high’. No listed buildings or other
designated heritage assets are situated on or near the application site, with the
nearest listed building, Walton Cottage (Grade II Listed), situated some 250m away.
The site is mostly located within an ‘Amber’ Risk Zone for Great Crested Newts
[‘GCNs’] although a small section of the southern portion of the site is situated within
the ‘Green’ Risk Zone.
The Proposal

2.8

The application seeks outline permission, with all matters reserved, for the
development of up to 171 residential dwellings. In addition, the application also
proposes a local shop of up to 250sqm Gross Internal Area [GIA] which would
possess a flexible A1 to A4 use.

2.9

It is worth noting at this stage that, while it is acknowledged that as of the 1st
September 2020 the 'A' Use Class became redundant with the introduction of the
Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) (England) Regulations
2020 (“the Regulations”), there is no requirement for the Use Class referenced within
the description of the proposal to be altered as this application was submitted to the
Local Authority prior to this date. As Regulation 4 of the Regulations states,
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"If prior to the commencement of the material period [the period beginning 1st
September 2020 and ending 31st July 2021], a relevant planning application was
submitted, or was deemed to be submitted, to the local planning authority which
referred to uses or use classes which applied in relation to England and were
specified in the Schedule to the Use Classes Order on 31st August 2020, that
application must be determined by reference to those uses or use classes."
2.10

Accordingly, this aspect of the application will be assessed on the understanding of
the ‘A’ Use Class as defined in the legislation prior to 1st September 2020.

2.11

The reserved matters are access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale, which
will not be determined within this application. However, the scheme will be assessed
to ensure that it is possible to meet the policy requirements associated with each of
these matters if and when approval for them is sought.
Amendments during the application process

2.12

During the application process the description of the development was altered to
remove reference to Use Class A5 (hot-food takeaways). Further, an updated
Transport Assessment [‘TA’] was submitted following the initial comments received
from the Highway Officer. The updated TA included previously omitted appendices.
The applicant also provided a pre-planning assessment report from Anglian Water
evidencing agreement to the use of their systems for water disposal following initial
comments from the Lead Local Flood Authority [‘LLFA’].
Background

2.13

The application site is subject to a previously approved hybrid outline planning
application (ref: 17/02616/OUT) with all matters reserved, for the development of up
to 148 residential dwellings with associated retail and ancillary features. The
application also sought full planning permission for a hospital.

2.14

However, the application site associated with this previous application also included
‘Site A (south)’. Consequently, while this previous application incorporated Sites D1
and C, its redline boundary differs from this current application.

2.15

It is understood that this current application, which omits the hospital, has been
submitted as a consequence of Spire Healthcare PLC, the named operator of the
permitted hospital, not taking the project forward.
Reason for referral to committee

2.16

The application has been referred to Development Control Committee at the request
of Councillor Jenni Ferrans on the grounds that the planning statement submitted
with the application states that the housing proposed on the site consists of 46% flats
and 54% houses. On this basis, Councillor Ferrans states that this places doubt on
the ability of the scheme to be policy compliant.
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Scope of debate/decision
2.17

This application proposal is in outline with all matters reserved, while the illustrative
masterplan and parameter plans submitted with the application are indicative and will
not form part of the planning permission. They serve to evidence that a policy
compliant scheme could come forward at reserved matters stage and, broadly, what
this scheme may look like.

3.0

RELEVANT POLICIES
National Policy

3.1

National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) (NPPF)
Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development
Section 4 – Decision-making
Section 5 - Delivering a sufficient supply of homes
Section 7 – Ensuring the vitality of town centres
Section 8 - Promoting healthy and safe communities
Section 9 - Promoting sustainable transport
Section 11 - Making effective use of land
Section 12 - Achieving well-designed places
Section 14 – Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
Section 15 – Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Section 16 – Conserving and enhancing the historic environment.
In addition, the Planning Practice Guidance is also a material consideration
The Development Plan

3.2

Neighbourhood Plan
The site is not located within a designated neighbourhood plan area.

3.3

Plan:MK (March 2019)
Policy DS1 – Settlement Hierarchy
Policy DS2 – Housing Strategy
Policy DS4 – Retail and Leisure Development Strategy
Policy SD1 – Place-making Principles for Development
Policy SD10 – Delivery of Strategic Urban Extensions
Policy ER9 – Character and Function of the Shopping Hierarchy
Policy ER10 – Assessing Edge of Centre and Out of Centre Proposals
Policy HN1 – Housing Mix and Density
Policy HN2 – Affordable Housing
Policy HN4 – Amenity, Accessibility and Adaptability of Homes
Policy CT1 - Sustainable Transport Network
Policy CT2 - Movement and Access
Policy CT3 - Walking and Cycling
Policy CT5 - Public Transport
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Policy CT6 - Low Emission Vehicles
Policy CT9 – Digital Communications
Policy CT10 - Parking Provision
Policy EH7 – Promoting Healthy Communities
Policy INF1 - Delivering Infrastructure
Policy FR1 - Managing Flood Risk
Policy FR2 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) and Integrated Flood Risk
Assessment
Policy NE1 - Protection of Sites
Policy NE2 - Protected Species and Priority Species And Habitats
Policy NE3 - Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement
Policy NE4 - Green Infrastructure
Policy NE6 – Environmental Pollution
Policy L4 – Public Open Space Provision in New Estates
Policy D1 - Designing a High Quality Place
Policy D2 - Creating a Positive Character
Policy D5 - Amenity and Street Scene
Policy CC1 - Public Art
Policy SC1 - Sustainable Construction
3.4

Supplementary Planning Documents/Guidance
Parking Standards SPD (January 2016)
New Residential Development Design Guide (April 2012)
Affordable Housing SPD (January 2020)
Sustainable Construction Guide SPD (April 2007)
Milton Keynes Drainage Strategy - Development and Flood Risk SPG (May 2004)
Site Allocations Plan (July 2018)
Planning Obligations for Education Facilities (2005)
Planning Obligations for Leisure, Recreation and Sports Facilities (2005)
Social Infrastructure Planning Obligations (2005)

3.5

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

3.6

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

4.0

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1

Relevant Pre-application Advice
19/03006/PRELAR
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Pre application to refine the design and layout of consented scheme to application
17/02616/OUT
Date Advice Given - 16.01.2020
Summary:
-

-

-

-

4.2

The proposal is considered acceptable in principle in terms of the uses and
quantum of development and could be in the form of a hybrid application or two
separate full and outline application for the hospital and residential respectively.
There are no significant objections in terms of the design and layout,
landscaping or highways matters but further details will need to be provided with
an application and the points raised within the body of the report should be
addressed.
The scheme should address the issues related to Great Crested Newts (GCN)
and other biodiversity issues as highlighted within the report.
The approach of using the existing s.106 agreement as a basis for a future
agreement is acceptable in principle, subject to further consultation when the
application is submitted and it is recommended that discussions between the
LPA and the applicant on this issue continue prior to submission of the planning
application(s).
The applicant is recommended to continue their ongoing dialogue with Ward
and Parish Councillors.

Application Site
17/01905/EIASCR
EIA Screening option request for up to 148 homes (class C3), a private
hospital (class C2) and associated landscaping and facilities
EIANRQ 01.08.2017

5.0

17/02616/OUT
Hybrid planning application for the development of: up to 148 residential
dwellings with associated retail and ancillary features (all matters reserved);
and a 47 bed hospital with associated works including parking and
landscaping (detailed submission)
PER 09.03.2018
CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS

5.1

Kents Hill and Monkston Parish Council
-

5.2

“The existing ‘desire path’ through the woods towards the pond area should be
maintained and enhanced, as it is obviously a useful feature for residents.”

Cllr Jenni Ferrans – Monkston Ward
Initial comments
-

Generally supportive of the application as it would have less of an impact on the
area.
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-

No statement confirming the affordable housing to be supplied or whether the
proposal would accord with the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
Can the status of the hedgerow running through the site be checked given its
ecological significance?
Request that archaeological surveys are carried out
Request that kerb adjustments and the safety and traffic associated with access
be taken into account at reserved matters stage.
Could this application help fund bike surgeries in Monkston?
Request confirmation that bus services nearby provide convenient access to local
surgeries
Request that highways check that all surrounding bus shelters are lit.

Additional comments
-

-

5.3

Objection on the grounds that the planning statement sets out that the
development proposed consists of 46% flats and 54% houses and this sheds
doubt on the ability of the scheme to accord with MKC’s policies.
The access off Groveway is dangerous and therefore it is requested that a
condition be attached to ensure that a position for the bus shelter be agreed out
of the line of sight of oncoming traffic.

Cllr Vanessa McPake – Monkston Ward
No representations were received at the time of writing this report.

5.4

Cllr Leo Montague – Monkston Ward
No representations were received at the time of writing this report.

5.5

MKC Development Plans
-

5.6

The proposal is acceptable in principle due to its designation as a Housing site
in Plan:MK.
It is recommended that if planning permission is granted a condition be applied
to secure the submission of housing mix details for consideration within future
reserved matters applications. The proposed housing densities should also be
secured by condition.

MKC Highways
Initial comments
-

-

As the current application proposes a higher number of dwellings the key issue
for this proposal is whether the addition of 23 dwellings is likely to significantly
impact on the local highway and transport networks.
The Transport Assessment is watermarked as being in ‘draft’ and no appendices
are included within it. As a result, the TA cannot be fully approved. However, the
validation and factoring appears to be acceptable, although the caveat to this is
that appendix c (survey data) has not been included with the TA.
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-

-

Subject to an assessment of the appendices, the TA appears to be acceptable
and provides an adequate updated to the 2017 application. Moreover, as all
matters are reserved at this stage and the TA confirms accordance with the
Council’s Parking Standards, there are no comments regarding layout.
If planning permission is to be granted, conditions requiring the submission of
reserved matters details for the accesses and internal roads and footways should
be imposed on any consent.

Comments following re-consultation
-

5.7

MKC Urban Design
-

5.8

Further to the receipt of an updated and complete TA (inclusive of appendices),
it is confirmed that there is no objection to the proposal subject to a condition
requiring the submission of access and internal road details with a subsequent
reserved matters application.

I don’t object to the proposed outline application in terms of design, however, I
would like to be consulted on reserve matters application where the design can
be assessed against the above policy in more detail.

MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority)
Initial comments
-

Unable to support the application as there is a lack of evidence of an in principle
agreement with a relevant third party that water can be discharged into their
system.

Comments following re-consultation
-

5.9

Following the submission of additional information evidencing an agreement with
Anglian Water, no objection is raised in principle to the proposed development
subject to a condition requiring that no above ground works shall commence until
a surface water drainage scheme has been submitted to and approved by the
Local Planning Authority and implemented thereafter.

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

5.10

MKC Landscape Architect
-

5.11

No objection in principle subject to conditions requiring the submission of
landscaping details, levels, boundary treatments, lighting, a landscape
management plan and tree protection.

MKC Countryside Officer
No representations were received at the time of writing this report.
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5.12

MKC Great Crested Newt Officer
-

5.13

MKC Archaeology
-

5.14

As the archaeological assessment submitted with the application indicates
moderate potential for archaeological remains of the iron Age to Roman periods
within the site, I recommend that the site is subject to archaeological field
evaluation potentially leading to mitigation of any significant remains revealed.
This can be secured via an appropriately worded condition.

MKC Environmental Health
-

5.15

Further information in relation to great crested newts and/or licensing required.
The proposals involve development within 250m of ponds and cause
damage/loss of terrestrial habitats where great crested newts (GCN) may be
present and potential harm to individual GCN. The applicant can either obtain a
site-based mitigation licence or obtain a licence via the District Licence scheme
to address this issue.

I request conditions regarding the detailed design of the residential elements and
evidence of acoustic performance of building facades, acoustic details of fixed
mechanical plant and the imposition of a restriction on hours for deliveries and
collections to and from the non-residential elements of the development.

MKC Housing Strategy Team
Initial comments
-

The development needs to comply with Plan:MK (2019). I advise that a condition
be added to ensure the housing mix is provided at outline stage and/or secure it
by condition if it has been approved and agreed.

Additional comments
-

5.16

MKC Travel Plan Coordinator
-

5.17

Supports the use of a condition to ensure that the housing mix to be provided at
reserved matters stage is in accordance with the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment.

It is recommended that the delivery of the full travel plan should be secured by
planning obligation through a S106 Agreement.

MKC Passenger Transport
No representations were received at the time of writing this report.

5.18

HSE Consultation
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No representations were received at the time of writing this report.
5.19

Parks Trust
No representations were received at the time of writing this report.

5.20

Anglian Water
-

-

5.21

There are assets owned by Anglian Water, or those subject to an adoption
agreement, within or close to the development boundary that may affect the
layout of the site. It is requested that an informatives be placed on any decision
notice regarding the proximity of these assets. Also recommended that an
informative be added advising how to connect to the Anglian Water Sewerage
Network.
Requested that a condition be applied to ensure that no areas of hardstanding
are constructed until an approved surface water strategy has been
implemented.

Neighbour/ Third Party Representations
Comments have been received from 9 addresses/neighbours. The material planning
considerations are summarised below:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

6.0

Loss of green space and trees/greenery
Proposals include a high quantity of high rise buildings
No need for more housing
Increase in traffic (specifically onto Groveway)
Congestion and road safety
S106 Agreement will not address current community needs
Impact on privacy and overlooking
Impact on wildlife and biodiversity
Increase in noise from construction and retail units
Overdevelopment of the site
Visual impact on the existing neighbourhood
Increased pressure on local facilities
Lack of inclusion of disability access to homes
Concern regarding whether the scheme had been consulted on

MAIN ISSUES
Principle of Development
Highway Matters and Parking
Impact on Character of the Area
Impact on Designated Heritage Assets
Design and Layout
Housing Mix and Affordable Housing
Residential Amenity
Landscape
Ecology
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Drainage and Flood Risk
Sustainable Construction
S106 Matters
Other Matters
7.0

CONSIDERATIONS
Principle of Development

7.1

The Council considers that it has an up-to-date development plan and a 5-year
housing land supply of deliverable housing sites. Therefore, in accordance with the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) and NPPF, the Development Plan is
the starting point for the assessment and determination of this application.

7.2

Paragraph 9 of the NPPF sets out that the objectives of sustainable development
(being social, economic and environmental in nature) should be delivered through
the preparation and implementation of plans and the application of policies in the
Framework itself.

7.3

Paragraphs 12 and 47 state that applications for planning permission be determined
in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. In this instance, the extant outline planning permission (albeit possessing
a different red line boundary) is a material consideration.
Provision of Housing;

7.4

Policy DS1 of Plan:MK states that the majority of development will be focussed on
and adjacent to, the existing urban area of Milton Keynes at the locations specified
and from selective infill, brownfield, regeneration and redevelopment opportunities.

7.5

Policy DS2 of Plan:MK states new housing development in the Borough will
delivered, in part, by the completion of existing commitments as outlined in Appendix
A of the Plan.

7.6

Appendix A of Plan:MK states that Reserved Site HS72, of which the application site
a part, is allocated for the delivery of 148 residential units. Further, the Milton Keynes
SAP allocates the site, in combination with ‘Site A (south)’, for the delivery of up to
228 homes.

7.7

The Milton Keynes SAP also states that the delivery of this allocation shall take place
in accordance with sections 4 and 5 of the Brief. These sections of the Brief, which
concern ‘Development Opportunities’ and ‘Planning and Design Principles’, note the
appropriateness of residential uses, including both larger family homes and
apartments, on Site D1 and Site C.

7.8

The Development Plan allocates the site for residential use. The capacity figure for
the number of dwellings to be delivered by the application site (including ‘Site ASouth’) as set out in Plan:MK (148 dwellings) is deemed to represent the scale of
development that is expected to be delivered. While this figure differs from that in the
SAP (228), Plan:MK is considered to take precedence given that it became part of
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the Development Plan more recently. Therefore, as the application proposes an
alternative scale of development, there is a need for the scheme to be assessed
alongside both other policies in the development plan and all other relevant material
considerations, such as national planning policy. The quantity of housing proposed
does not, within and of itself, render the proposal unacceptable; the other material
planning impacts associated with this quantity of development, as discussed within
later sections of this report, will.
Provision of A1-A4 Retail Space;
7.9

Policy ER9 of Plan:MK states that planning permission will be granted for additional
retail development to serve new areas of residential development. The scale of retail
and service provision provided within new areas of residential development will be
determined in development frameworks for those areas to cater for the day to day
shopping needs of the resident population and not to draw trade from a wider area.

7.10

Policy ER10 of Plan:MK states that proposals for retail and leisure development
which are outside a defined Town Centre shall be subject to a sequential test.
Further, it states that proposals for such development, on land that is not allocated
for such uses, will be subject to an impact assessment provided that, in all other
areas apart from Central Milton Keynes, the GIA of the proposed unit is 350sqm or
more.

7.11

As has already been noted above, the development of parcels D1 and C should take
place in accordance with sections 4 and 5 of the Brief. The Brief notes that ‘Site A
(south)’ could accommodate some small-scale commercial uses as part of a
residential led mixed-use development to support the potential residential
development on the site. Section 4.1.8 of the Brief states,
“Site A (south) may therefore accommodate some small scale commercial uses as
part of a residential led mixed use development to support the potential residential
development as well as the existing residential development within Kents Hill which
does not have a local centre (other than a single shop on Tenterden Crescent).”

7.12

The application proposes a flexible retail unit of up to 250sqm GIA possessing A1A4 uses. While the application site is not subject to a development ‘framework’, it is
subject to a development ‘brief’. For the avoidance of doubt, it is considered, in this
instance, that the Brief is to be treated as a ‘’framework’ for the purposes of assessing
the scheme against Policy ER9.

7.13

In this instance, Policy ER9 would appear to make permissible the provision of a
main town centre use outside of a Town Centre Area, as the Brief references the
potential provision of small-scale commercial uses to support wider residential led
development of the site. However, Policy ER10 is clear insofar as requiring proposals
for such uses to be subject to a sequential test. Moreover, the weight that can be
afforded to the Brief in this regard is diminished by virtue of the fact that Policy ER10
is both more up to date and founded upon a more recent evidence base than the
Brief.
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7.14

However, in considering whether the sequential test should be applied in this
instance, it is appreciated that the extant permission which covers both the
application site and ‘Site A -South’ also includes the provision of a retail unit. As the
residential and retail aspects of this previous application were presented in outline
with all matters reserved, the extant permission provides a ‘fall-back’ position which
already offers the possibility of the provision of a retail unit on the application site.
Further, while the weight afforded to the Brief is limited, it nevertheless acknowledges
the benefit of the provision of small-scale commercial development to support the
wider residential development of the site. It should also be noted that it remains the
case that Kents Hill does not have a Local Centre and therefore the provision of a
shop in this location could also benefit existing residents within the local area.

7.15

Turning to the application of the ‘impact test’, as the proposed retail unit falls below
the 350sqm threshold it is not necessary for this test to be applied. It is deemed that
a shop of this scale would not detract from areas that have been formally allocated
for main town centre uses. By extension, the scale of the unit is such that it would
also meet the terms of Policy ER9 which seeks to prevent retail development in new
residential areas from drawing trade from a wider area.

7.16

For the reasons stated above, it is concluded, on balance, that provision of both
residential and retail uses is acceptable in principle and would accord with the
relevant policies within the Development Plan, subject to consideration of all other
material planning considerations. Therefore, it is deemed that the application accords
with Policies DS1, DS2, Policy ER9 Policy ER10 of Plan:MK, the Milton Keynes SAP
and the Brief.
Highway Matters and Parking

7.17

Policy CT1 of Plan:MK states that the Council will promote a sustainable pattern of
development in Milton Keynes by, amongst other initiatives, reducing dependence
on the private car and managing congestion. Policy CT5 of the Plan states that all
houses and most other forms of development must be no more than 400m from a
bus stop.

7.18

Policy CT2 of Plan:MK seeks to ensure that all new development is appropriately
accessible by pedestrians and provides sufficient movement within the site to
accommodate vehicles and other means of transport.

7.19

Policy CT10 states that development should accord with the Council's Parking
Standards unless mitigating circumstances indicate otherwise. Policy CT6 seeks to
ensure that an electric vehicle (EV) charging point is installed at a rate of one per
dwelling.
Access;

7.20

The application does not seek approval of the matter of access, which is reserved.
However, it is noted that the illustrative masterplan and access parameter plan
provided with the application shows several accesses to the application site from
Timbold Drive.
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7.21

While access is a reserved matter, it is relevant at the outline stage to consider
whether an appropriate means of access could be provided from the existing highway
network to the application site.

7.22

Timbold Drive represents the most logical option for providing access to and from the
application site and its use in terms of connecting the site to the existing highway
network is enshrined within the Brief. Further, the Council’s Highway Officer has
raised no objections to the indicative access points shown within the applicant’s
submission.

7.23

Accordingly, while approval of the precise details of the access arrangements are
reserved, it is deemed that, in principle, the use of Timbold Drive to facilitate access
to and from the application site is acceptable, subject to consideration of other
relevant issues as outlined below.
Traffic Generation and Highway Safety;

7.24

The application is accompanied by a Transport Assessment (TA). The TA covers the
impact of both the residential aspect of the development and a forthcoming, separate
application for a proposed hospital on ‘Site A (south)’.

7.25

The application is also supported by a residential travel plan containing site-wide
overarching objectives and targets. This includes the creation of a full travel plan
within 3 months following occupation; the appointment of a travel plan coordinator; a
target to achieve a 5% reduction in single occupancy vehicle use and a commitment
submitting reporting of an annual travel survey.

7.26

The TA was updated during the application process following initial comments
received from the Highway Officer noting the absence of appendices, including
survey data, which would have served to substantiate the conclusions in the TA.

7.27

The TA concluded that the existing highway network possessed the capacity to
accommodate the additional traffic that would be generated by the proposed
development. The Highway Officer noted that, given the application excludes the
hospital, the worst case from this proposal is that it would generate lower or similar
levels of traffic to that which was previously approved in 2017.

7.28

Following the submission of the updated TA, the Highway Officer stated that the
appendices that had subsequently been provided served to adequately evidence the
abovementioned conclusions. The Planning Officer agrees with this conclusion. Any
subsequent application for the hospital, or indeed a different development, would
need to demonstrate its acceptability in regard to traffic generation and highway
safety independently.

7.29

Further, the applicant has agreed, via a S106 Agreement, to provide funding to
contribute towards traffic calming measures (including vertical features and junction
lines) along Timbold Drive to mitigate the increase in traffic that would be generated
from the development. In addition, the applicant has agreed to a contribution towards
public transport. As was the case with the S106 associated with the previous outline
application, this contribution could also be used towards improving the junction
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between Groveway and Timbold Drive if agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The S106 also includes a commitment towards the monitoring of the
residential travel plan.
Car/Cycle Parking;
7.30

The application site is situated within Accessibility Zone 3, as set out within the Milton
Keynes Parking Standards.

7.31

As layout is a reserved matter, whether the scheme accords with the Milton Keynes
Parking Standards cannot be determined at this time. However, it is noted that the
TA asserts that the Standards would be adhered to if/when approval of the layout of
the development is sought. With regard to Policy CT6 and CT10, it is deemed
reasonable to apply a condition to any subsequent approval requiring that the
development shall provide 1 EV charging point per dwelling.
Public Transport and Access to Local Services;

7.32

The TA notes that the Kents Hill area is well-served by existing bus routes, with the
nearest bus stops to the site situated on Brickhill Street.

7.33

These stops provide access to several bus routes which run between Central Milton
Keynes and Bletchley. The stops lie comfortably within 400m of the application site
and have the potential to be easily accessed from the development subject to the
implementation of footpaths and other associated infrastructure. It is also noted that
the S106 includes provision for funds towards a shared cycle/pedestrian route
(Redway) on the School (Kents Hill Secondary School) side of Timbold Drive.

7.34

In terms of access to local services, it is noted that the site is 1.5km from Kingston
Shopping Centre and within walking distance from a number of local centres
including Walnut Tree and Monkston Park; offering a range of services such as GP
surgeries and dentists. Coupled with the provision of a flexible retail unit on the
application site, and indeed the abovementioned contribution towards public
transport services, it is deemed that the site possesses adequate accessibility to local
services and facilities.

7.35

For these reasons it is considered that the proposed development is, subject to the
abovementioned conditions, acceptable regarding its accessibility to local services,
public transport and traffic congestion. Moreover, it is considered that the use of
Timbold Drive as the primary means of access to the development from the existing
highway network is also acceptable, subject to details which would be provided at
reserved matters stage. Therefore, it is deemed that the proposal would accord with
Policies CT1, CT2, CT5, CT6 and CT10 of Plan:MK.
Impact on Character of the Area

7.36

Policies SD1, D1, D2 and D3 of Plan:MK requires, amongst other initiatives, that
development integrates well with the surrounding built environment through
sympathetic design, massing and scale.
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7.37

Policy HN1 of Plan:MK states that net densities of proposals for 11 or more dwellings
should balance making efficient use of land with respecting the surrounding character
and context. This is echoed within Section 12 of the NPPF.

7.38

As stated above, the site is subject to the Brief, sections 4 and 5 of which any
development proposals need to be in accordance with.

7.39

Although all matters are reserved at this stage, the application is accompanied by
several parameter plans covering land use, access, building heights, density and
landscape. As stated above, an illustrative masterplan has also been provided.
However, this will not form part of approved documents should planning permission.
be granted.
Density;

7.40

The Brief states that net densities across the site should not exceed 35dwellings per
hectare (dph). The plans indicate that the average density of the development in the
northern section of the site will be 30 dph while the southern section will 35dph. The
overall net density, minus the structural planting provided by the hedgerows, would
be 32 dph.

7.41

Bearing in mind the pattern of development within the surrounding area, and
particularly to the east of the application site, the densities proposed across the site
are deemed to be reasonable and would resonate with the character of the locality
in this regard. The Urban Design Officer raised no objections in regard to the
proposed densities and noted that they appear to relate well to the surrounding
residential areas with the potential for positive site features, views and vistas to be
incorporate into and used to structure the new development. The proposed densities
also, as is evidenced by the illustrative masterplan, allow for a dispersal of areas of
green space both within and on the edges of the development which would accord
with the verdant character of the surrounding area.
Scale/Massing;

7.42

The parameter plan proposes a scale of built form which varies throughout the site
between areas designated for buildings with 2-3 storeys and areas designated for
buildings up to 3 storeys. The maximum building height would be 15m. The Brief
states that the development of parcels C and D1 should be predominantly 2 storey,
however taller elements may be permissible on to the land to the south of the
roundabout on Hammerwood Gate. It also states that buildings should be restricted
to 2 stories on higher ground, particularly towards the northeast/eastern boundaries
of the site.

7.43

While it is observed that most of buildings situated to the east of the site are two
storey dwellinghouses, there are examples of 3 storey buildings in the locality. As
such, the principle of utilising 3 storey buildings is not objected to. Further, the
building heights parameter plan provides sufficient flexibility to allow for the principles
set out within the Brief to be adhered to. It should also be noted that the Urban Design
Officer has raised no objection to the building heights parameter plan. However, it is
appreciated that further consideration of the exact location and design of the
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buildings, and particularly those over 2 storeys, would need to take place following
the submission of approval for the reserved matters, should this application be
approved.
7.44

For these reasons it is considered that the proposed development would not cause
harm to the character or appearance of the area and, based on the information
provided, would allow a suitable scheme to come forward at reserved matters stage
which accords with the principles for developing the site as set out in the Brief while
also ensuring that the land is used efficiently to deliver a suitable number of homes.
Therefore, it is deemed that the development would accord with Policies SD1, D1,
D2, D3 and HN1 of Plan:MK in this regard.
Housing Mix and Affordable Housing

7.45

Policy HN1 of Plan:MK requires that proposals for 11 or more dwellings will be
expected to provide a mix of tenure, type and size of dwellings that reflects the
Council’s latest evidence of housing need and market demand. In addition, the Policy
also requires that development of this scale takes into account other factors such as
avoiding overconcentration of certain types of residential development in an area.

7.46

Policy HN2 of Plan:MK states that proposals for 11 or more dwellings should provide
a minimum of 31% of homes as affordable housing. It also stipulates the expected
tenure mix of affordable housing.
Housing Mix;

7.47

The precise mix of housing to be provided by the development has not been supplied
at this stage, owing to the fact that the application is presented with all matters
reserved. However, it is noted that the Planning Statement submitted with the
application states that the intended split between apartments and houses would be
46% to 54%. The submitted Design and Access Statement, in attempting to convey
that an appropriate scheme of 171 homes could be delivered, also included a 46%54% split between apartments and homes.

7.48

The comments from Cllr Ferrans are noted in respect of the quantity of homes and
apartments as stated in the Planning Statement. However, given that this application
is presented with all matters reserved, this application does not seek approval of the
housing mix at this time. Nevertheless, it is relevant for the Local Planning Authority
to be confident, based on the information provided with this application, that an
acceptable mix could be presented at reserved matters stage.

7.49

It is considered that the proposal provides sufficient flexibility to allow for a scheme
to come forward at reserved matters stage which is capable of reflecting the Council’s
Strategic Housing Market Assessment [‘SHMA’] and Objective Housing Need data.
Whilst it is acknowledged that the indicative figure of apartments is relatively high
considering the need for 1- and 2-bedroom apartments as set out in the SHMA, there
is scope, if necessary, for this to be adjusted via the reserved matters process.

7.50

Further, the Council’s Housing and Enabling Officer, while being aware of the
indicative split between houses and apartments as presented within the application,
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raised no concerns regarding the potential for the development to ultimately deliver
a policy complaint housing mix.
7.51

To ensure that such a mix is provided, it is deemed reasonable to impose conditions
on any subsequent permission requiring any relevant reserved matters application
to include details of the mix of type and size of dwellings. These details would be
informed by the Council’s most up to date Strategic Housing Market Assessment and
Policy HN1 of Plan:MK.

7.52

It is noted that such an approach to this matter has been accepted by the
Development Control Committee previously; most recently during the determination
of application 20/00133/OUTEIS (Tickford Fields Farm) in September 2020. Such a
condition would also provide the flexibility for a scheme to be adapted to suit the
latest SHMA data, or other evidence, should this be updated in the intervening period
between permission being granted and a relevant reserved matters application
coming forward. Further, this approach is also supported by the Council’s Housing
and Enabling Officer who explained that it would provide the additional benefit of
enabling the mix to be adapted to the latest housing need data if it is updated in the
intervening period between this application being determined and any reserved
matters application coming forward.

7.53

It is also observed that the extant permission covering the site, granted in 2018, was
void of a condition, or any other type of mechanism, to control the subsequent
housing mix that could have been brought forward. While the previous and current
schemes possess different redline boundaries, the former represents a fall-back
position which, given the above, lacks the necessary controls to ensure that a policy
complaint housing mix is delivered.
Affordable Housing;

7.54

The applicant has confirmed that 31% of the proposed housing units will be allocated
as affordable housing, in accordance with Policy HN2. The siting of the affordable
housing can be addressed at reserved matters stage, while the mix of shared
ownership and affordable rent units would be secured via the associated S106
Agreement.

7.55

It is noted that the applicant, MKDP, are contractually obliged to provide 36%
affordable housing. However, as this obligation is contingent on agreements which
fall outside of the planning process and this additional provision would not be secured
via the S106 Agreement, it is not considered material to the assessment of this
application.

7.56

For these reasons it is considered that, subject to the abovementioned conditions,
the application is, on balance, acceptable in regarding to the provision of affordable
housing and housing mix. The proposal is therefore deemed to accord with Policies
HN1 and HN2 of Plan:MK.
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Impact on Heritage Assets
7.57

Policy HE1 of Plan:MK states that proposals will be supported where they sustain
and, where possible, enhance the significance of heritage assets, including listed
buildings and non-designated Archaeological sites.

7.58

The nearest listed building to the application site is the Grade II Listed Walton Manor,
which is situated approximately 250m away. While it is acknowledged that the
development could be considered to fall within the setting of the listed building, it is
not deemed to cause harm to it. The setting of Walton Manor is already comprised
of a variety of development of a scale and nature that is comparable to the proposed
scheme.

7.59

The Council's Archaeologist has been consulted and having reviewed the submitted
archaeological assessment understands there is some potential for archaeological
remains from the iron age to roman periods to be present on the site. As such, a
suitably worded condition has been recommended requiring a field evaluation to be
undertaken to identify potential mitigation of any significant remains that are found. It
is agreed, given the evidence presented in the application, that this condition is
appropriate.

7.60

For these reasons it is deemed that the application is acceptable, in regard to its
impact on heritage assets, subject to the abovementioned condition. Therefore, it is
deemed that the application accords with Policy HE1 of Plan:MK and Section 16 of
the NPPF is this regard.
Design and Layout

7.61

Policies SD1, D1, D2, D3, D5 and EH7 note the need for new development to be well
designed both in terms of the design and detailing of buildings and how it is laid out.

7.62

Policy HN4 of Plan:MK provides the expected standards for the delivery of homes
built to Building Regulations Part M4(2) and M4(3). The Policy also requires new
homes to be built in accordance with the Nationally Described Space Standards
unless it can be evidenced that this is not feasible or viable.

7.63

The design and layout of the development should also follow the principles set out in
the Brief and particularly sections 4 and 5.

7.64

Although the application is presented with all matters reserved, the indicative
masterplan, parameter plans and design and access statement give an indication of
the potential design and layout of the development.

7.65

The indicative masterplan conveys that the site is capable of accommodating a play
area, attenuation ponds and incidental areas of green space. It also indicates that a
buffer could be provided between the residential development within the site and the
existing residential development to the east by retaining the bank of trees and other
greenery which forms the eastern boundary of the site.
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7.66

In regard to the Brief, as is noted above, it is considered that the proposal evidences
that the scheme could delivered at an appropriate density, scale and massing at
reserved matters stage. The scheme also appears capable of incorporating other
design principles contained in the Brief, such as the retention of the existing
hedgerows on the site and the implementation of streets on parcel Site C which run
parallel and at right angles to the natural slope of the site.

7.67

The Council’s Urban Design Officer noted that the indicative layout of the site
appears to promote good physical and mental health with places and routes that
create passive surveillance and a wealth of active frontages. The Officer also
highlight the need for future reserved matters applications to provide visual clues to
assist with wayfinding, adopt perimeter block principles so that the fronts of houses
overlook streets and other public areas and promote community cohesion through
the creation of permeable environments. Both the Planning Officer and Urban Design
Officer are in agreement that these suggestions are capable of being incorporated
into the design of the scheme based on the plans provided at this stage.

7.68

The Council’s Landscape Officer, similarly, raises no objection to the development
of the site but requested amendments to the parameter plans. Most of these
amendments are minor and concern small inconsistencies between the plans which
are considered to be a result of what they are trying to display as oppose to any errordeliberate or otherwise. For example, the density and building heights parameter
plans are not intended to consider landscape features and open space and thus the
omission of these items from the plans is deemed reasonable.

7.69

With reference to the comments made by the Parish Council, while it acknowledged
that the illustrative masterplan does not indicate that the existing desire line through
the site from the woods across to Timbold Drive- currently denoted on site by a worn
pathway through the grass as opposed to a properly surfaced footpath- is to be
retained and enhanced, it does appear to provide suitable alternative routes through
the site. Further, it should be noted that the further development and the ultimate
finalisation of routes through the site will occur via the reserved matters process.

7.70

With reference to Policy HN4, it is deemed necessary for a condition to be imposed,
should planning permission be granted, to ensure that any relevant reserved matters
application for housing on the site accords with the requirements of the Policy in
respect of the provision of homes which are Building Regulation M4(2) and M4(3)
compliant. A separate condition would also be imposed to ensure that the new homes
are built in accordance with the Nationally Described Space Standards.

7.71

For these reasons it is considered that the application provides sufficient information
at this stage to ensure that the proposed development has the potential to possess
an acceptable design and layout. Therefore, it is deemed that the application would
accord with Policies SD1, D1, D2, D3, D5, EH7 and HN4 of Plan:MK.
Residential Amenity

7.72

Policy D5 of Plan:MK states that all proposals will be required to create and protect
a good standard of amenity for buildings and surrounding areas.
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7.73

Policy NE6 of Plan:MK requires developments to have an acceptable impact on
future occupiers and neighbours in relation to issues including noise and
environmental pollution.

7.74

Given the site context, the proposed development would likely have the most
significant impact on those properties immediately adjoining the site to the east along
the residential streets of Groombridge, Felbridge and Crowborough Lane.

7.75

The proximity of the site to Groveway, a busy grid road, is also noted as is the
potential impact this may have on future occupiers of homes located at the southern
end of the site.

7.76

While it is not possible to thoroughly interrogate the impact of the development on
existing residential properties at this stage, given that this application has been
presented with all matters reserved, it is observed that the natural slope of the land
is likely to limit the impact of the proposed development on the amenity of existing
properties, particularly on Crowborough Lane. Further, the indicative site plan and
land use parameter plan indicates that the existing green buffer between the site and
properties along the southern portion of Crowborough Lane, Felbridge and
Groombridge could be retained, thus providing an approximate 28m buffer from the
development at its widest point.

7.77

Turning to the proposed flexible retail unit, while the location of the unit remains
undetermined at this time, it is likely to be sited in close proximity to some of the
proposed residential units. Consequently it is deemed reasonable for a condition to
be imposed on any subsequent permission requiring the opening times of the unit to
be agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to its occupation in the
interest of protecting the amenity of future occupiers of the development. The
Council’s Environmental Health Officer also requested conditions concerning the
acoustic details of any fixed mechanical plant and design details of any service areas
associated with the retail unit, in addition to a condition to control the hours during
which deliveries can be made. These conditions are also deemed reasonable for the
abovementioned reason.

7.78

The Council’s Environmental Health Officer also noted that the previous application
for the site was presented with a noise assessment. The assessment recommended
that a condition be applied to any subsequent permission requiring the detailed
design elements of the residential elements to accord with the standards of BS 8233
in the interest of protecting future occupiers from the road noise associated with
Groveway. While this application was not submitted with a noise assessment, it is
deemed reasonable for this condition to be carried over in the interest of protecting
the amenity of future occupiers of the development.

7.79

In regard to contamination, it is noted that the previous permission to develop the site
was subject to a condition requiring the Local Planning Authority to be contacted
should any unforeseen contamination be found on the site and appropriate
remediation measures to be implemented should this event occur. A condition was
also imposed requiring the submission of a Construction and Environment
Management Plan. It is deemed appropriate that these conditions also be applied to
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any permission granted for this application given the similarities between the two
schemes.
7.80

Subject to the abovementioned conditions, it is deemed that the application is
acceptable in regard to the matters of residential amenity and environmental
pollution. In regard to residential amenity specifically, it is considered that the outline
application provides sufficient evidence to prove that an application could come
forward at reserved matters stage which would both provide sufficient amenity for
both the residents of the development and residents occupying existing houses
within the vicinity of the site. Therefore, it is deemed that the application would accord
with Policies D5 and NE6 in this regard.
Landscape

7.81

Policies D1, D2 and D5 of Plan:MK require new development to incorporate hard and
soft landscaping which reflects the verdant character of Milton Keynes and
contributes towards the character and appearance of the development.

7.82

Policies NE4 and L4 of Plan:MK seek to ensure that new development contributes
towards the creation of green infrastructure and provides sufficient open space in
accordance with Policy L4 of Plan:MK.

7.83

While the application has been presented with the matter of landscape reserved, and
thus the proposed landscaping cannot be fully assessed at this time, the indicative
site plan evidences that soft landscaping features could be incorporated into the
development via incidental areas of open space and tree lined avenues. Further, as
has been stated above, the development could retain the existing hedgerows on the
site while also retaining the considerable landscape buffer separating the site from
existing development to the east. Indeed, an arboricultural assessment has been
submitted with the application that confirms that the retention of the landscape buffer
and hedgerows.

7.84

The arboricultural assessment also provides detail on the removal of some existing
trees on the site to facilitate the development of the scheme. The assessment details
that a majority of the trees to be removed are category ‘C’, with their removal deemed
not to be significant to the general amenity and screening of the site. Some category
‘B’ trees and hedges would need to be removed in full or in part, primarily to facilitate
the creation of access to the site, however the assessment concludes that their loss
would also not be significant. No category ‘A’ trees are due to be removed- the
majority of which form the abovementioned buffer between the application site and
the existing residential development to the east.

7.85

The Council’s Landscape Officer raised no objection at this stage on landscape
grounds subject to the implementation of several conditions pertaining to the
provision of a landscaping scheme and management/maintenance plan, details of
levels, tree protection measures and boundary treatments. These conditions are
deemed to be necessary and it is recommended that they be applied to any
subsequent permission for the proposed development.
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7.86

For these reasons it is considered that, subject to the abovementioned conditions,
the application presents sufficient information to evidence that an appropriate level
of landscaping can be both provided and retained via the proposed development.
Therefore, it is deemed that the application accords with Policies D1, D2, D5, L4 and
NE4 of Plan:MK in this regard.
Ecology

7.87

Policy NE1 states that development proposals which would be likely to harm the
biodiversity or geological conservation value of a site of countywide or local
importance will only be permitted subject to satisfying criteria associated with the
need for the development and the provision of suitable compensation and mitigation.

7.88

Policy NE2 of Plan:MK states that, where there is a reasonable likelihood of the
presence of statutorily protected species or their habitats, development will not be
permitted unless it has been demonstrated that the proposed development will not
result in a negative impact upon those species and habitats.

7.89

Policy NE3 seeks to ensure that development delivers a net increase in biodiversity
where possible. It states that proposals providing in excess of 5 dwellings will be
required to submit a Biodiversity Impact Assessment [‘BIA’] to demonstrate any loss
or gain of biodiversity. As a last resort, any loss of biodiversity may be compensated
by a contribution towards providing improvements to biodiversity elsewhere in the
Borough, although the Policy states that this can only occur if harm cannot be
mitigated or avoided.

7.90

The application site is located predominantly within an ‘amber’ Risk Zone for GCNs.
It is also noted that there are records of other protected species within the vicinity of
the site. Further, the proposed development is required to provide a biodiversity
impact assessment [‘BIA’], as per Policy NE3, as it seeks to provide in excess of 5
new dwellings.

7.91

The application is accompanied by an ecological site appraisal and a BIA. The
ecological site appraisal provides a series of recommendation measures that could
be provided to safeguard biodiversity on the site, while the BIA indicates that a
monetary contribution of £127,000 would be required to offset the loss of biodiversity
incurred by the development.

7.92

While it is noted that Policy NE3 regards financial compensation as the last resort for
addressing a loss of biodiversity, the application site is allocated for development
and, therefore, it is expected that at least some loss of biodiversity is due to occur as
a result, particularly as the site Is previously undeveloped.

7.93

The Council’s Ecologist has not provided any formal comments on the application,
however it is noted that correspondence was received confirming agreement to the
abovementioned compensatory figure to address the loss of biodiversity as a
consequence of the development.

7.94

The Council’s GCN Officer did provide a consultation response to the application and
recommended that the applicant either acquire a European Protected Species (ESP)

(136)

site-based licence in respect of GCNs or apply for the District Licence Scheme in
order to address the potential for the development to damage GCNs and their habitat.
In response to this, the applicant has confirmed that they will be acquiring an EPS
site based mitigation licence to address this issue. Accordingly, it is recommended
that a condition be applied to any subsequent permission to ensure that the applicant
provide evidence that they have obtained this licence prior to the commencement of
works on site. The use of this condition has been endorsed, verbally, by the Council’s
GCN Officer.
7.95

In addition to the above, it is also recommended that a condition be imposed to
ensure that the mitigation measures and recommendations set out in the applicant’s
ecological site appraisal are implemented. The measures include the installation of
artificial nest boxes for birds; provision of small gaps at the base of residential
boundary fences to enable continued dispersal of small mammals across the site;
installation of roost boxes for bats and the covering of working day excavations and
the capping of open pipework to prevent the entrapment of animals. A further
condition would also be applied specifically requiring the provision of a bat friendly
lighting scheme to prevent severance of bat commuting and foraging routes. The
compensatory sum associated with the loss of biodiversity would be addressed via
the S106 Agreement.

7.96

For these reasons it is considered that, subject to the abovementioned conditions,
the application would be acceptable in regard to its impact on protected species and
biodiversity. Therefore, it is deemed that the application accords with Policies NE1,
NE2 and NE3 in this regard.
Drainage and Flood Risk

7.97

Policy FR1 of Plan:MK states that all new development must incorporate a surface
water drainage system with acceptable flood control and demonstrate that water
supply, foul sewerage and sewage treatment capacity is available or can be made
available to serve the development.

7.98

Policy FR2 requires new development to incorporate sustainable urban drainage
systems [‘SUDS’] as a means of managing surface water drainage.

7.99

The application site is located in flood zone 1, as per the Environment Agency’s flood
mapping system, and is at a low risk of flooding from rivers or the sea. In regard to
flooding from surface water, most of the site is considered to be at very low risk.
However, there are two distinct areas within the site that are considered to be at low
to high risk. These areas are situated at the southern tip of the application site and
the area immediately north-east of the Open University.

7.100 The application is accompanied by a flood risk assessment [‘FRA’]. Supplementing
the FRA, a pre-planning report was submitted during the application process which
contained an agreement in principle from Anglian Water for surface water to be
disposed into their sewerage systems.
7.101 The FRA details that the proposed surface water drainage system would be designed
to convey surface water only, with foul water discharged separately. The discharging
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of surface water via infiltration was ruled out as a consequence of the geological
character of the site. Therefore, the use of SUDS was deemed the most appropriate
means of draining surface water run-off. The FRA outlines that 5 SUDS mechanisms,
the majority of which would be above ground features, are to be utilised including
green/blue roofs, detention basins, swales, permeable paving and attenuation tanks.
Through the use of these mechanisms, the FRA confirms that surface water
discharge can be restricted to 2.9 l/s/ha before disposal into 4 new connections to
Anglian water surface water sewers.
7.102 The LLFA, following the submission of the pre-planning report from Anglian Water,
raised no objection to the proposals subject to a condition regarding the submission
of a full surface water drainage scheme for the site. This condition is deemed
necessary in order to ensure the strategy outlined within the FRA is formalised and
implemented.
7.103 For these reasons it is considered that, subject to the abovementioned condition, the
application is acceptable in regard to drainage and flood risk. Therefore, it is deemed
that the development accords with Policies FR1 and FR2 of Plan:MK in this regard.
Sustainable Construction
7.104 Policy SC1 of Plan:MK, which relates to sustainable construction, requires
development proposals to demonstrate how they will implement the principles and
requirements set out within the Policy. These principles and requirements refer to
matters such as materials and waste, energy and climate and water. In particular,
the Policy requires that development proposals for 11 dwellings or more will need to
submit an Energy and Climate Statement that demonstrates how the proposal will
achieve certain reductions in carbon via the use of materials (19%) and the
implementation of renewable energies (20%). The Policy also requires that any
residual carbon emissions are addressed via a contribution to the Council’s carbon
offset fund.
7.105 As this application has been presented with all matters reserved, it is not possible for
the applicant to provide an Energy and Climate Statement which confirms how they
intend to achieve the prescribed reductions in carbon emissions from the
development. Accordingly, it is deemed reasonable for a condition to be imposed on
the permission requiring this statement to be provided as part of any subsequent
reserved matters application. The associated S106 would include an estimated
contribution towards carbon neutrality to address any residual carbon emissions from
development and this has the scope to be adapted upon the submission of the
abovementioned Energy and Climate Statement.
7.106 For these reasons it is considered that the proposed development is acceptable in
regard to the matter of sustainable construction, subject to the condition set out
above. Therefore, it is deemed that the application accords with Policy SC1 of
Plan:MK.
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S106 Matters
7.107 Policy INF1 of Plan:MK seeks to ensure that the necessary on and off-site
infrastructure required to support and mitigate the impact of development is either
already in place or that there is a reliable mechanism in place to ensure that it is
delivered. Policy CC1 requires contributions towards public art. Policy SC1 requires
that any residual carbon emissions are addressed via a contribution to the Council’s
carbon offset fund.
7.108 The applicant has agreed to enter into a S106 Agreement to secure contributions to
mitigate the impact of the development on local infrastructure including primary
education, leisure, recreation and sports, social infrastructure and carbon neutrality.
The Agreement would also ensure that 31% of the dwellings to be delivered as part
of the proposed development would be ‘affordable’. These contributions, which are
detailed in the table below, are considered to meet the tests for obligations as
outlined at paragraph 204 of the NPPF and are deemed to be in accordance with CIL
Regulations 122 and 123.
7.109 The S106 Agreement would also serve to secure the provision of affordable housing
within the development. Further, the Agreement obliges the applicant to enter into a
S278 Agreement to ensure provision of the agreed offsite redways works and
highways mitigation works. All monetary contributions will be expressed within the
agreement on a per unit basis. This ensures that, if the development does not deliver
the maximum 171 units, the contributions can be prorated depending on how many
units ultimately come forward. It should be noted that this is consistent with the S106
associated with the previous application to develop the site.
7.110 It should also be noted that, in contrast to the previous agreement, that the
contribution towards local play provision has been removed. This is due to the fact
that the applicant has committed to providing a local play area on site, rather than
provide a contribution towards the improvement and/or enhancement to other play
areas in the locality.
Contribution
Total Early Years
Primary pupils
Secondary pupils
Post 16 pupils
Playing Fields
Neighbourhood Play
Community Hall
Local Parks
District Parks
Allotments
Library and Adult Continuing
Education
Crematorium/Burial Grounds
Health Facilities
Waste Management
Waste Receptacles

Provision Cost
£121,146 (£708.46) p/u)
£598,602 (£3,500.60 p/u)
£644,273 (£3,767.68 p/u)
£139,745 (£817.22 p/u)
£77,867 (£445.36 p/u)
£111,000 (£643.27 p/u)
£34,363 (£200.95 p/u)
£14,800 (£85.55 p/u)
£29,600 (£173.01 p/u)
£13,875 (£81.14 p/u)
£49,482 (£289.37 p/u)

Maintenance Cost
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
£66,600 (£389.47 p/u)
£142,080 (£830.88 p/u)
n/a
£21,460 (£125.50 p/u)
£42,920 (£250.99 p/u)
n/a
n/a

£13,557 (£79.28 p/u)
£268,239 (£1568.65 p/u)
£66,936 (£391.44 p/u)
£17,100 (£100)

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
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Emergency Services
Voluntary Sector
Inward Investment
Public Art - 1% (Estimated)
Public Transport/ Junction
Improvement Works
Carbon Neutrality (Estimated if
applicable)
Redways
Traffic Calming
Biodiversity
Travel Plan Monitoring Fee
Total Contribution:
Per Unit:

£7,456 (£43.6 p/u)
£28,130 (£164.5 p/u)
£173,188 (£1,012.80 p/u)
£74,000 (£432.75 p/u)
£293,000 (£1,713.45 p/u)

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

£74,000 (estimated)
(£432.75 p/u)
£250,000 (£1,461.99 p/u)
£50,000 (£292.38 p/u)
£127,000 (£742.69 p/u)
£4,710

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

£3,754,559
£21,956.49

7.111 Subject to the applicant signing the S106 Agreement, it is considered that the
application would provide sufficient contributions and obligations to mitigate any
impact of the proposed development on local infrastructure while also meeting the
requirements of Policies CC1 and SC1 in respect of public art and sustainable
construction.
Other Matters
Concerns as to whether the scheme had been consulted on;
7.112 Whilst the comments from local residents regarding public consultation are noted,
the applicant has provided evidence that there was pre-application consultation on
the proposed scheme. This evidence includes a flyer advertising a consultation
process and subsequent responses received from members of the public regarding
the proposals. Although it is appreciated that the quality and thoroughness of the
consultation is subjective, the evidence provided is deemed sufficient to address this
issue.
8.0

CONCLUSIONS

8.1

The proposed development has been found to accord with the Development Plan
and, where relevant, national planning policy and guidance.

8.2

The application proposes the residential development of a site that is allocated for
housing in Plan:MK. Although at outline stage, the application has provided sufficient
evidence to confirm that approval of all of the reserved matters could be achieved at
a later date and in accordance with the relevant national and local planning policies.

8.3

It is therefore recommended that the application be approved subject to a S106
Agreement (the details of which are set out above) and the below conditions.
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9.0

CONDITIONS
1. The approved development shall be carried out in accordance with the following
drawings/details:
Received 18.05.2020
Site Location Plan, Drawing No. 005, Revision A
Residential Travel Plan, Reference No. 109482-R003
Waterman Flood Risk Assessment, May 2020
Urban Edge Environmental Consulting, Site Appraisal (Revised Proposals),
March 2020
Arboricultural Survey Report and Impact Assessment, April 2020
Received 12.06.2020
Transport Assessment, Reference No. 109482-R002
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in accordance with the requirements of
The Town and Country Planning (General Development Procedure) (England)
Order 2015.
2. Application/s for approval of all the reserved matters shall be made to the Local
Planning Authority before the expiration of three years from the date of this
permission. The development hereby permitted shall be begun no later than the
latest of the following dates:i.

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

ii. The expiration of two years from the date of the approval of the last of the
reserved matters to be approved
Reason: To prevent the accumulation of planning permissions; to enable the
Local Planning Authority to review the suitability of the development in the light of
altered circumstances; and to comply with the requirements of Section 91 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
3. Approval of the details of the appearance, means of access, landscaping, layout
and scale (hereinafter called ''the reserved matters'') shall be obtained in writing
from the Local Planning Authority before any development is commenced.
Reason: This is outline permission only and these matters have been reserved
for the subsequent approval of the Local Planning Authority.
4. Any reserved matters applications for the proposed housing shall contain details
evidencing that electric vehicle charging points are to be provided at a rate of 1
per dwelling.
Reason: To maximise the use of sustainable modes of transport in accordance
with Policy CT6 of Plan:MK (2019).
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5. Notwithstanding the details submitted in support of this application, the
submission of details for reserved matters approval shall include details of the
proposed accesses, estate roads and footways serving that part of the
development for which approval is sought.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure that the accesses and estate
roads proposed provide a safe and convenient means of entering, leaving and
moving within the proposed development in accordance with Policy CT2 of
Plan:MK (2019).
6. Notwithstanding the approved documents, any relevant reserved matters
application containing residential units shall include details of:
a. development density, and
b. the mix of type and size
of both market and affordable dwellings to be provided.
This detail shall be informed by the Council's most up to date Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA) evidence and Policy HN1 of Plan:MK, or any later
relevant policy. The detail shall be approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority and the development carried out in accordance with the approved
details.
Reason: To ensure that the proposed development provides an adequate variety
of housing mix to reflect need within the District, and to comply with Policies HN1
and HN2 of Plan:MK (2019).
7. Any housing reserved matters application shall include details of the location and
type (mix and tenure) of affordable housing pursuant to the development parcel
for which approval is sought. Each phase or part of the development should be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In order to ensure that the development and location of the affordable
housing is appropriate in accordance with Policy HN2 of Plan:MK (2019).
8. Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, any relevant
reserved matters applications containing residential units shall provide details
evidencing accordance with the Nationally Described Space Standards.
Reason: To ensure and acceptable level of future occupier amenity, in
accordance with Policy HN4 of Plan:MK (2019).
9. Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, any relevant
reserved matters applications containing residential units shall provide details
evidencing the following:
-

At least 60% of the dwellings across market and affordable tenures are built to
Building Regulations Part M4(2) standards for accessible and adaptable
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dwellings (the delivery of which should be distributed across market and
affordable tenures)
-

At least 5% of all new market dwellings shall be capable of being readily
adapted to the Building Regulations Part M4(3) wheelchair accessible standard.

-

At least 10% of all new affordable dwellings are built to Building Regulations
Part M4(3) wheelchair accessible standard. These dwellings should include
automatic fire suppression measures consistent with Building Regulations Part
B.
Reason: To provide a suitable number of accessible homes in accordance with
Policy HN4 of Plan:MK (2019).

10. No above ground works shall commence until a surface water drainage scheme
for the site, based on sustainable drainage principles, has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The scheme shall
subsequently be implemented in full accordance with the approved details prior to
occupation of the first dwelling.
The scheme shall be based upon the principles within the Flood Risk
Assessment, prepared by Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Limited,
reference WIE16693-100-R-1-2-1-FRA, dated 11 May 2020 and shall also
include:
a) Full calculations detailing the existing surface water runoff rates for the QBAR,
3.3% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) (1 in 30) and 1% AEP (1 in 100)
storm events;
b) Full results of the proposed drainage system modelling in the abovereferenced storm events (as well as 1% AEP plus climate change), inclusive of all
collection, conveyance, storage, flow control and disposal elements and including
an allowance for urban creep, together with an assessment of system
performance;
c) Detailed drawings of the entire proposed surface water drainage system,
including levels, gradients, dimensions and pipe reference numbers;
d) Full details of the proposed attenuation and flow control measures;
e) Site investigation and test results to confirm infiltration rates;
f) Temporary storage facilities if the development is to be phased;
g) A timetable for implementation if the development is to be phased;
h) Details of overland flood flow routes in the event of system exceedance, with
demonstration that such flows can be appropriately managed on site without
increasing flood risk to occupants;
i) Full details of the maintenance/adoption of the surface water drainage system;
j) Measures taken to prevent pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or
surface water
The drainage scheme must adhere to the hierarchy of drainage options as
outlined in the NPPF PPG
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Reason: To ensure that the proposed development can be adequately drained
and to ensure that there is no increased flood risk on or off site resulting from the
proposed development in accordance with Policies FR1 and FR2 of Plan:MK
(2019).
11. No development shall take place above slab level until full details of both hard
and soft landscape works have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority. Soft landscape works shall include planting plans at a
minimum scale of 1:300 with schedules of plants noting species, supply sizes and
proposed densities; and a tree planting details drawing. The planting plans shall
include existing trees and/or hedgerows to be retained and/or removed accurately
shown with root protection areas; existing and proposed finished levels and
contours; visibility splays; street lights; proposed and existing functional services
above and below ground. All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out
in accordance with the approved details and prior to the first occupation of the
building(s) or the completion of the development whichever is the sooner, or in
accordance with a programme agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.
If within a period of two years from the date of the planting of any tree or shrub,
that tree or shrub, or any tree and shrub planted in replacement for it, is removed,
uprooted or destroyed, dies, becomes severely damaged or diseased, shall be
replaced in the next planting season with trees and shrubs of equivalent size,
species and quantity. Thereafter the hard and soft landscape works shall be
maintained and retained in situ.
Reason: To protect the appearance and character of the area and to minimise the
effect of development on the area in accordance with Policies D1 and D2 of
Plan:MK (2019).
12. Prior to the commencement of development including site clearance, details of
the proposed finished floor levels of all buildings, ground retaining measures,
embankment gradients and the finished ground levels in relation to existing
ground levels and root protection areas of trees and planting to be retained shall
be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved levels.
Reason: To ensure that development proposals respond appropriately to the site
and is carried out at suitable levels in accordance with Policies D1 of Plan:MK
(2019).
13. No development shall take place above slab level until details of the proposed
boundary treatments have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the
Local Planning Authority. The details shall include a boundary treatment plan (at
a minimum scale of 1:500) detailing the position of all proposed boundary
treatment and including a schedule specifying the type, height, composition,
elevation appearance of boundary treatment throughout the site. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details prior to
the occupation of each dwelling to which the boundary treatment relates, and
shall thereafter be retained in that form.
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Reason: To provide adequate privacy, to protect the external character and
appearance of the area and to minimise the effect of development on the area in
accordance with Policy D1 of Plan:MK (2019).
14. Prior to the initial occupation of the development, a landscape management and
maintenance plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The scheme shall include:
-

Landscape design and management plans to support a written document;

-

A conveyance style plan showing the division of responsibility for the areas of
public amenity space, areas to be privately managed as communal amenity or
incidental space, areas proposed to be adopted by highways as street
landscaping and those areas of private garden amenity space;

-

The open space specification of maintenance and management operations
appropriate over the short, medium and long-term in perpetuity;

-

Detail as to who will be taking on management and maintenance responsibilities
for all open space, public amenity and communal greenspace;
The approved scheme shall be implemented thereafter in perpetuity.
Reason: To safeguard the appearance and biodiversity of the area in accordance
with Policy D1 and Policy NE3 of Plan:MK (2019).

15. Prior to the commencement of any phase of the development, a tree protection
scheme shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The scheme shall include an arboricultural impact assessment based
on the approved layout; method statement; and a scaled Tree Protection Plan
detailing: the location of all retained trees within the site; tree root protection
areas (RPA) including the line of tree protection fencing; the type of tree
protection fencing shall be of the same specification as that depicted in figure 2,
page 20, in BS 5837: 2012; any areas to be covered in BS 5837: 2012 ground
protection; location details of storage areas including what substances will stored
and where, locations of construction site car parking, welfare facilities, cement
plant, fuel storage and where discharge, filling and mixing of substances will take
place. The approved scheme shall be implemented prior to the commencement
of any construction works and maintained in full until the construction process is
completed.
All existing trees to be retained are to be protected according to the provisions of
BS 5837: 2012 'Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction Recommendations'. All tree protection measures must be put in place first, prior
to any other work commencing on site (this includes clearance, ground-works,
vehicle movements, machinery / materials delivery etc.). Once erected the local
authority tree officer shall be notified so the fencing can be inspected and
approved. The Root Protection Area (RPA) fencing will be amended as the
arboriculture officer feels appropriate after taking account of the details submitted.
Signs informing of the purpose of the fencing and warning of the penalties against
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destruction or damage to the trees and their root zones shall be installed at
minimum intervals of 10 metres and a minimum of two signs per separate stretch
of fencing. The RPA within the protective fencing must be kept free of all
construction, construction plant, machinery, personnel, digging and scraping,
service runs, water-logging, changes in level, building materials and all other
operations, personnel, structures, tools, storage and materials, for the duration of
the construction phase. No fire shall be lit such that it is closer than 20 metres to
any tree or that flames would come within 5 metres of any part of any tree.
Reason: To protect the appearance and character of the area and to minimise the
effect of development on the area in accordance with Policies D1 and D2 of
Plan:MK (2019).
16. Prior to the commencement of the development an archaeological field evaluation
comprising geophysical survey and subsequent trial trenching shall be
completed. The archaeological evaluation shall be detailed in a Written Scheme
of Investigation submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in
writing. On completion of the archaeological field evaluation a further Written
Scheme of Investigation for a programme of archaeological mitigation in respect
of any identified areas of significant buried archaeological remains shall be
submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in writing. For land that
is included within the WSI, no development shall take place other than in
accordance with the agreed WSI, which shall include a statement of significance
and research objectives; and:
a) The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording and the
nomination of a competent person(s) or organisation to undertake the agreed
works;
b) The programme for post-investigation assessment and subsequent analysis,
publication & dissemination and deposition of resulting material. This part of the
condition shall not be discharged until these elements have been fulfilled in
accordance with the programme set out in the WSI.
Reason: To ensure the appropriate recording of any archaeological remains
affected by the development in accordance with: Paragraph 199 of the National
Planning Policy Framework and Policy HE1 of Plan:MK (2019).
17. Prior to the occupation of the proposed retail unit(s), the opening times of the unit
shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that the retail unit does not have a detrimental impact on the
amenity of nearby properties in accordance with Policy NE6 of Plan:MK (2019).
18. Any relevant reserved matters application including the proposed retail unit shall
include details of any fixed mechanical plant and associated service areas.
Reason: to ensure that the retail unit does not have a detrimental impact on the
amenity of nearby properties in accordance with Policy NE6 of Plan:MK (2019).
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19. Deliveries and collections to and from the proposed retail unit shall be limited to
between 07:00 and 19:00 hours unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.
Reason: to ensure that the retail unit does not have a detrimental impact on the
amenity of nearby properties in accordance with Policy NE6 of Plan:MK (2019).
20. Any reserved matters application concerning the proposed housing units shall
include details of the acoustic performance of building facades and ensure indoor
and outdoor amenity space complies with the Standards of BS 8233.
Reason: In the interest of ensuring that future occupiers of the proposed
development enjoy a suitable standard of residential amenity in accordance with
Policy NE6 of Plan:MK (2019).
21. Should any unforeseen contamination be encountered the Local Planning
Authority shall be informed immediately. Any additional site investigation and
remedial work that is required as a result of unforeseen contamination will also be
carried out to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that the site is fit for its proposed purposed and any potential
risks to human health, property, and the natural and historical environment, are
appropriately investigated and minimised in accordance with Policy NE6 of
Plan:MK (2019).
22. No development, including any works of demolition, shall take place until a
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The CEMP shall include
site procedures to be adopted during the course of construction including:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

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

The development shall be carried out in full accordance with the approved CEMP.
Reason: To ensure there are adequate mitigation measures in place, in the
interests of highway and pedestrian safety and in order to protect the amenities of
existing and future residents in accordance with Policy NE6 of Plan:MK (2019).
23. A lighting plan shall be submitted to the LPA prior to the commencement of works
above slab level. If any lighting is required within the vicinity of current or built-in
bat features, it shall be low level, with baffles to direct the light away from the
features, thus preventing severance of bat commuting and foraging routes. The
approved scheme shall be implemented prior to the occupation of each building
or dwelling.
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Reason: In the interest of mitigating the impact of the proposed development on
bats and their habitats in accordance with Policy NE2 of Plan:MK (2019).
24. The recommendation and proposed mitigation measures set out in the ecological
site appraisal by Natural Progression (Urban Edge Environmental Consulting)
dated 6th March 2020 shall be implemented at the relevant time during the
construction of the development.
Reason: To ensure that any harm to local biodiversity or protected species
caused by the development is mitigated in accordance with Policies NE1, NE2
and NE3 of Plan:MK (2019).
25. Prior to the commencement of development, including enabling works and
ground clearance, the applicant shall provide evidence that they have obtained
an European Protected Species site based licence in respect of Great Crested
Newts.
Reason: In the interested of providing mitigation to protect harm to Great Crested
Newts or their habitat during the construction of the development in accordance
with Policy NE2 of Plan:MK.
26. An Energy Statement shall be provided with any reserved matters application
which is informed by the requirements set out in Policy SC1. In particular, the
Statement shall provide details of how the proposed development will meet the
following criteria:
a. Achieve a 19% carbon reduction improvement upon the requirements within
Building Regulations Approved Document Part L 2013, or achieve any higher
standard than this that is required under new national planning policy or
Building Regulations.
b. Provide on-site renewable energy generation, or connection to a renewable
or low carbon community energy scheme, that contributes to a further 20%
reduction in the residual carbon emissions subsequent to the above 19%
Reason: To ensure that the proposed development provides sufficient measures
to reduce the carbon emissions in accordance with Policy SC1 of Plan:MK
(2019).
27. Prior to the commencement of works above slab level, details of the digital
communication services serving the development shall be submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority. The details must evidence that the
services can provide at least superfast broadband. Reason: To ensure that the
development is served by adequate digital communications services in
accordance with Policy CT9 of Plan:MK.
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A1.0 FULL CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
A1.1 Kents Hill and Monkston Parish Council
Initial comments received
“Please accept my apologies for the delay in getting this to you – we’ve had some
technical issues here recently that has made emailing difficult. Regarding the above
application, the Council would just like to make the following comment: The existing
‘desire path’ through the woods towards the pond area should be maintained and
enhanced, as it is obviously a useful feature for residents.”
A1.2 Cllr Jenni Ferrans – Monkston Ward
Initial comments
“First can I state that I support the application in general as I believe it will have less
impact on the area than the education/employment use originally designated.
Housing is now an option designated in the local plan.
Housing Mix
There appears to be no statement on the mix of sizes of accommodation to be
supplied as far as I can see, or of the affordable housing to be supplied. Can
officers confirm that there is no such statement please. We would expect an
application of this size to at least meet the proportions of home sizes which are in
short supply outlined in the SHMA, and preferably to exceed it. Can we request a
condition reserving this to the detailed stage unless a statement is issued at this
stage.
I assume the affordable housing will be covered in the S106 agreement. Can we
see the draft agreement please. Please take note that we need 3-bedroom homes
(market and "affordable") desperately in this area. And then 4-5 bed affordable
homes. There is little demand for 4- or 5-bed homes as the area is well-supplied
with them. We do not have a need for 1 bed flats except for fully mobility-disabled
accessible flats, or sheltered schemes, which are in short supply locally.
Ecology
The Ecological plan states, among many other things, that green spaces will be
sown with a wildflower mix. I absolutely support that except that we need an area of
short grass that can be mown in the spring, perhaps near the play area, for
communal play. Please can that be formally required or the proposal amended to
cover it.
The hedge between the two parts of the site is noted as of significant ecological
value and possibly legally protected. Can this be checked please. Is it really
necessary to trim a slice off it is as proposed in the landscape plan? (and please
correct the table that indicates that it is to be removed!).
Heritage
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I note the likelihood of significant heritage finds - as discovered on the school site to
the north, and I request a condition requiring an archaelogical survey and record.
Highways
I note that the missing appendices have still not been supplied. Can they be
supplied before the application is decided please.
I believe that there will be a problem with traffic and safe crossing around the
primary school, and that a controlled crossing point will be required as Timbold
Drive can already be busy and will be the sole access for all the housing. Can this
please be considered at detailed application stage.
Travel Plan
The travel plan analysis indicates that health facilities are within easy walking
distance. This is not so. This site will feed in to either Brooklands or Milton Keynes
Village surgeries, which are not within walking distance. Please confirm that the
relevant bus is within the prescribed distance.
A 1 week bus pass is a meaningless gesture. Many residents take a week off work
when they move, and many move during the school holidays, so many will not
establish their travel modes until after that. 1 month was more normal and should
be required.
Good luck with finding a local cycle shop or bike surgery in the area! Could this
application fund some bike surgeries in Monkston ward?
Kerb adjustments for mobility will certainly be needed. This should be covered in
the detailed applications for each part of the site.
A pick-up point for the Santander or similar schemes would be helpful, as would
free vouchers for those schemes.
Can highways please check that all the surrounding bus shelters are lit and ensure
that any not lit are remedied as part of this application? This will be the first major
night-time use of many of them.”
Additional comments
“I have just finally found the statement on housing mix contained in the planning
statement, that the development proposed 46% flats and 54% houses.
This statement was missed out of all the briefing material given to residents and to
the parish council. It has clearly been missed by the housing department, since
their submission directly contradicts it.
It sheds severe doubt on whether the masterplan actually demonstrates, as it is
required to do, a viable scheme in accordance with MKC's policies.
I am checking with the applicant whether in fact this is a typing error. if it is, then we
clearly require a correction.
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If it is not, I register a late request to call this application in to committee for the
reasons listed above. I believe the late request should be accepted on the grounds
that the applicant has taken such care to hide this information.
I also request a condition that the proportion of houses be no less than the SHMA
mix and that the details of the housing mix be reserved for the detailed application.
I also request the submission of an illustrative masterplan with a housing mix that is
in accordance with Council policies to demonstrate the feasibility of the scheme at
outline level, and that the application not be determined until such a plan has been
received.
Also on a more minor point, the access at Groveway is dangerous, with the view of
oncoming traffic obstructed by a bus shelter. This needs to be resolved, and needs
to be conditioned at this stage, since access is determined at outline level, if we are
not to have more accidents. I request a condition to agree a position of the bus
shelter out of the line of sight of oncoming traffic.”
A1.3 Cllr Vanessa McPake – Monkston Ward
No comments received at the time of writing this report.
A1.4 Cllr Leo Montague – Monkston Ward
No comments received at the time of writing this report.
A1.5 MKC Development Plans
“The proposal is acceptable in principle. If planning permission is granted,
conditions (and a Section 106 Agreement if necessary) should be used to secure
the submission of housing mix (type and tenure) details for consideration within
future reserved matters applications. The proposed housing densities should also
be secured by condition. Draft conditions as follows:
1.
The submission of details for the approval of any Reserved matters relating
to the residential units shall include details of the location and type (mix and tenure)
of Affordable Housing (minimum 31%) pursuant to the development phase or part
for which the approval is sought. Each phase or part of the development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that the development provide an adequate amount and variety
of affordable homes which complies with the sustainable aims and objectives of
policy HN2 in Plan: MK (2019).
2.
The submission of details for the approval of any Reserved Matters relating
to the residential units shall include details of:
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The mix of type and size of market dwellings to be provided in that phase, informed
by the Council's most up to date SHMA evidence and Policy HN1 of Plan:MK.
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure that the proposed development provides an adequate variety
of housing mix to reflect need within the District, and to comply with Policy HN1 in
Plan:MK.
3.
Housing densities within the development shall be provided in accordance
with the details set out on ‘Drawing No: 011 Revision: A’, submitted with the
application. The schemes detailed by the reserved matters application(s) for this
Outline permission will be in accordance with this drawing.
Reason: To ensure that housing densities within the development respect the
surrounding character and context and to comply with Policy HN1 in Plan:MK.”
A1.6 MKC Highways
Initial comments
“This application is a resubmission of the scheme given Outline planning
permission under reference 17/02616/OUT. The earlier scheme proposed a
hospital on part of the site with a higher level of retail also proposed. This
application excludes the hospital proposal, which the supporting information states
will be the subject of a subsequent application.
The previous Outline permission was for 148 dwellings, retail and hospital and the
application was supported by a Transport Assessment. Whilst that TA was not fully
accepted, the scheme was considered to be acceptable and planning permission
was granted. The current application includes a higher number of dwellings (171 vs
148) but retains the previous level of retail (400m2). Therefore, in highway terms,
the key issue for this proposal are whether the addition of 23 dwellings is likely to
significantly impact on the local highway and transport networks.
The application is accompanied by an updated Transport Assessment; however,
the TA is watermarked as “DRAFT” and it does not include any of the Appendices.
As a result, the TA cannot be fully approved. It is noted that the TA (para 3.8.4)
states:
“it was agreed with highway officers at MKBC (sic) that a 2020 traffic count should
be undertaken at the Brickhill Street/ Groveway roundabout to validate the 2015
surveys.”
It is understood that whilst it was agreed that an update of the 2015 data was
required (as per the pre-app comments) the precise method for doing so was not.
Having said that, the validation and factoring for 2020 does appear to be
acceptable. (This is caveated by the fact that appendix C – survey data, is not
included in the TA).
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The current TA provides traffic figures that show slightly less peak hour impact on
the local highway and transport networks than the previous proposal. However, this
is based on a smaller hospital, and as the hospital is to be the subject of a separate
application its size has not been confirmed.
Therefore, the full revised proposals (including a hospital) may not result in the
reduction in trips asserted in the TA. Having said that, a slightly larger hospital than
accounted for in the TA would result in similar levels of traffic to that previously
approved and a hospital the same size as the original proposal would only result in
modest increases in peak hour flows.
The future application for the hospital will need to demonstrate that it is acceptable
on its own merits. The highway network was shown to be capable of
accommodating the additional traffic in the previous (2017) application and the
current TA confirms that this is still the case. Given that this application excludes
the hospital, the worst case from this proposal is to generate lower or similar levels
to that previously approved. Consequently, subject to seeing the appendices, the
TA appears to be acceptable and provides an adequate update to the approved
2017 application.
Given that all matters are reserved and the TA confirms accordance with the
Council’s parking standards, there are no comments regarding the layout at this
stage. If planning permission is to be granted, conditions requiring the submission
of Reserved Matters details for the accesses and internal roads and footways
should be imposed on any consent issued.”
Additional comments
“Further to the Highway Observations dated 28th May, the applicant has submitted
an updated and complete Transport Assessment (with appendices).
The information in the appendices does, as expected, confirm the assertions in the
Transport Assessment and provides adequate evidence of the soundness of the TA
in general.
As a result, the previous recommendation (no objection) is confirmed.
Consequently, given that this is an Outline application with all matters reserved, the
following condition would be appropriate for any consent issued:
1. Notwithstanding the details submitted in support of this application, the
submission of details for reserved matters approval shall include details of the
proposed accesses, estate roads and footways serving that part of the
development for which approval is sought.
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure that the accesses and estate
roads proposed provide a safe and convenient means of entering, leaving and
moving within the proposed development.”
A1.7 MKC Urban Design
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Initial comments
“It is my view that proposed layout promotes good physical and mental health, with
places and routes that can be designed to be safe and perceived to be safe by
creating passive surveillance and active frontages.
The development parcels are laid out so that they can integrate well with the
surrounding built and natural environments to enable a degree of connectivity with
them, particularly for
pedestrians and cyclists.
The structure and layout of development is based on the principles that have
shaped the original city, respecting the grid road system, redways, linear parks and
strategic, integrated flood management with existing employment incorporated next
to the development.
The proposed density and scale relate well to the surrounding residential areas with
the potential for positive site features, views and vistas to be incorporated into and
used to structure the new development.
The proposed layout indicates a strategic, integrated and sustainable approach to
water resource management (including SUDS and flood risk mitigation).
The reserve matters application needs to ensure that the development enhances
the character of the area within which it is located. Where existing discernible or
positive characteristics are lacking, new development creates positive character
and identity through high quality and forward looking architecture and urban design
to avoid nondescript and ‘anywhere’ development.
Shops, facilities and public transport stops need to be located in the most
accessible locations. In this regard I would encourage the proposed local store to
be visible from Timbold Dr.
The development and network of routes are laid out to provide direct, safe and
pleasant routes for pedestrians and cyclists.
At the detailed design stage housing needs to be arranged according to perimeter
block principles so that the fronts of houses overlook streets and other public
spaces, and private spaces are located securely within the block. Whilst not shown
this is indicated by the proposed development parcels.
The detailed design should include visual cues to aid wayfaring, particularly from
the grid road network into areas of development, using memorable landmarks,
architecture, public realm design, and views and vistas.
The layout as proposed , subject to the detailed design enables easy, safe and
pleasant access for pedestrians and cyclists of all abilities from residential
neighbourhoods to the facilities including the redway network, open spaces and
play areas, linear parks and the wider network of green infrastructure, public
transport nodes, employment areas, schools, shops and other public facilities in
order to promote recreation, walking and cycling within the development area and
wider area. The design at the reserve matters stage should cater for the needs of
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all age groups, in particular the elderly, through the provision of benches, shading
and simple and clear signage.
Opportunities for community cohesion should have been maximised through the
creation of permeable environments in the proposed developments that will
encourage people to get outdoors for recreation, social interaction, and to move
around by non-vehicular means.
The layout broadly responds appropriately to the site and surrounding context.
The detailed design needs to ensure continuity of street frontage by locating fronts
of buildings to face the street or public space.
The proposed layout indicates appropriate framing of space to define public and
private areas. Front gardens will need to be designed to be clearly private through
appropriate boundary treatments and the use of hard surfaces that also maintain an
active frontage and passive surveillance of the street.
The layout indicates that the public realm will be well overlooked in the interest of
prevention of crime and minimise the perception of crime, but this needs to be
followed through in the detailed design.
The proposed layout indicates soft and hard landscaping that continues the verdant
and green character of Milton Keynes. The reserve matters application needs to
indicate that landscaping is incorporated to soften the streetscape and ensure the
public realm is not dominated by hard surfaces and boundaries and by parked cars
The proposed layout is permeable and well connected with a safe, attractive and
convenient hierarchical network of routes that balances the provision for walking,
cycling and public transport with that for private motor vehicles.
The proposed architecture should aid legibility by helping to provide recognisable
streets, districts, nodes, edges and landmarks to help people to find their way
around.
he proposed layout, massing/scale, boundary treatments and landscaping of the
development indicates the potential for a positive character.
The reserve matters application needs to ensure that the appearance of buildings
exhibit a positive character or sense of place for a development. The design allows
for visual interest through the careful use of detailing, where this is appropriate to
the character of the area.
I don’t object to the proposed outline application in terms of design, however, I
would like to be consulted on reserve matters application where the design can be
assessed against the above policy in more detail.”
A1.8 MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority)
Initial comments
“Thank you for your consultation that we received 20 May 2020.
We have reviewed the following document:
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- Flood Risk Assessment, prepared by Waterman Infrastructure & Environment
Limited,
reference WIE16693-100-R-1-2-1FR-A, dated May 2020.
The LLFA note that the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) contains information relating
to the outline planning application (Northern, Central and Southern) as well as a
separate full application (Hospital), which will be submitted in due course. As such,
the LLFA has reviewed and responded to the aspects relating to the outline
planning application only, as shown in Figure 5 of the FRA.
The applicant proposes to restrict surface water discharge to 2.9 l/s/ha, with the
volume of attenuation storage on site based on the 1% AEP plus 40% climate
change storm event. The applicant has divided the site into four separate subcatchments in terms of discharge rate and attenuation required. Detention basins
are proposed at the natural low spots within each subcatchment.
Swales are proposed for linking up the wider area of Catchment 1 and Catchment
2. Additional storage will be provided through permeable paving and attenuation
tanks within all four sub-catchments with consideration of the site topography. The
applicant proposes to discharge the surface water at four new connections via
gravity to Anglian Water surface water sewers.
Based on the provided documents, the LLFA are currently unable to support this
application for the following reason:
1. Evidence of in principle agreement from third party if discharging into their
system. The applicant proposes to discharge the surface water at four new
connections via gravity to Anglian Water surface water sewers. Any proposed
connection to the public sewer will need agreement from Anglian Water. For an
outline application, correspondence with the responsible body should be
submitted to demonstrate agreement in principle to the discharge rates and
connection points. This is to ensure that the surface water drainage proposals
for any new development will function effectively over the lifespan of the
development.”
Additional comments
“We have reviewed the following additional information:
- Pre-Planning Assessment Report – Used Water, prepared by Anglian Water
Services, reference PPE-0099572, dated 27 July 2020
In conjunction with:
- Flood Risk Assessment, prepared by Waterman Infrastructure & Environment
Limited, reference WIE16693-100-R-1-2-1-FRA, dated 11 May 2020.
The LLFA note that the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) contains information relating
to the outline planning application (Northern, Central and Southern) as well as a
separate full application (Hospital), which will be submitted in due course. As such,
the LLFA has reviewed and responded to the aspects relating to the outline
planning application only, as shown in Figure 5 of the FRA.
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The applicant proposes to restrict surface water discharge to 2.9 l/s/ha, with the
volume of attenuation storage on site based on the 1% AEP plus 40% climate
change storm event. The applicant has divided the site into four separate subcatchments in terms of discharge rate and attenuation required. Detention basins
are proposed at the natural low spots within each subcatchment. Swales are
proposed for linking up the wider area of Catchment 1 and Catchment 2. Additional
storage will be provided through permeable paving and attenuation tanks within
all four sub-catchments with consideration of the site topography. The applicant
proposes to discharge the surface water at four new connections via gravity to
Anglian Water surface water sewers.
Based on these, as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) we have no objection in
principle to the proposed development.
We request the following condition is imposed:
Condition 1
No above ground works shall commence until a surface water drainage scheme for
the site, based on sustainable drainage principles, has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The scheme shall subsequently
be implemented in full accordance with the approved details prior to occupation of
the first dwelling. The scheme shall be based upon the principles within the Flood
Risk Assessment, prepared by Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Limited,
reference WIE16693-100-R-1-2-1-FRA, dated 11 May 2020 and shall also include:
a) Full calculations detailing the existing surface water runoff rates for the QBAR,
3.3% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) (1 in 30) and 1% AEP (1 in 100) storm
events;
b) Full results of the proposed drainage system modelling in the above-referenced
storm events (as well as 1% AEP plus climate change), inclusive of all collection,
conveyance, storage, flow control and disposal elements and including an
allowance for urban creep, together with an assessment of system performance;
c) Detailed drawings of the entire proposed surface water drainage system,
including levels, gradients, dimensions and pipe reference numbers;
d) Full details of the proposed attenuation and flow control measures;
e) Site investigation and test results to confirm infiltration rates;
f) Temporary storage facilities if the development is to be phased;
g) A timetable for implementation if the development is to be phased;
h) Details of overland flood flow routes in the event of system exceedance, with
demonstration that such flows can be appropriately managed on site without
increasing flood risk to occupants;
i) Full details of the maintenance/adoption of the surface water drainage system;
j) Measures taken to prevent pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or surface
water
The drainage scheme must adhere to the hierarchy of drainage options as outlined
in the NPPF PPG
Reason
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“To ensure that the proposed development can be adequately drained and to
ensure that there is no increased flood risk on or off site resulting from the
proposed development” “
A1.9 MKC Landscape Services (Tree Officer)
No comments received at the time of writing this report.
A1.10 MKC Landscape Officer
Initial comments
“No objection in principle to the development of the site which is designated for
housing in Plan:MK and on the policies map (HS72). A hybrid Planning Permission
(LPA Ref: 17/02616/OUT) was granted on 9th March 2019. This outline planning
application seeks to refine the detailed design and parameter layout of the
consented scheme. A full planning application for the hospital element will be
submitted to the Council in due course.
This application seeks outline planning permission for the development of the Site
for up to 171 residential dwellings (Use Class C3) and local shop (Use Class A1A5) with all matters reserved.
The current application includes a higher number of dwellings (171 vs 148) but
retains the previous level of retail (400m2) this raises no concerns as the hospital
will occupy a smaller site leaving a greater area of the site for housing
development. In addition, the description includes the wording ‘up to’ providing
flexibility on the final number of dwellings up to a maximum of 171 units.
The application is supported by an Arboricultural Survey Report and Impact
Assessment. This is broadly acceptable for an outline application and should be
used to guide the detailed design process of the proposed Development regarding
existing arboricultural constraints. However, notwithstanding the submitted arb
report a RM layout should not compromise the retention of the avenue street trees
along Timbold Drive off Groveway. This arb report should be updated to support a
Reserved Matters Application and include an Arboricultural Method Statement (MS)
for the tree protection measures which are bespoke to the Site and activities
concerned, including detailed construction proposals and final position of fencing /
construction working areas. However, in the updated version the type of tree
protection fencing shall be of the same specification as that depicted in figure 2,
page 20, in BS 5837: 2012.
The application is supported by a Design and Access Statement and parameter
plans, which set out the key components of the scheme and the design principles.
Future reserved matters application(s) will need to accord with these key principles
and gain approval for the detailed design of the proposals, which will include
appearance, access, layout, scale and landscaping.
However, I recommend that the parameter plans (PP) should be adjusted as
follows:
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•
References on the plans to ‘LEAP’ should be replaced with the correct
terminology ‘local play area’;
•
Show the existing avenue of trees retained along Timbold Drive off
Groveway up to the roundabout both sides of the street even if access has to
punch through the avenue;
•
Density PP, Building Heights PP – These PPs should match the others by
including the zone of proposed and existing landscape features on the key and
using the same green colour for consistency;
•
Access PP - A pedestrian link to the linear parkland to the north managed by
The Parks Trust should be included; also, include a pedestrian link to the redway
leading to the bus stops along Groveway;
•
Landuse PP – the greenspace which is to form the local play area should be
shown on the landuse parameter plan as it is the key open space for the
development, it has to be provided and better fits ‘zone of proposed landscape
feature’ and is shown on the landscape PP; exclude ‘public open space’ from the
‘zone of residential development’;
•
Composite PP – local play area should be included in text for the mid-green
key colour;
Also, section 106 wording would need to be adjusted to reflect the latest Plan:MK
policy regarding the local play area.
If planning permission is to be granted, conditions requiring the submission of
acceptable Reserved Matters details should be imposed on the consent issued,
see wording below. Also, the amended parameter plans and illustrative masterplan
should be listed on the decision notice.
No objection in principle to the development of the site which is designated for
housing in Plan:MK and on the policies map (HS72).
However, I recommend that the parameter plans (PP) should be adjusted as
recommended above.
Also, section 106 wording would need to be adjusted to reflect the latest Plan:MK
policy regarding the local play area.
If planning permission is to be granted, conditions requiring the submission of
acceptable Reserved Matters details should be imposed on the consent issued,
see wording below. Also, the amended parameter plans and illustrative masterplan
should be listed on the decision notice. Recommend conditions regarding
landscaping scheme, levels, boundary treatments, landscape management plan,
lighting and tree protection.”
A1.11 MKC Countryside Officer
No comments received at the time of writing this report.
A1.12 MKC Great Crested Newt Officer
Initial comments
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“Further information in relation to great crested newts and/or licensing required.
The proposals involve development within 250m of ponds and cause damage/loss
of terrestrial habitats where great crested newts (GCN) may be present and
potential harm to individual GCN.
There is a reasonable likelihood of great crested newts being present and therefore
affected by the proposed development.
•
The proposed development site is classified as an amber impact area for
GCN under district licence mapping tools. This indicates that the development has
suitable habitat for newts on site;
•
Natural England Interim Guidance on District Level Licensing (January 2020)
stipulates that development projects falling in the Red or Amber risk zones must
demonstrate proposals do not pose a risk to GCN, or, provide detail on the
methods that will be used to safeguard against such risks, which may include
licensing.
•
There are 14 ponds within 500m of the site boundary, 3 of which are within
250m;
•
The submitted ecological report (Urban Edge, March 2020) indicates definite
impact to GCN & their habitats (0.3.3) and recommends that licensing will be
required in respect of this species development (0.3.4);
•
Connectivity of suitable habitat in the local area may provide dispersal of
GCN from the surrounding area to the development site; and
•
Biological records show that GCN are on and near to the development site.
•
The Natural England Rapid Risk Assessment Tool (GCN Method Statement
WML-A14-2, November 2017) indicates that potential for an offence to GCN is
highly likely at this development due to the loss/damage of terrestrial habitat.
GCN and their habitats are fully protected under the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017 (as amended). Therefore it is illegal to deliberately
capture, injure, kill, disturb or take GCN or to damage or destroy breeding sites or
resting places. Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) it is
illegal to internationally or recklessly disturb any GCN occupying a place of shelter
or protection, or to obstruct access to any place of shelter or protection (see the
legislation or seek legal advice for full details). Milton Keynes Council have a
statutory duty in exercising of all their functions to ‘have regard, so far is consistent
with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving
biodiversity’, as stated under section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural
Communities Act 2006 (NERC). As a result GCN and their habitats are a material
consideration in the planning process.
Policy:
MKC could refuse permission if adequate information on protected species is not
provided by an applicant, as it will be unable to assess the impacts on the species
and thus meet the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019),
ODPM Circular 06/2005 or the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
2017 (as amended). MKC has the power to request information under Article 4 of
the Town and Country (Planning Applications) Regulations 1988 (SI1988.1812)(S3)
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which covers general information for full applications. CLG 2007 ‘The validation of
planning applications’ states that applications should not be registered if there is a
requirement for an assessment of the impacts of a development on biodiversity
interests.
Recommended Actions:
The following options are available:
1.
An EPS site-based mitigation licence in respect of GCN be acquired; or
2.
The District Licence scheme (administered by the NatureSpace Partnership)
should be applied for. Under MKC’s district licence, development works that may
cause impacts upon GCN can be authorised as part of the planning process.”
A1.13 MKC Archaeology
Initial comments
“The archaeological assessment submitted with the application indicates a
moderate potential for archaeological remains of the iron Age to Roman periods
within the site. As such I recommend that the site is subject to archaeological field
evaluation potentially leading to mitigation of any significant remains revealed. This
may be secured by the following pre-commencement condition:
Prior to the commencement of the development an archaeological field evaluation
comprising geophysical survey and subsequent trial trenching shall be completed.
The archaeological evaluation shall be detailed in a Written Scheme of
Investigation submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in writing.
On completion of the archaeological field evaluation a further Written Scheme of
Investigation for a programme of archaeological mitigation in respect of any
identified areas of significant buried archaeological remains shall be submitted to
and approved by the local planning authority in writing. For land that is included
within the WSI, no development shall take place other than in accordance with the
agreed WSI, which shall include a statement of significance and research
objectives; and:
a) The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording and the
nomination of a competent person(s) or organisation to undertake the agreed
works;
b) The programme for post-investigation assessment and subsequent analysis,
publication & dissemination and deposition of resulting material. This part of the
condition shall not be discharged until these elements have been fulfilled in
accordance with the programme set out in the WSI.
Reason: To ensure the appropriate recording of any archaeological remains
affected by the development in accordance with: Paragraph 199 of the National
Planning Policy Framework and Policy HE1 of Plan:MK. “
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A1.14 MKC Environmental Health
Initial comments
“I’ve reviewed the above application documents and can’t find any noise
assessment, therefore I presume the applicants are relying upon the assessment
that was submitted in support of the previous application (17/02616/OUT).
Therefore I request the following conditions that were requested in response to the
original application:
1.
The detailed design of the residential elements, should include the acoustic
performance of the building facades and ensure indoor and outdoor amenity space
complies with the standards of BS 8233.
2.
The acoustic details of fixed mechanical plant and design of service areas
shall be agreed with the Environmental Health department.
3.
The Report suggests planning conditions should be imposed relating to
hours of delivery and screening of service yards. Therefore, deliveries and
collections to and from the non-residential elements of the development, shall be
limited to between 07:00 and 19:00 hours.”
A1.15 MKC Housing Strategy Team
Initial comments
As per Policy HN2 (Affordable Housing) of Plan:MK any development that proposes for 11
or more homes should provide at least 31% affordable housing.
The policy states a tenure mix of affordable housing will consist of approximately:
•
•
•

20% of units under the Affordable Rent model (up to 80% of market rents) or Local
Housing Allowance (whichever is lower);
5% of units at a level broadly equivalent to Social Rent; and
6% Shared Ownership (based on a range of 25% - 40% equity share in order to be classed
as Affordable Housing).
However, MKDP sites as a rule require 36% affordable housing, for this development the
affordable housing we would expect to see is 62 units to be compliant. In order to best
meet local need these should be:

•
•
•

39 as affordable rent
11 as social rent
12 shared ownership
Any proposed Affordable Housing house size mix should be in line with current affordable
housing need and policy; predominantly 3 bed and 2 bed, then 1 bed and 4 bed properties,
as appropriate for the site and development.
The 2017 SHMA indicates that only 9.8% & 8.5% respectively of the 8,200 affordable
housing needed between 2016 and 2031 should be one-bed and two-bed flats. Instead, the
need is predominantly for 3 and 2 bed houses as the table below shows:
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Table 1: Expected Market Sale and Affordable Housing tenure
Type
Flat

Size

1 bed
2+ bed
House 2 bed
3 bed
4 bed
5 bed

Affordable
housing
9.8%
8.5%
32.9%
37.8%
8.5%
2.4%
100%

Aff Hsg
Market Mrkt Hsg Mkt Hsg
Expected housing Expected Proposed
6
0.5%
1
0
5
1.1%
1
0
21
10.9%
12
6
24
57.4%
63
12
5
24.6%
27
0
1
5.5%
6
0
62
100%
109
18

We would like to see the affordable units dispersed throughout the site and integrated with
the market housing to promote community cohesion & tenure blindness. We do not want
clusters of more than 12 affordable units.
We expect the affordable housing to be let in accordance with the Council’s allocation
scheme and enforced through an agreed nominations agreement with the Council.
Any variance to the mix as required and detailed in the SHMA may need to be assessed
through a viability assessment and against all other material planning considerations.
Accessibility & Adaptability of Homes
As per policy HN4 of Plan:MK, further to requirements for 60% of all new dwellings to be built
to Building Regulations Part M4(2) standards for accessible and adaptable dwellings, at least
10% of all new affordable homes must be built to Building regulations part M4(3) wheelchair
accessible standard.
Specific to this site
There is no indication on housing tenures and mix but a comment in the Planning
Statement states the ‘illustrative masterplan has been designed to provide a mix of 46%
apartments and 54% houses. And that ‘The mix of homes (in terms of number of bedrooms
or tenure) will be confirmed at the detailed application stage’. In that light, this consultation
is for comments only.
Also, the Planning Statement qualifies, ‘The illustrative design allows for the provision of
policy-compliant levels of affordable housing’. As this is an MKDP site 36% applies.
With the submission of the REM application(s) we will expect to receive an
Accommodation Schedule showing the plot numbers, addresses (once known), the
tenures (Affordable Rent, Social Rent and Shared Ownership), Bldg Regs M4(2) and Bldg
Regs M4(3) compliant units, house types, number of bedrooms and the Registered
Provider (once known) along with a detailed plan (for the flats it must be of each floor) to
correlate with the plot numbers, tenures, Bldg Regs M4(2) and Bldg Regs M4(3) compliant
units, number of bedrooms and house types in your Accommodation Schedule supplied.
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The Development needs to comply with Plan:MK (2019) and further advise that a condition
be added to ensure the housing mix is provided at outline stage and/or secure it by
condition if it has been provided and agreed.
Strategic Housing welcome early discussion of the tenure mix with the Developer

Additional comments
Thank you for your discussion in regards to the above site and your concerns
regarding it potentially being 46% flats.
It is difficult to make any kind of evaluation at this point without an indicative plan
showing potential locations of the dwellings and flats in order to give informed
commentary. We are happy there is to be a condition in the OUTLINE decision that
ensures that the Reserved Matters Application can be assessed at the time it is
sent in, in line with current data. We would like to see a combination of the
conditions below that covers the whole of the housing on the site being in sync
with the SHMA unless agreed differently at the time and to include detail in an
Accommodation Schedule with a Correlating Plan to include all salient information.
1.
Notwithstanding the approved documents, Any relevant
reserved matters application containing residential units shall include
details of:
a. development density, and
b. the mix of type and size of market dwellings to be provided
in that phase, informed by the Council's most up to date Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) evidence and Policy HN1 of
Plan:MK to be approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
details.
Reason: To ensure that the proposed development provides an
adequate variety of housing mix to reflect need within the District, and
to comply with Policy HN1 of Plan: MK.
1.
Any housing reserved matters application shall include
details of the location and type of affordable housing pursuant to the
development parcel for which approval is sought. Each phase or part
of the development should be carried out in accordance with the
approved details.
Reason: In order to ensure that the development and location
of the affordable housing is appropriate
However, at this point in time we don’t see it as an issue especially in looking at
the changes in need due to the pandemic. I reiterate that it would all depend on
location, tenure etc and how they fit in the whole scheme.
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Partly as a result of Covid-19, immediate housing need has changed. Whereas the
focus on new Affordable Housing has been on family homes for the last 2 to 3
years, the urgent need to accommodate rough sleepers, combined with the rising
numbers of single homeless people and care leavers in need of accommodation,
means there is now a sharp demand for 1 bed Affordable Housing.
This could change at the drop of a hat hence the condition above which allows for
assessment based on current times.
Affordable Housing needs to be provided to meet the range of requirements of the
population of Milton Keynes, including a range in terms of rent levels and sales
prices that are truly affordable along with a choice of tenures. It is not just the
numbers built but also the balance of tenures and affordability which needs to be
thought through on each and every site.
A1.16 MKC Travel Plan Coordinator
Initial comments
A framework residential travel plan (RTP) has been received as part of the
application, the RTP contains site-wide overarching objectives and targets without
prior knowledge of the end-tenant. The RTP makes a commitment to make the end
tenant aware of the responsibilities to deliver a full travel plan.
• Once occupied a full travel plan should be delivered by the tenant within 3 months
following occupation.
• The RTP outlines details of a Travel Plan Coordinator managing the travel plan
and appointed to the role across a number of sites or as part of an existing role.
• The RTP outlines achieving a target of a reduction of 5% single occupancy
vehicle use, through delivering a package of measures and initiatives to support
uptake of active and sustainable modes of transport, with achievement against the
targets being measured by an annual survey, with remedial measures put in place
should the site not achieve its targets.
• The FTP commits to submitting reporting of the annual travel survey and
monitoring the travel plan to be agreed with the local authority, the preferred
platform for monitoring travel plans is Modeshift STARS for Communities.
The recommendations are that the delivery of the full travel plan should be secured
by planning obligation through a s106 agreement.
A1.17 MKC Passenger Transport
No comments received at the time of writing this report.
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A1.18 HSE Consultation
No comments received at the time of writing this report.
A1.19 The Parks Trust
No comments received at the time of writing this report.
A1.20 Anglian Water
ASSETS
Section 1 - Assets Affected
There are assets owned by Anglian Water or those subject to an adoption
agreement within or close to the development boundary that may affect the layout
of the site. Anglian Water would ask that the following text be included within your
Notice should permission be granted. Anglian Water has assets close to or
crossing this site or there are assets subject to an adoption agreement. Therefore
the site layout should take this into account and accommodate those assets within
either prospectively adoptable highways or public open space. If this is not
practicable then the sewers will need to be diverted at the developers cost under
Section 185 of the Water Industry Act 1991. or, in the case of apparatus under an
adoption agreement, liaise with the owners of the apparatus. It should be noted that
the diversion works should normally be completed before development can
commence.
WASTEWATER SERVICES
Section 2 - Wastewater Treatment
The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of Cotton Valley Water
Recycling Centre that will have available capacity for these flows
Section 3 - Used Water Network
This response has been based on the following submitted documents: Flood Risk
Assessment The sewerage system at present has available capacity for these
flows. If the developer wishes to connect to our sewerage network they should
serve notice under Section 106 of the Water Industry Act 1991. We will then advice
them of the most suitable point of connection.
(1) INFORMATIVE - Notification of intention to connect to the public sewer under
S106 of the Water Industry Act Approval and consent will be required by Anglian
Water, under the Water Industry Act 1991. Contact Development Services Team
0345 606 6087.
(2) INFORMATIVE - Notification of intention to connect to the public sewer under
S106 of the Water Industry Act Approval and consent will be required by Anglian
Water, under the Water Industry Act 1991. Contact Development Services Team
0345 606 6087.
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(3) INFORMATIVE
- Protection of existing assets - A public sewer is shown on record plans within the
land identified for the proposed development. It appears that development
proposals will affect existing public sewers. It is recommended that the applicant
contacts Anglian Water Development Services Team for further advice on this
matter. Building over existing public sewers will not be permitted (without
agreement) from Anglian Water.
(4) INFORMATIVE - Building
near to a public sewer - No building will be permitted within the statutory easement
width of 3 metres from the pipeline without agreement from Anglian Water. Please
contact Development Services Team on 0345 606 6087.
(5) INFORMATIVE: The developer should note that the site drainage details
submitted have not been approved for the purposes of adoption. If the developer
wishes to have the sewers included in a sewer adoption agreement with
Anglian Water (under Sections 104 of the Water Industry Act 1991), they should
contact our Development Services Team on 0345 606 6087 at the earliest
opportunity. Sewers intended for adoption should be designed and
constructed in accordance with Sewers for Adoption guide for developers, as
supplemented by Anglian Water’s requirements
Section 4 - Surface Water Disposal
The preferred method of surface water disposal would be to a sustainable drainage
system (SuDS) with connection to sewer seen as the last option. Building
Regulations (part H) on Drainage and Waste Disposal for England includes a
surface water drainage hierarchy, with infiltration on site as the preferred disposal
option, followed by discharge to watercourse and then connection to a sewer.
The surface water strategy/flood risk assessment submitted with the planning
application relevant to Anglian Water is acceptable. We request that the agreed
strategy is reflected in the planning approval
Section 5 - Suggested Planning Conditions
Anglian Water would therefore recommend the following planning condition if the
Local Planning Authority is mindful to grant planning approval.
Surface Water Disposal (Section 4)
CONDITION No hard-standing areas to be constructed until the works have been
carried out in accordance with the
surface water strategy so approved unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. REASON To prevent environmental and amenity problems
arising from flooding.
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A1.21 Third Party/Neighbour Comments
Comments have been received from 9 addresses/neighbours. The material
planning considerations are summarised below:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Loss of green space and trees/greenery
Proposals include a high quantity of high rise buildings
No need for more housing
Increase in traffic (specifically onto Groveway)
Congestion and road safety
S106 Agreement will not address current community needs
Impact on privacy and overlooking
Impact on wildlife and biodiversity
Increase in noise from construction and retail units
Overdevelopment of the site
Visual impact on the existing neighbourhood
Increased pressure on local facilities
Lack of inclusion of disability access to homes
Concern regarding whether the scheme had been consulted on

(171)

ITEM

6(c)

Application Number: 20/01432/FUL
Description 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
Statutory Target: 17 September 2020
Extension of Time: Yes – 6 November 2020
Ward: Bletchley East

Parish: Bletchley and Fenny Stratford
Town Council

Report Author/Case Officer:

Katy Lycett
Senior Planning Officer

Contact Details:

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

Team Manager:

Myles Joyce
Interim Development Management Manger
myles.joyce@miltonkeynes.gov.uk

1.0

RECOMMENDATION

1.1

It is recommended that permission is granted subject to conditions set out in this
report and completion of a S106 agreement which is to be completed within 28 days
of this meeting.

1.2

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.

2.0

INTRODUCTION
The Site

2.1

The site consists of 4.38 hectares of undeveloped land of a broadly triangular shape.
It largely consists of planting over a former spoil heap which has subsequently
become colonized with a range of trees and undergrowth. To the immediate north
and east is a section of the A5 which is on a raised embankment. To the south of the
site is Bletcham Way and the Fenny Lock Tesco distribution centre. To the west, on
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the other side of the Grand Union Canal, is the Mount Farm industrial estate. The
western boundary runs parallel with Simpson Road and to the north of the site
beyond the A5 is Simpson village.
2.2

A small part of the site is located within an area of land allocated as a transport
corridor under policy CT8 of the Plan: MK. The road was historically proposed by
the Commission for New Towns to take access from the Fenny Lock roundabout
before running north adjacent to the existing A5 slip road before its crosses Simpson
Road and the canal. This would cut through the land currently used for motocross
and then joined the Mount Farm roundabout. Much of this area now consists of
landscaping that remains outside of the site and is in the ownership of the Council
and Parks Trust.

2.3

There are no heritage assets present on the site and it is not located within a
designated Conservation Area. The site falls within a Milton Keynes Wildlife Corridor
as it is partially within the 150m Canal buffer corridor. The only vehicular access to
the site is from Bletcham Way, provided by an additional spur off the existing
Bletcham Way roundabout. The site is within Flood Zone 1 (low risk of flooding).
The Proposal

2.4

The application proposes two separate units, both with a height of 12.5 metres, to be
used for distribution (B8 use class) with ancillary office functions. Associated on-site
works include vehicle parking, vehicle manoeuvring areas, vehicle access,
pedestrian/cycle links, landscaping, ecological enhancements, groundworks and
SUDS are also proposed.

2.5

The application proposes a new ‘arm’ from the Fenny Lock roundabout at Bletcham
Way. It is scheduled to create over 17,000 square metres of employment floorspace
and has also incorporated employee recreation in communal areas of ancillary
outdoor space such as a gym and training area.

2.6

Vehicle parking for cars, cycles and HGV’s is to be provided on-site in addition to
electric vehicle charging points.

2.7

An EIA screening opinion was carried out (19/02637/EIASCR) and it was confirmed
that the development would not constitute EIA development.
Reason for referral to committee

2.8

The application has been referred to committee as a result of the proposal being a
departure from Plan: MK with regards to the allocated land use.
Scope of debate/decision

2.9

This application proposal is a full planning application and so all matters are to be
considered.
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3.0

RELEVANT POLICIES
National Policy

3.1

National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) (NPPF)
Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development
Section 8 - Promoting healthy and safe communities
Section 9 - Promoting sustainable transport
Section 11 - Making effective use of land
Section 12 - Achieving well-designed places
In addition, the Planning Practice Guidance is also a material consideration
The Development Plan

3.2

Neighbourhood Plan
Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council - May 2020
The area put forward by the Town Council for designation as a neighbourhood plan
area has now been approved by Milton Keynes Council.

3.3

Plan:MK (March 2019)
Policy DS3 - Employment Development Strategy
Policy ER1 - Employment Sites Within the Borough Of Milton Keynes
Policy ER2 - Protection of Existing Employment Land and Premises
Policy CT1 - Sustainable Transport Network
Policy CT2 - Movement and Access
Policy CT3 - Walking and Cycling
Policy CT5 - Public Transport
Policy CT6 - Low Emission Vehicles
Policy CT8 – Grid Road Network
Policy CT10 - Parking Provision
Policy INF1 - Delivering Infrastructure
Policy FR1 - Managing Flood Risk
Policy FR2 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) and Integrated Flood Risk
Assessment
Policy NE1 - Protection of Sites
Policy NE2 - Protected Species and Priority Species and Habitats
Policy NE3 - Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement
Policy NE4 - Green Infrastructure
Policy NE5 - Conserving and Enhancing Landscape Character
Policy D1 - Designing a High Quality Place
Policy D7 – Canalside Development
Policy D2 - Creating a Positive Character
Policy D3 - Design of Buildings
Policy D5 - Amenity and Street Scene
Policy CC1 - Public Art
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Policy SC1 - Sustainable Construction
3.4

Supplementary Planning Documents/Guidance
Parking Standards SPD (January 2016)
Sustainable Construction Guide SPD (April 2007)
Milton Keynes Drainage Strategy - Development and Flood Risk SPG (May 2004)

3.5

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

3.6

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

4.0

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1

Relevant Pre-application Advice
18/01695/PRELAR
Development of site for B8 warehousing
Response issued 12th November 2018
The response issued was broadly supportive of the scheme subject to careful
consideration of details such as landscaping, parking, ecology and biodiversity.

4.2

Application Site
09/01942/MKCOD3
Change of Use to A Permanent Gypsy Travellers Site with The Construction Of 10
No Single-Storey, Semi-Detached Amenity Blocks Including Access Link to The
Highway, Roadways, Hard Surfacing, Play Area, Fencing, Lighting And Associated
Works
Permitted 25th May 2010
19/02637/EIASCR
EIA screening opinion for erection of 2 x industrial units for uses falling within
B1c/B2/B8 Light/General industrial & storage/distribution with ancillary B1a office
space; the site will be accessed off a newly constructed fourth arm of the Fenny Lock
Roundabout off Bletcham Way; and landscaping and surface water drainage and
other ancillary works.
EIA Not Required 24th October 2019
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5.0

CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS

5.1

Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Council
No comments received.

5.2

Cllr Gowans – Bletchley East (Member of DCC)
No comments received.

5.3

Cllr Darlington – Bletchley East
No comments received.

5.4

Cllr Khan – Bletchley East
No comments received.

5.5

MKC Highways
Comments received from the Highways Engineer considered all aspects of the
submitted scheme relating to the Transport Assessment, site layout, parking and
access arrangements. Due to the extensive pre-application discussions many
queries were resolved prior to submission and, as a result, subject to conditions no
objections are raised to the proposed development. The impact on the wider highway
network is concluded to be acceptable and traffic movements are not expected to
cause harm to highway safety.
Appropriately worded conditions have been included in this report for completeness
and would ensure that if permitted the development would provide sufficient parking
on-site for all vehicle types. Parking has been provided in accordance with required
standards and no objections are therefore raised.

5.6

MKC Development Plans
The response received from Development Plans Officer highlights that the
safeguarding of the Transport Corridor is another criterion in policy CT8. The 2019
Mobility and Mass Rapid Transit Study carried out as part of the evidence base for
the Draft Strategy for 2050 was the most recent survey work carried out and none of
the 10 route options within the Transit Study pass through the application site. As
such, based on this initial work it is unlikely the application site would be needed to
support future mass transit schemes, although the preliminary nature of this work is
recognised. It is therefore concluded that in regard to Policy CT8 there are currently
no contraindications as available data indicates that the site would not be needed for
future transport infrastructure.
Use of the site for storage or distribution use is supported in policy terms however
the loss of part of the transport corridor would be a departure from the development
plan and would need to be advertised and determined accordingly.
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5.7

MKC Urban Design
No objections are raised to the proposed development in terms of design and it is
noted that due to the site location and layout there will be a limited wider impact in
terms of visual appearance.

5.8

MKC Landscape Architect
Comments initially raised sought clarification on a number of issues relates to the
site layout and designation of the land, levels, biodiversity and green infrastructure.
In response, the applicant provided a rebuttal on these points including the following
points:
‘The area allocated as a transport corridor (as shown above using extracts from the
Councils Constraints Map) is identified as the area of landscaping that remains
outside of the site demise and remains in the ownership of MK Council and Parks
Trust. The road proposed to take access directly adjacent to the corridor and overlaps
slightly with the corridor in one section to the north of the site, follows the same route
of an existing track within the site – the former alignment of a historically agreed slip
road which would provide access to a bridge over the canal and then reconnect to
wider grid road system. The proposals herein do not affect or detract from the
function of that section of the site and this section which will remain predominately
within the ownership and control of the Parks Trust and MK Council whom will retain
it for the purposes aforementioned. Indeed, the proposal in its current form offers
significant landscape and biodiversity benefits over and above what was initially
intended for the site.’
Following receipt of additional/revised information including a revised planting
scheme suggested conditions were proposed which have been attached to this
report. No objections against the application have been made by the Council’s
Landscape Architect subject to these conditions being applied.

5.9

MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority)
Following an initial objection further details were provided relating to surface water
drainage, flood risk and water disposal and these were given further consideration.
The objection was subsequently removed, and the details considered to be
acceptable in terms of the proposed development.

5.10

MKC Countryside Officer
Comments received in response to the consultation highlighted two main areas for
consideration, the issue of the wildlife corridor and offsite biodiversity enhancement.

5.11

MKC Countryside Officer (Great Crested Newts)
Comments at pre-application stage highlighted the main issues around this site and
the submitted approach to dealing with Great Crested Newts has been considered
and is acceptable. The non-licensed method statement route is acceptable subject
to an informative which maintains the onus on the developer to ensure that should
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any change in circumstances arise the responsibility remains with them and contact
must be made with the Local Planning Authority.
5.12

MKC Arboricultural Officer
No comments received.

5.13

MKC Environmental Health
No objections are raised subject to an attached condition securing details of the
submission of the verification report in order to maintain accurate records of the site.

5.14

MKC Passenger Transport
The Council’s Passenger Transport Officer sought a financial contribution as part of
the services required to support employees using public transport options. A figure
was suggested and agreed by the applicant and is being secured via the s106.

5.15

MKC Economic Development
Application is supported is supported due to the creation of new employment
floorspace and jobs with a mix of skill levels.

5.16

Crime Prevention Design Advisor
No formal objection was made in respect of the application however some queries
were raised regarding access controls, access to HGV yards, boundary treatments,
cycle storage and waste management. A response has been provided by the
Planning Agent which addresses these issues.

5.17

Canal and River Trust
The Trust had no comments to make on the application.

5.18

Anglian Water
Comments provided by Anglian Water raise no objections to the proposed
development subject to relevant informatives being added to any decision to ensure
that all necessary steps are taken prior to any works taking place. The comments
also confirm that the existing network has capacity for this proposal to operate.

5.19

Bedford Group of Drainage Boards
Comments received requested that the Milton Keynes Council Drainage team should
be consulted regarding this application regarding the surface water drainage and an
information provided.
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5.20

Highways England
Highways England initially submitted a holding response seeking further time to
consider the application. Subsequent correspondence has since been received that
all initial concerns have been withdrawn and formal comments are expected which
confirm no objections to the application.

5.21

Neighbour/ Third Party Representations
No third party representations have been received regarding this application.

6.0

MAIN ISSUES
Principle of development
Highway matters and parking
Impact on character of the area
Design
Landscape
Ecology
Drainage and flood risk
Sustainable construction
S106 matters
Other matters

7.0

CONSIDERATIONS
Principle of development

7.1

In accordance with the policy position provided by the Development Plans Officer
there is an overarching support for the application and the creation of this
development in this location in conjunction with Policy DS3, ER4 and ER1 of Plan:
MK (2019).

7.2

It is acknowledged however that the site is partially allocated within a wildlife corridor
and partly within a transport corridor. These issues are dealt with as below.
Wildlife Corridor

7.3

The site is partially within a designated Wildlife Corridor. However, it is not an open
site available to the public nor is it designated for recreation or amenity space
therefore offering limited opportunities for outdoor leisure. As a result, the
development would not result in any loss of potential enjoyment for the wider
community. The development itself must be assessed however in terms of any
biodiversity loss or ecological harm and this is discussed in greater detail in later
sections of this report.

7.4

Policy NE1 states that where development proposals would likely harm a site of
countywide or local importance it will only be permitted if compensatory provision in
line with the mitigation hierarchy can be secured in order to achieve a net gain in
biodiversity. As a net gain cannot be fully achieved on site, the applicant has agreed
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to compensation to achieve a net gain in biodiversity in the wider area. The agreed
financial contributions are discussed in greater detail in later sections of this report
however an agreed position has been reached in order to comply with this policy.
7.5

Further criteria within Policy NE1 relates to the issues around the local development
need and whether these significantly outweigh the biodiversity or geological
conservation value of the site; and all reasonable possibilities for mitigation being
been put in place.

7.6

As the creation of units in this location has been considered and accepted in terms
of the relevant employment policies within Plan: MK (2019) the Council’s
Development Plans Officers support the site being developed for employment use.
The developer has confirmed that this site is required for development of this type
and a number of prospective occupiers are keen to take on the units. Milton Keynes
is considered to be an excellent location for transport connectivity routes for logistics
operations and there is a local need for uses in this sector of industry. Plan: MK sets
out objectives which include that of pursuing a vigorous economic development
strategy so that the business sector and local economy is supported, existing firms
can expand and new firms are attracted. In terms of the local development needs
outweighing any biodiversity or geological conservation value this is an issue which
has been considered by the Council’s Countryside Officer and has resulted in a
financial contribution being agreed in order to ensure appropriate mitigation for
biodiversity which cannot be achieved on-site. This is in accordance with Policy NE1
of Plan: MK (2019).

7.7

Policy NE4 also highlights that development will contribute to the enhancement and
strengthening of existing green infrastructure to provide wellbeing benefits to people
through access to nature. In this instance the development not only provides a
financial sum for off-site mitigation the proposal also includes on-site access to
leisure and recreation with outdoor green spaces to support employee welfare.

7.8

The built form itself is located to the West of site and the corridors (both Wildlife and
Transport respectively) are towards the eastern edge of the site boundary. As a
result, although the site as a whole would be developed, it would be the ancillary
facilities in the location of the Wildlife corridor rather than the main built form itself.
Transport Corridor

7.9

As part of the site is within the designated Transport Corridor the relevant parts of
Policy CT8 of Plan: MK (2019) are to be considered. It is noted that recent survey
work from 2019 highlights the likelihood of the grid road link coming forward is low.
Furthermore, it has been confirmed that there is currently no evidence that the link
would be required as a result of growth of local demand. Consequently, the parts
within the application site which are allocated as a Transport Corridor are unlikely to
be brought forward, which outlined in the consultation response from the
Development Plans and Transport Policy team. Furthermore, a member of the
Transport Policy and Planning Team also confirmed that there are no road schemes
in the pipeline for this section of road. As a result, the option for development as a
departure from Plan: MK, subject to necessary publicity, can be accepted in principle.
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7.10

As a result of the above there is an acceptance in principle for development to come
forward on this site subject to all other relevant considerations.
Highway matters and parking

7.11

The application provides detailed information regarding on-site parking
arrangements, vehicle movements and traffic implications on the local area and road
network. The Council’s Highways Engineer has not raised any objections to the
application. In conjunction with Policy CT10 of Plan: MK (2019) the application as
submitted is deemed to be acceptable from the perspective of the Local Planning
Authority.

7.12

A summary of the car parking provision on site is included below:

Type
B1 (1,728 sqm)
B8 (15,552 sqm)
Accessible spaces
Electric vehicle
(EV) charging
points
Site Total
HGV spaces (15,552
sqm)
Powered two-wheeler
(PTW)
Cycle Parking employee
Cycle parking - visitor
Site Total

7.13

Parking Standards
Requirement - Zone 3
On site spaces
1 per 30 sqm (58 spaces)
1 per 100sqm (156 spaces)
5% of provision (11 spaces)
2 charging points per 100
spaces + 1 charging point per
additional 100 (3 spaces)
214 spaces required,
including 11 accessible
spaces and 3 EV points
1 per 300sqm (52 spaces)
1 space per 70 car parking
spaces (4 spaces)
1 per 120 sqm (15 spaces)
1 per 700 sqm (23 spaces)
1 per 500sqm (4 spaces)
1 per 1000sqm (16 spaces)
52 HGV spaces + 4 PTW
spaces + 58 cycle spaces

Provided
On site spaces
214 spaces
12 spaces
22 spaces
214 spaces provided,
including 12 accessible and
22 EV points
52 spaces
4 spaces

70 spaces
52 HGV spaces + 4 PTW
spaces + 70 cycle spaces

A sum has been agreed for financial contributions to be made towards Travel
Planning and Passenger Transport improvements as part of the s106 agreement.
This position is accepted and will enable relevant and necessary monitoring to take
place and for any associated improvement works. The proposed improvements
which would be secured via this contribution include;
•
•

Provision of additional local bus journeys to accommodate shift changes - total
(5 years).
Provision of 1 bus stop with layby, raised boarding area, bus shelter and bus
cage marking.
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•
•

7.14

Upgrade of existing bus stop with raised boarding area, bus shelter and bus
cage marking
Provision of real time information displays together with 5 years maintenance £12,000

A holding response was received by Highways England, who wished to further
consider the transport assessment in relation to the impact on road safety and traffic
movements. Further comments were subsequently received officially removing the
holding response and confirming that no objections to the application would be
raised.
Impact on the Character of the Area

7.15

The land is currently undeveloped as previous allocations and permissions have not
been brought forward. As a result, the site has evolved into an area of unmanaged
grassland. Whilst this has generated some ecological benefits, the character of the
area remains as a commercial/industrial part of Bletchley which was always allocated
for redevelopment in some form.

7.16

The local area is characterised by large industrial/storage units within Mount Farm
off Bond Avenue, the highway network connecting the A5 to Bletcham Way and
Simpson Road and the Canal running parallel to the western site boundary. As a
result, the creation of x2 units for storage and distribution is not deemed to be at odds
with the character or appearance of the local area. Under the criteria of Policies D1
and D3 of Plan: MK (2019) there are no fundamental issues with the introduction of
commercial units in this location with regards to the character of the local area. As a
positive addition to the development, a green roof system is proposed which adds
both environmental benefits and visual interest.
Design and Layout

7.17

The site layout and design creates two units with associated ancillary facilities. The
layout, in terms of the site context, does not raise any concerns. The proposal makes
effective use of the available land whilst also providing all necessary on-site
provisions for parking, manoeuvring etc.

7.18

In addition, the scheme positively includes some additional features for staff
wellbeing and leisure including outdoor areas for recreation. This is deemed to be a
welcome enhancement in terms of employee welfare.

7.19

The proposal creates an acceptable overall design with a layout that is appropriate
in terms of highway movements, landscaping and ancillary features. In accordance
with Policies D1 and D2 of Plan: MK (2019).
Residential amenity

7.20

The site does not sit within a residential area and, as a result, the issue of residential
amenity is not highlighted as a consideration. The closest dwellings to the application
site are within the nearby settlements of Caldecotte, Simpson and Bletchley with the
nearest properties being over 300 metres away. Therefore none of these properties
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are in close proximity to the proposed development and as a result Policy D5 of Plan:
MK (2019) is not in conflict.
Landscape
7.21

Whilst the site has evolved into an area of grassland due to previous proposal not
coming forward, the site itself is not an area of open space for leisure or recreation.

7.22

The Council’s Landscape Architect has provided detailed conditions to be attached
to any decision to ensure that existing planting and proposed landscaping are
appropriately detailed and secured. The existing established planting buffer adjacent
to Simpson Road forms an attractive site boundary and is to be retained due to
changes in levels on this part of the site which would make construction difficult. As
a result this woodland area will be maintained to the benefit of the local landscape
and visual appearance of the local area. The retention of this planting will also offer
some visual screening of the proposed buildings to the wider area around Simpson
Road and will support the ethos around Policies D1 and NE5 of Plan: MK (2019).
Ecology
Great Crested Newts

7.23

This issue has been dealt with via discussions between the agent/developer and the
Council’s Licensing Officer and an agreed position has been reached. This
essentially allows works to continue. However, should any change in circumstances
arise it is the responsibility of the developer to react accordingly by securing the
correct licence. This is an acceptable approach and ensures that the site is still
protected should any new issues arise. This approach has been confirmed as
sufficient by the Council’s Great Crested Newts Licensing Officer and is appropriate
to comply with the relevant sections of Policies NE1, NE2 and NE3 of Plan: MK
(2019).
Biodiversity and Ecological Enhancements

7.24

In accordance with submitted information as part of the application it has been
concluded that, in order to mitigate for any loss of biodiversity, suitable mitigation
would be required. However, due to the size and layout of the site, the proposed
development would not provide sufficient capacity to do this. As a result, the s106
has included a financial contribution (see below) based on the Biodiversity Impact
Assessment Metric (BIAM) calculation in order to secure off-site mitigation. This is a
suitable alternative as it ensures that sufficient net gains in biodiversity are achieved
albeit not within the application site. This contribution can then be used for projects
within Milton Keynes to ensure that net gain is achieved within the local area. This
ensures compliance with Policies NE2, NE3 and NE4 of Plan: MK (2019).
Wildlife Corridor

7.25

In addition, further agreement to the development within the Wildlife Corridor has
been provided on behalf of the Strategic Landscape and Countryside Manager who
confirmed;
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7.26

‘All opportunities to limit the negative impacts of development on the wildlife corridors
should be considered. I am content that within the details you have submitted these
issues have been addressed and these will be followed through with the production
of the Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP)’.

7.27

It is therefore agreed that subject to other matters as discussed in this report the
issue of the Wildlife Corridor is resolved under Policies NE1 and D7 of Plan: MK
(2019).
Drainage and flood risk

7.28

Surface water drainage is to be dealt with via a variety of methods which have been
accepted as appropriate for this site by the Lead Local Flood Authority. These
methods are concluded to be sufficient to manage surface water and associated
drainage as a result of the development. As a result, the relevant sections of Policies
FR1, FR2 and FR3 of Plan: MK (2019) have been sufficiently addressed in relation
to this application subject to an attached condition to secure the final details
Sustainable construction

7.29

Under the relevant sections of Policy SC1 development should seek to ensure
efficiency through careful consideration of materials, technologies and construction
working towards carbon neutrality. This development has included some features
which are considered exemplar for this type of development e.g. a sensor suite in
each building to monitor air and water quality, a green roof system on certain areas,
a solar array, harvested rainwater to serve edible landscapes and air source heat
pumps.

7.30

The BREEAM rating for this proposal is ‘Excellent’ and to supplement any carbon
which is generated a figure is committed within the s106 for offsetting. This ensures
that appropriate funding is secured for carbon offsetting projects where appropriate.
S106 matters

7.31

The following contributions have been sought to offset the impact of the
development:

Contribution
Passenger Transport
Travel Plans
Public Art (estimated)
Carbon Offsetting (estimated)
Biodiversity Offsetting
Total Contribution

£459,250
£5,000
£91,460
£41,687
£718,000
£1,315,397
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7.32

The table above demonstrates the agreed sums to be payable through financial
contributions. The estimated costs may be subject to change following submission
of a report setting out the methods of calculation, as will be provided in the S106
agreement.

7.33

These sums are considered to be necessary to make the development acceptable in
planning terms and directly related to the development, and fairly and reasonably
related in scale and kind to the development and have been agreed by the developer
subject to permission being granted. These contributions meet the tests for
obligations set out in Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy
Regulations 2010 (as amended in 2019) and as outlined at paragraph 204 of the
NPPF. Other matters
Site Safety and Crime Prevention

7.34

In response to the comments provided by the Thames Valley Police the
agent/developer responded with clarification on some of the queries raised and
confirmed that the site is entirely secure and not open to the public. As the nature of
distribution is that the buildings are likely to be operation 24/7 there will be site activity
at all times rather than the premises remaining unsupervised. On this basis it is
considered that this issue has been sufficiently addressed by the response provided
and the site will be adequately secure.
Canalside Development

7.35

Under Policy D7 of Plan: MK (2019) careful consideration should be given Canalside
development. It is necessary to clarify that this proposed development is within the
vicinity of the Canal but not directly adjacent to it. Consequently, the guidance within
Policy D7 has only limited influence in this instance. Furthermore, the Canal and
Rivers Trust made no comments on the application and as a result there are not
considered to be any outstanding issues in this regard.
Gypsy and Traveller Provision

7.36

In 2009, an application was submitted for a change of use to a permanent gypsy
travellers site with the construction of 10 no single-storey, semi-detached amenity
blocks including access link to the highway, roadways, hard surfacing, play area,
fencing, lighting and associated works. This application was subsequently approved
however never implemented. The provision of Gypsy and Traveller sites is now
addressed through Plan: MK (2019) and as a result this issue is not a consideration
at this time.
Economic Benefits

7.37

The application proposed schedules the creation of the following:
Unit 1: 144 jobs
Unit 2: 102 Jobs
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7.38

In conjunction with comments received from the Council’s Ecoomic Development
colleague this application offers positive contributions to visions for the Council Plan
2016 – 2022 for Milton Keynes to be a thriving city of 500,000 people. The Council
Plan 2016-2022 also highlights the need to support businesses to grow and
contribute to life in a prosperous and more equal City. It goes on to convey that it
should create a place of opportunity, and provide the resident population with
sustainable, meaningful employment; and therefore it is essential that Milton Keynes
creates an environment that accommodates, retains and grows its business
community.

7.39

The proposal as set out strongly supports the priorities and aims of the Economic
Development Strategy 2017-2027.As a result this development would be a positive
contribution to employment opportunities in compliance with the aims and objectives
of Policy DS3 of Plan: MK (2019) which relates to an Employment Development
Strategy.

8.0

CONCLUSIONS

8.1

In accordance with the main considerations of this proposal it is concluded that the
scheme can be supported both in terms of principle and detail. Whilst there a
departure from the Development Plan in terms of land allocation and designation this
conflict has been overcome by the demonstration of material benefits as a result of
the proposal coming forward – in this instance employment opportunities, investment
and tangible improvements secured via the s106. The development of this site has
been accepted and the application itself are deemed to be satisfactory subject to
relevant conditions and the successful completion of the s106 Agreement.

9.0

CONDITIONS

1.

Plans
The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with the
following drawings/details:
Received 20.08.2020:
00300 PL 3 Proposed Fencing Layout & Details - Unit 1
00301 PL 3 Proposed Fencing Layout & Details - Unit 2
Received 18.06.2020:
7022-ALP-XX-XX-M2-L-00007 - Land off Bletcham Way Green Roof Plan 1 of 2
7022-ALP-XX-XX-M2-L-00008 - Land off Bletcham Way Green Roof Plan 2 of 2
7022-ALP-XX-XX-M2-L-00009 - Land off Bletcham Way Tree Pit Details 1 of 2
7022-ALP-XX-XX-M2-L-00010 - Land off Bletcham Way Tree Pit Details 2 of 2
20002-BGL-XX-XX-DR-D-0100 Rev P5 - Section 278 Highway Works General
Arrangement
20002-BGL-XX-XX-DR-S-0200 Rev P5 - Preliminary Proposed Levels
20002-BGL-XX-XX-DR-S-0202 Rev P3 - Retaining Wall Cross Sections
20002-BGL-XX-XX-DR-D-0250 Rev P3 - Indicative Drainage Strategy
20002-BGL-XX-XX-SK-S-0005 Rev P3 - Vehicle Tracking and Visibility Splays
20002-BGL-XX-XX-SK-S-0009 Rev P5 - Foul Drainage Strategy
20002-BGL-XX-XX-SK-S-0010 Rev P4 - HGV Vehicle Tracking and Visibility Splays
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10198-INF-100 Rev C - Proposed Infrastructure and Site Services
10198-PL-100 Rev A - External Lighting Lux Levels Plot
33961_T Rev 0 - Topographical Survey
7022-ALP-XX-XX-M2-L-00006 - Land off Bletcham Way General Arrangements
Green Roof Plan Operational Noise Assessment Rev 2
Phase I/II Environmental Assessment Issue 3
Planning Design and Access Statement including SCI
Planning Energy Report Issue 2 including BRUKL Output
PEA and Bat Roost Potential Survey including Habitat Impact Assessment Calculator
Remediation and Verification Strategy Version 2
Road Safety Audit Designers Response (Issue 2)
Specification for Landscape and Horticultural Works (7022.Land.Spec.001)
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit Rev 1.0
Sustainabbility Statement and BREEAM 2018 Report (Issue 2)
Transport Assessement (Issue 2) including Caldecotte the Interchange Model
Validation Report
Received 18.06.2020:
AXA005-005 Rev A - Site Plan
3936-CA-00-00-DR-A-00050 Rev PL1 - Proposed Site Layout Plan
3936-CA-00-00-DR-A-00051 Rev PL1 - Site Location Plan
3936-CA-00-00-DR-A-00170 Rev PL2 - Proposed Site Sections
3936-CA-00-00-DR-A-00060 Rev PL1 - Proposed Desmise Plan
3936-CA-00-ZZ-DR-A-00350 Rev PL1 - Proposed Cycle Shelter & Enclosure Details
3936-CA-01-00-DR-A-00200 Rev PL1 -Proposed Elevations - Unit 1
3936-CA-01-GF-DR-A-00100 Rev PL1 - Proposed Warehouse Plan - Unit 1
3936-CA-01-ZZ-DR-A-00110 Rev PL1 -Proposed Main Office Plans - Unit 1
936-CA-01-00-DR-A-00250 Rev PL1 - Proposed External Finishes - Unit 1
3936-CA-01-RL-DR-A-00120 Rev PL1 - Proposed Roof Plan - Unit 1
3936-CA-01-ZZ-DR-A-00150 Rev PL1 - Proposed Warehouse Sections - Unit 1
3936-CA-01-ZZ-DR-A-00160 Rev PL1 - Proposed Office Sections - Unit 1
3936-CA-01-GF-DR-A-00300 Rev PL1 - Proposed Fencing Layout & Details - Unit 1
3936-CA-02-00-DR-A-00201 Rev PL1 - Proposed Elevations - Unit 1
3936-CA-02-GF-DR-A-00101 Rev PL1 - Proposed Warehouse Plan - Unit 2
3936-CA-02-GF-DR-A-00251 Rev PL1 - Proposed External Finishes - Unit 2
3936-CA-02-ZZ-DR-A-00111 Rev PL1 - Proposed Main Office Plans - Unit 2
3936-CA-02-ZZ-DR-A-00121 Rev PL1 - Proposed Roof Plan - Unit 2
3936-CA-02-ZZ-DR-A-00151 Rev PL1 - Proposed Warehouse Sections - Unit 2
3936-CA-02-ZZ-DR-A-00161 Rev PL1 - Proposed Office Sections - Unit 2
3936-CA-02-ZZ-DR-A-00301 Rev PL1 - Proposed Fencing Layout & Details - Unit
2
Air Quality Assessment Issue 1
Arboricultural Survey Issue 3
Bat and Reptile Survey Report (Issue 4)
Confidential Badger Survey Report (Issue 3)
Employment Review v.2
External Lighting Report v.2
Flood Risk Assessment v.2
Heritage Assessment v.2
Interim Travel Plan Issue 2
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Landscape Management Plan 7022.LMP.001
Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment 7022.LVIA.002.VF
20002-BGL-XX-XX-SK-S-0009 Rev P5 – Foul Drainage
Received 16.07.2020:
20002-BGL-XX-XX-DR-S-0251 P1 Exceedence Flooding and Node Reference Plan
20002-BGL-XX-XX-CA-D-0001 P2 Fenny Lock Surface Water Calcs
Response to CPDA (TVP) Comments
Received 04.08.2020:
7022-ALP-XX-XX-M2-L-00001 Rev B - Land off Bletcham Way General
Arrangements Planting Plan
7022-ALP-XX-XX-M2-L-00002 Rev B - Land off Bletcham Way Planting Plan 1 of 4
7022-ALP-XX-XX-M2-L-00003 Rev B - Land off Bletcham Way Planting Plan 2 of 4
7022-ALP-XX-XX-M2-L-00004 Rev B- Land off Bletcham Way Planting Plan 3 of 4
7022-ALP-XX-XX-M2-L-00005 Rev B - Land off Bletcham Way Planting Plan 4 of 4
20002-BGL-XX-XX-DR-S-0201 P3 Indicative Earthworks Cut and Fill Volumes Plan
Arboricultural Impact Assessment Issue 1
Arboricultural Method Statement for Enabling and Construction Phase of Work Issue
1
GCN Pre-Application Response Evidence
20002-BGL-XX-XX-TN-D-00002 P1 Response
Received 06.10.2020:
Combined CEMP & Site Wide Plan Rev B
DLA Combined Landscape Response V2
Reason: To define the permission for the avoidance of doubt and in accordance with
best practice guidance set out in paragraph 022 of the National Planning Practice
Guidance.

2.

Expiry Date
The development hereby permitted shall begin before the expiration of three years
from the date of this permission.
Reason: To prevent the accumulation of planning permissions; to enable the Local
Planning Authority to review the suitability of the development in the light of altered
circumstances; and to comply with section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990.

3.

Materials
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out fully in accordance with the
details within the materials listed on the approved elevations plans (3936-CA-01-00DR-A-00200 rev PL1 & 3936-CA-02-00-DR-A-00201 rev PL1) and shall not be
altered unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority. The
development shall be carried out in full accordance with the approved details prior to
the first occupation of the development.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not detract from the character and
appearance of the area in accordance with Policies D2 and D3 of Plan: MK (2019).
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4.

Highways - Access
Notwithstanding the details submitted in support of the application, no part of the
development shall commence until such time as details of the proposed access have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. No other
part of the development shall be occupied until the access has been laid out and
constructed to base course in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory standard of access to and from the site, to ensure
that the alterations to the Fenny Lock Roundabout result in a safe and convenient
highway layout and to ensure a satisfactory construction access for the site in
accordance with Policy CT2 of Plan: MK (2019).

5.

Highways – Off-Site Works
Notwithstanding the details submitted in support of the application, no part of the
development shall commence until such time as details of the proposed off-site
highway works have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. No part of the development shall be occupied until the off-site highway
works have been laid out and constructed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure safe and convenient pedestrian and cycle access to the
development in conjunction with Policy CT3 of Plan: MK (2019).

6.

Highways – Ancillary Parking
Prior to the occupation of each unit the hereby permitted ancillary car parking area
shown on the approved drawings for that unit shall be constructed, surfaced and
permanently marked out. The car parking area so provided shall be maintained as a
permanent ancillary to the development and shall be used for no other purpose
thereafter.
Reason: To ensure adequate parking provision at all times so that the development
does not prejudice the safe free flow of traffic on the neighbouring highway in
compliance with Policy CT2 of Plan: MK (2019).

7.

Highways – Loading and Unloading
Prior to the initial occupation of each unit hereby permitted the scheme for ancillary
parking and manoeuvring and the loading and unloading of vehicles shown on the
approved drawings for that unit shall be provided and shall be used for no other
purpose thereafter.
Reason: To enable vehicles to draw off, park, load/unload and turn clear of the
highway to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the adjoining
highway in compliance with Policy CT2 of Plan: MK (2019).

8.

Highways – Cycle Parking
Prior to the first occupation of each unit the proposed ancillary bicycle parking shown
in the approved drawings for that unit shall be provided and shall be retained
thereafter.
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Reason: To ensure that adequate cycle parking facilities are provided to serve the
development in conjunction with Policy CT3 of Plan: MK (2019).

9.

Construction - Levels
No development above slab level shall take place on each plot until details of the
proposed finished floor levels of the building on that plot and the finished ground
levels of that plot, in relation to existing site levels of the immediately adjacent land,
has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The
development for each plot shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the
approved levels.
Reason: To ensure that construction is carried out at suitable levels having regard to
drainage, access, the appearance of the development and the amenities of
neighbouring properties in accordance with Policies D3 and D5 of Plan:MK (2019).

10.

Construction - CEMP
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out fully in accordance with the
details within the Combined CEMP and Site Wide Plan Rev B and shall not be altered
unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that construction of the site does not cause harm to highway
safety, the natural and historical environment and the surrounding area in conjunction
with Policy CT2, D5 and NE1 of Plan: MK (2019).

11.

Contamination
Remedial works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved strategy and
validated by submission of an appropriate verification report prior to first occupation
of the development. Should any unforeseen contamination be encountered the Local
Planning Authority shall be informed immediately. Any additional site investigation
and remedial work that is required as a result of unforeseen contamination will also
be carried out to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that the site is fit for its proposed purposed and any potential
risks to human health, property, and the natural and historical environment, are
appropriately investigated and minimised in conjunction with Policy NE6 of Plan: MK
(2019)

12.

Ecology – Lighting Plan
Prior to the occupation of each unit a lighting plan shall be submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. If any lighting is required within the vicinity
of existing or newly created bat features, it shall be low level, with baffles to direct
the light away from the features, thus preventing severance of bat commuting and
foraging routes. The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with
the approved details and shall be subsequently retained in that form thereafter.
Reason: To ensure the Protected Species is adequately protected and in accordance
with Policies D1 and NE2 of Plan: MK (2019).
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13.

Landscaping Scheme
Notwithstanding the approved drawings, no development shall take place above slab
level until either full details of both hard and soft landscape works have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority or evidence
supplied that no material changes are proposed to the layout such that would warrant
the need for an altered layout scheme as a result of discharging other precommencement conditions. Soft landscape works shall include planting plans at a
minimum scale of 1:300 with schedules of plants noting species, supply sizes and
proposed densities; and a tree planting details drawing. The planting plans shall
include existing trees and/or hedgerows to be retained and/or removed accurately
shown with root protection areas; existing and proposed finished levels and contours;
visibility splays; proximity between street lights and tree planting; proposed and
existing functional services above and below ground. All hard and soft landscape
works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and prior to the
first occupation of the building(s) or the completion of the development whichever is
the sooner, or in accordance with a programme agreed in writing with the Local
Planning Authority. If within a period of two years from the date of the planting of any
tree or shrub, that tree or shrub, or any tree and shrub planted in replacement for it,
is removed, uprooted or destroyed, dies, becomes severely damaged or diseased,
shall be replaced in the next planting season with trees and shrubs of equivalent size,
species and quantity. Thereafter the hard and soft landscape works shall be
maintained and retained in situ.
Reason: To protect the appearance and character of the area and to minimise the
effect of development on the area in accordance with Policies D1 and D2 of Plan:MK
(2019).

14.

Tree Protection
Prior to the commencement of any phase of the development, a revised tree
protection scheme shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority, if material changes to the proposal are required to address other
conditions required to be discharged prior to commencement. The scheme shall
include an arboricultural impact assessment based on the approved layout; method
statement; and a scaled Tree Protection Plan detailing: the location of all retained
trees within the site; tree root protection areas (RPA) including the line of tree
protection fencing; the type of tree protection fencing shall be of the same
specification as that depicted in figure 2, page 20, in BS 5837: 2012; any areas to be
covered in BS 5837: 2012 ground protection; location details of storage areas
including what substances will stored and where, locations of construction site car
parking, welfare facilities, cement plant, fuel storage and where discharge, filling and
mixing of substances will take place. The approved scheme shall be implemented
prior to the commencement of any construction works and maintained in full until the
construction process is completed.
All existing trees to be retained are to be protected according to the provisions of BS
5837: 2012 'Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction Recommendations'. All tree protection measures must be put in place first, prior to
any other work commencing on site (this includes clearance, ground-works, vehicle
movements, machinery / materials delivery etc.). Once erected the local authority
tree officer shall be notified so the fencing can be inspected and approved. The Root
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Protection Area (RPA) fencing will be amended as the arboriculture officer feels
appropriate after taking account of the details submitted. Signs informing of the
purpose of the fencing and warning of the penalties against destruction or damage
to the trees and their root zones shall be installed at minimum intervals of 10 metres
and a minimum of two signs per separate stretch of fencing. The RPA within the
protective fencing must be kept free of all construction, construction plant, machinery,
personnel, digging and scraping, service runs, water-logging, changes in level,
building materials and all other operations, personnel, structures, tools, storage and
materials, for the duration of the construction phase. No fire shall be lit such that it is
closer than 20 metres to any tree or that flames would come within 5 metres of any
part of any tree.
Reason: To protect the appearance and character of the area and to minimise the
effect of development on the area in accordance with Policies D1 and D2 of Plan:MK
(2019).

15.

Surface Water Drainage
No above ground works shall commence until a surface water drainage scheme for
the site, based on sustainable drainage principles, has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The scheme shall subsequently
be implemented in full for the unit in question in accordance with the approved details
prior to occupation of that unit. The scheme shall be based upon the principles
within the agreed Flood Risk Assessment prepared by Burrows Graham Limited (ref:
20002-BGL-XX-XX-RP-D-00001) dated 28th May 2020 and shall also include:
a) Full calculations detailing the existing surface water runoff rates for the QBAR,
3.3% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) (1 in 30) and 1% AEP (1 in 100)storm
events;
b) Full results of the proposed drainage system modelling in the above-referenced
storm events (as well as 1% AEP plus 20% climate change) , inclusive of all
collection, conveyance, storage, flow control and disposal elements and including an
allowance for urban creep together with an assessment of system performance;
c) Detailed drawings of the entire proposed surface water drainage system, including
levels, gradients, dimensions and pipe reference numbers;
d) Full details of the proposed attenuation and flow control measures;
e) Details of overland flood flow routes in the event of system exceedance, with
demonstration that such flows can be appropriately managed on site without
increasing flood risk to occupants;
f) Measures taken to prevent pollution of the receiving surface water
The drainage scheme must adhere to the hierarchy of drainage options as outlined
in the NPPF PPG.
Reason: To ensure that the proposed development can be adequately drained and
to ensure that there is no increased flood risk on or off site resulting from the
proposed development in accordance with Policy FR1 and FR2 of Plan: MK (2019)

16.

SUDS
Details for the long-term maintenance arrangements for the surface water drainage
systems for each unit (including all SuDS features) to be submitted to and approved
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in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the first occupation of each unit.
The submitted details should identify runoff sub-catchments, SuDScomponents,
control structures, flow routes and outfalls. In addition, the plan must clarify the
access that is required to each surface water management component for
maintenance purposes. The maintenance plan for each unit shall be carried out in
full thereafter.
Reason: To ensure the satisfactory maintenance of drainage systems that are not
publicly adopted, in accordance with the requirements of paragraphs 163 and 165 of
the National Planning Policy Framework and Policy FR1 and FR2 of Plan: MK (2019).

17.

Renewable Energy
Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved, the renewable
energy features shall be installed and implemented on site, and thereafter maintained
in perpetuity.
Reason: To ensure implementation and maintenance of the renewable energy
features in accordance with Policy SC1 of Plan:MK (2019).

(193)

(194)

(195)

(196)

A1.0 FULL CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
A1.1 Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council
No comments received.
A1.2 Cllr Gowans - Bletchley East (Member of DCC)
No comments received.
A1.3 Cllr Darlington – Bletchley East
No comments received.
A1.4 Cllr Khan – Bletchley East
No comments received.
A1.5 MKC Highways
This application follows a considerable amount of pre-application discussions. It is
accompanied by various transport-related documents including a Transport
Assessment (TA), a Model Validation Report (LMVR), Section 278 proposals and the
usual site plans etc. The main issues for the site in transport terms, are vehicular
access, pedestrian and cycle access and traffic impact. The TA seeks to address
these issues.
Transport Assessment
The TA has been reviewed and is broadly acceptable as submitted. There are some
minor points that are not fully accepted; however, these will not impact significantly
on the assessment carried out. For example, the proportion of car traffic predicted to
travel to/from the west on Bletcham Way is predicted to be 38% (Table 6.4). This
seems a little high given the site’s proximity to the A5 and access (to the east) to the
A4146 and A421. However, the total predicted additional trips are only 68 (48) in the
AM peak and 88 (62) in the PM peak (car traffic in brackets). This means that a 10%
shift in the (car) assignment shown in Table 6.4, would only increase / decrease flows
by a maximum of 6 vehicles per hour. The junction modelling for the H10 / A5 junction
shows minimal impact on the operation of the junction from the development traffic.
There is more impact from the predicted background growth of traffic. The impact on
the two A5 off-slips does not appear to be significant; however, it is assumed that
Highways England have been consulted and will consider the modelling and the
impact on their slip roads.
The overall conclusions of the TA are accepted.
Site Layout
Having reviewed the site plan and on-site proposals it appears that the preapplication advice on the proposed layout has, for the most part, been taken into
account. It is noted that the proposed access to Unit 1 is wide but does not have a
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splitter island to better accommodate pedestrian and cycle movements across it. The
location of the footway / cycleway on the side of the development is welcomed and
was sought at pre-app stage; however, the drawings discussed at that time showed
a splitter island. Whilst the proposed access is not unacceptable, a splitter island
would be preferable.
In other respects the proposed site layout is acceptable.
Parking
Despite the information on the Application Form, the proposals on the site plan (and
confirmed in the TA) include 214 car parking spaces, 52 HGV spaces, 70 cycle
spaces and 4 PTW spaces. These figures accord fully with the Council’s 2016
parking standards as shown in the table below:

Access and Off-site Works
The proposed access is via a fourth arm off the existing roundabout (Fenny Lock
Roundabout). The details of the access construction and layout will need to be
approved through a Section 278 agreement as the works are within and will affect,
the Public Highway. The principle of the access and the general layout as shown on
the Site Plan is agreed. In addition to the access works, the application includes a
connection across Bletcham Way to the Redway and bus stop on the southern side.
This connection is required for adequate pedestrian and cycle access to the site.
The proposals are shown on the plan “Section 278 Highway Works – General
Arrangement” Drg 20002-BGL-XX-XX-DR-D-0100 P5. They have been the subject
of a Stage 1 Safety Audit (RSA1) and have been reviewed by the Council’s Road
Safety Team.
Whilst the proposals are generally as discussed, there are some issues that will need
to be resolved at Section 278 stage; however, they need not affect the granting of
planning permission.
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The proposal to place staggered railings south of the H10 is not acceptable. These
arrangements are known to cause difficulties with some users of the redway,
particularly those with limited mobility, the visually impaired and those pushing wide
pushchairs or cyclists towing trailers. Furthermore, without significant supporting
infrastructure, the railings could be avoided easily by cyclists going around them,
thus rendering them ineffectual to the target group.
The Redway to the north of the H10 and the footway to the bus stop on the southern
side should be separated from the H10 carriageway by a 1.0m verge. This is not
shown on the proposals. Consequently, although the style and location of the
crossing and Redway & Footway provision is accepted, the details on the plan are
not fully agreed. A condition requiring approval can cover this aspect of the scheme.
The proposals are generally acceptable, and the TA has demonstrated that the likely
impacts on the surrounding networks are minimal. The access and works to the H10
are accepted in principle and can be covered by condition.
A1.6 MKC Development Plans
Safeguarding transport corridors for future mass transit uses is another criterion in
policy CT8. At the time of writing, the only work carried out into where Mass Rapid
Transit routes might go is the 2019 Mobility and Mass Rapid Transit Study carried
out as part of the evidence base for the Draft Strategy for 2050. None of the 10 route
options within the Transit Study pass through the application site. As such, based on
this initial work it is unlikely the application site would be needed to support future
mass transit schemes, although the preliminary nature of this work is recognised.
Consequently, it will be for the decision maker to weigh the above analysis indicating
a low likelihood of the transport corridor at the site being required in future as part of
their assessment and judgement about whether loss of the transport corridor
designation on site is acceptable.
The application site is a disused parcel of land comprised of woodland and a small
area of hardstanding/gravel towards the centre of the site. In Plan: MK the site is
designated partly as within a wildlife corridor and partly within a transport corridor.
The site is owned by the council and The Parks Trust; however, it is not publicly
accessible nor designated as an area of recreational or amenity open space. The
proposal would construct two B8 (storage and distribution) warehouses on the site,
along with ancillary B1a (office) floorspace, car/lorry parks, loading bays and
recreational areas for employees. Policies DS3, ER1, CT8 and NE2 in Plan: MK are
therefore applicable to this assessment. The creation of additional B8 employment
floorspace within the borough is welcome and considered to be commensurate with
the objectives of Policies DS3 and ER1 in Plan:MK.
Parts of the site are designated as transport corridor: both on part of the site within
the vicinity of the Grand Union Canal and part of the site that historically (in the old
Milton Keynes Local Plan 2001-2011) has been a reserve site for a potential grid
road link between Mount Farm Roundabout to the north and Bletcham Way
Roundabout to the south. The latter part of the site continues to be designated as
part of the transport corridor network. Policy CT8, Part A, states that “the Council will
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conserve and enhance its iconic grid road system whilst safeguarding the corridors
for possible mass transit schemes.”
Given that Policy CT8 seeks to conserve and enhance the grid road network and
safeguard transport corridors for mass transit schemes, the proposal would be a
departure from the development plan and needs to be considered as such, taking
into the material considerations outlined below.
In terms of whether the proposal could potentially hinder the delivery of a future road
link between the two aforementioned roundabouts, the council’s Strategic Lead
Transport Policy and Planning officer has confirmed there are no firm and deliverable
plans to bring forward the site as a road link. In addition, having considered the
outputs of the 2031 MK Multi Modal Model (MKMMM), there is no evidence to
suggest the grid road reserve would be required based on known growth in the
borough until 2031. The MKMMM uses data about future growth predictions,
including higher than expected growth predictions, to predict what traffic flows in the
city will be like and the impacts of increased growth on congestion in the borough’s
highway networks. When looking at the area around the site within the projections
produced by the MKMMM, it seems unlikely that there would be significant local traffic
generation to justify an additional grid road on the site. It’s also hard to see that it
would provide a major improvement for longer-distance through traffic as that traffic
would still need to use existing junctions and would likely stay on the A5 if
north/south.
The site is not directly adjacent to the Grand Union Canal so the proposal is unlikely
to have significant impact upon the operation of the canal. That said, the decision
maker should consider the criteria in policy D7 of Plan: MK, some of which relate to
proposals in the vicinity of canals.
A large proportion of the site is designated as part of a wildlife corridor. As such,
before determining that development of the site is appropriate, the impact of the
development on the health of the wildlife corridor will have to be assessed; it is
recommended that specialist advice from the council Ecologist is sought on this
matter.
Use of the site for storage or distribution use is supported in policy terms however
the decision maker will need to decide whether loss of part of the site designated as
a transport corridor would be acceptable. Loss of part of the transport corridor would
be a departure from the development plan however available data does indicate the
site would not be needed for future transport infrastructure. Consideration of the
impact of the proposal on ecology and the nearby Grand Union Canal is also needed.
A1.7 MKC Urban Design
In terms of design I have no objection to this application. The impact of the proposed
employment sheds and associated offices on the wider public realm is limited on
account of the site location, the substantial existing trees and landscaping that
surround the site and the limited access. I am pleased to see the proposed office
overlook the entrance to the site and the proposed car parking.
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Whilst I do think greater consideration could be given to pedestrian and cycle
connectivity to the site from the west, linking the site to the existing industrial area of
Mount Farm. I appreciate that the site boundary, ground levels and possible security
concerns, that added permeability onto the site may cause, make this challenging.
A1.8 MKC Landscape Architect
The proposal should demonstrate how it can or intends to comply with Policy NE4.
The site lies within the Ouzel Corridor (13) GI Opportunity ‘Zone’ identified on the
Green Infrastructure Opportunities Map supported by Policy NE4 Green
Infrastructure. The Parks Trust Biodiversity Action Plan doesn’t appear to include any
specific projects for this locality. The submission doesn’t present any proposals as to
how the immediate area around the site will benefit from GI improvements as a result
of the capital receipts. A significant area of existing woodland (category B) will be lost
as a result of the proposed development. The submission should demonstrate how
the proposal can or intends to compensate or mitigate for this. For a major full
application which proposes significant changes to the existing site levels, detailed
levels, sections and earthworks plans should be provided with the application.
Proposed site levels should tie in well with existing levels at the site boundaries. Very
high retaining walls significantly raising the ground levels for tall warehousing will
have an impact on local amenity and should ideally be designed out or further
minimised to protect the external character and appearance of the local area and to
ensure that development proposals are carried out at suitable levels. The LVIA
should be based on detailed proposed site levels for accuracy. The planting plans
should be revised. The height of the knee rail should be included on the boundary
treatment plans. Approximately half of the site is included in the Public Open Space
Assessment: Bletchley & Fenny Stratford as transport corridor open space along the
A5. In addition, most of the site is included on the Plan: MK adopted policies map
(2019) as Wildlife Corridor (A5 and canal corridors). The submission should refer to
these documents when assessing the proposal under policy L3 and demonstrate how
the proposal can or intends to comply with Policy L3 (Change of Use of Amenity
Open Space).
An arboricultural impact assessment is provided. Due to the scale of tree removals
on publicly owned land I strongly recommend that the tree survey, proposed levels /
sections and layout are reviewed by MKC’s tree officer (Stephen Narborough) prior
to determination to evaluate the impact on trees and if conditions are appropriate.
DLA’s landscape response says that the net loss “cannot as suggested be replaced
within the site demise and therefore off-site mitigation would be secured through
financial contributions with an agreed legal agreement.”
Due to the scale of tree and vegetation removal on publicly owned land I strongly
recommend that the ecology reports and BIA metric are reviewed by MKC’s
ecologists to consider how best the proposed net loss should be managed.
Significant changes to existing site levels are proposed including retaining walls
within the transport corridor of the A5; the acceptability of this aspect should be
sought from our Highways / Transport colleagues.
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My consultation responses on this application has always been ‘comments only’ and
I don’t have any further comments to make.
Although, I can’t find any comments on the casefile from MKC Ecologist Kelda
Hudson (public realm department). DLA’s landscape response says that the net loss
“cannot as suggested be replaced within the site demise and therefore off-site
mitigation would be secured through financial contributions with an agreed legal
agreement.” Due to the scale of tree and vegetation removal on publicly owned land
I strongly recommend that the ecology reports and BIA metric are reviewed by MKC’s
ecologists to consider how best the proposed net loss should be managed. Without
knowing what is feasible and acceptable on ecology net gain I wouldn’t be in a
position to provide a final judgement on the landscape scheme as landscape and
ecology are interlinked.
Also, I can’t see any comments from the tree officer. An arboricultural impact
assessment is provided and due to the scale of tree removals on publicly owned land
I strongly recommend that the tree survey, proposed levels / sections and layout are
reviewed by MKC’s tree officer (Stephen Narborough) prior to determination to
evaluate the impact on trees and if conditions are appropriate
In addition, I note that Highways England require more time before they provide
formal comment and that they recommend that the application is not determined until
they’ve had sufficient time to address the transport safety issues on the strategic road
network. So there may issues to be addressed which may subsequently impact on
the layout and landscape.
If there are any changes to the layout or comments back from Kelda or Stephen I
would be happy to comment again, but I haven’t raised an objection.
Comments following reconsultation
A total of 11 further documents were submitted on 4 th August for review. Updated
comments on the application are provided below.
Tree Protection
An arboricultural impact assessment is now provided. The development proposals
are such that all trees within the site boundary will require removal, while small
sections of woodland adjacent to the site and outside of the red-line will be removed
to enable retaining walls and site levelling to take place. Of those trees proposed for
removal it includes one category B tree group and sections of a further 10 category
B tree groups and two category C tree groups. Due to the scale of tree removals on
publicly owned land I strongly recommend that the tree survey, proposed levels /
sections and layout are reviewed by MKC’s tree officer (Stephen Narborough) prior
to determination to evaluate the impact on trees and if conditions are appropriate, to
protect the appearance and character of the area and to minimise the effect of
development.
Policy NE4 (Green Infrastructure)
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A BIA metric calculation is provided as required by policy NE3. A significant area of
existing woodland will be lost as a result of the proposed development which is not
(cannot be) mitigated by replacement planting on site as part of the proposals.
Removal of the woodland and other site trees will have an impact on local character
/ amenity, local biodiversity and green infrastructure. Most of the woodland / trees on
site are assessed as category B trees of good value where retention is desirable.
DLA’s landscape response says that the net loss “cannot as suggested be replaced
within the site demise and therefore off-site mitigation would be secured through
financial contributions with an agreed legal agreement.” Due to the scale of tree and
vegetation removal on publicly owned land I strongly recommend that the ecology
reports and BIAmetric are reviewed by MKC’s ecologists to consider how best the
proposed net loss should be managed.
Policy NE4 says: The network of green infrastructure throughout the Borough will be
protected, extended and enhanced for its biodiversity, recreational, accessibility,
health and landscape value and for the contribution it makes towards combating
climate change. This is in accordance with the vision and principles (and the largescale zone maps of Green Infrastructure Opportunity (39)) set out by the
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes NEP.
The site lies fully within the Ouzel Corridor (13) GI Opportunity ‘Zone’ identified on
the Green Infrastructure Opportunities Map supported by Policy NE4 Green
Infrastructure. This opportunity zone follows the River Ouzel and adjacent areas. The
River Ouzel lies east of the A5 and the Grand Union Canal runs along much of the
Ouzel Corridor which is located west of the application site and provides a major GI
asset for public recreation. The mapping document says in zone 13 there is scope
for the creation of “a suite of GI assets including many suggested in the Milton
Keynes Parks Trust Biodiversity Action Plan” (PTBAP). Although there doesn’t
appear to be anything specific to this locality in the PTBAP.
In addition, the mapping document identifies ‘Built Development, with the likelihood
of more in the future’ as the issues / threats on the green infrastructure of zone 13.
Also, it identifies the main GI opportunity / functions as the potential to create zones
for wildlife habitats and the incorporation of GI assets into built developments and
canal corridors. Although, the submission doesn’t present any proposals as to how
the immediate area around the site will benefit from GI improvements as a result of
the capital receipts and in consideration of Policy NE4. Therefore, it is not
demonstrated how the proposal can or intends to comply with Policy NE4.
Amenity Open Space
Approximately half of the site is included in the Public Open Space Assessment:
Bletchley & Fenny Stratford as transport corridor open space along the A5. In
addition, the majority of the site is included on the Plan: MK adopted policies map
(2019) as Wildlife Corridor (A5 and canal corridors) and covers a much larger area
than the GIS mapping of ‘wildlife corridor’ which is not up to date and referred to in
DLA’s landscape response. The submission should refer to these documents when
making and an assessment of the proposal under policy L3 and demonstrate how
the proposal can or intends to comply with Policy L3 (Change Of Use Of Amenity
Open Space) and compensate or mitigate for the significant loss of open space.
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Levels
The levels plan, the section details and a recently submitted indicative earthworks
volumes plan are all preliminary and subject to detailed design following geotechnical
site investigation. For a major full application which proposes significant changes to
the existing site levels I would expect reliable detailed levels, sections and
earthworks plans to be provided with the application. In addition, I would expect the
LVIA to be based on detailed proposed levels, therefore if the proposed levels are
only preliminary at this stage it places the reliability of the LVIA and its conclusion in
doubt. Significant changes to existing site levels are proposed including retaining
walls within the transport corridor of the A5 up to 3 and 4.3metres in height and within
approximately 10m of the A5 carriageway. Comments on the acceptability of this
aspect should be sought from our Highways / Transport colleagues.
Significant changes to existing site levels are proposed with retaining walls along the
canal corridor up to 3.5 and 5.4 metres higher than existing levels to create the new
ground / floor levels of unit 2 and lorry park. Along Bletcham Way the retaining earth
walls will create a new ground level between 4.1 and 5.7 metres higher than existing
with the height of the warehouse development above that. Proposed site levels
should tie in well with existing levels at the site boundaries. Very high retaining walls
significantly raising the ground levels for tall warehousing will have an impact on local
amenity and should ideally be designed out or further minimised to protect the
external character and appearance of the local area and to ensure that development
proposals are carried out at suitable levels.
Boundary Treatments
I note the confirmation that no other fencing other than those detailed are proposed
A detail of the knee rail is added to the plans but no height is given (only TBC); as
these are final plans to be approved add the height which typically is either 450mm
or 600mm above ground level constructed to follow the incline of the finished ground
levels Once revised plans for units 1+2 are submitted as above the boundary
treatment plans will be acceptable to include on a decision notice, to protect the
external character and appearance of the area and to minimise the effect of
development on the area. To protect the appearance and character of the area,
provide green infrastructure and minimise the effect of development the planting
plans should be amended as follows; Considerable existing tree stock will be lost for
the development and only 64 trees are proposed on site; a substantial improvement
to the landscape scheme should be provided for its biodiversity, health and amenity
value and for the contribution it makes towards combating climate change – No
change.
The proposed development has a very high hard surface and built form footprint
compared to the degree of proposed soft landscape needed to integrate it
successfully into its surroundings; an improved balance of proposed soft landscape
is recommended – No change. The reason given is that ‘Any additional planting
would either be compromised by the on-site above and below ground constraints or
require a redesign of the scheme to reduce the overall footprint of the built form and
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hard surfacing which would call into question the viability of the scheme.’ The latter
cannot be verified as it hasn’t been demonstrated by the applicant.
The proposal relies on existing landscape structure on third party land which is not
the subject of this application and which cannot be the subject of a condition securing
a landscape management plan to ensure that it is retained for its screening value.
There have been instances in MK where landscape management and tree thinning
on such land has resulted in complaints to the planning department about the
negative knock on effect this then has on visual amenity when there is little or no
landscape buffer provided on site to provide screening for warehousing.
Introduce planting to screen the warehouse development facing Bletcham Way
where the ground levels will be substantially raised and where there is no planting
proposed on the planting plans, the proposed site plan shows much more in the way
of trees and vegetation which isn’t reflected on the planting plan. No easements are
shown, and access is only needed from one side of the brook and can be gained
from Parks Trust land. In any case, it is normally possible to produce a landscape
proposal that has been carefully designed to consider both the visual amenity
requirement and the IDB easement allowing enough maintenance access to the
water course. This was achieved at Eaton Leys.
The location of proposed climbers intended to climb up the wire fencing should be
shown located against the fence which on the boundary treatment plans is shown
hard up against the lorry yard not along the top of the retaining wall.
Introduce planting along the western edge of unit 1 where the planting plans only
show grassland, the proposed site plan shows much more in the way of trees and
vegetation with an image of a ‘relaxation and seating area’ which isn’t similarly
reflected on the planting plan.
The proposal should demonstrate how it can or intends to comply with Policy NE4.
The site lies within the Ouzel Corridor (13) GI Opportunity ‘Zone’ identified on the
Green Infrastructure Opportunities Map supported by Policy NE4 Green
Infrastructure. The Parks Trust Biodiversity Action Plan doesn’t appear to include any
specific projects for this locality. The submission doesn’t present any proposals as to
how the immediate area around the site will benefit from GI improvements as a result
of the capital receipts.
A significant area of existing woodland (category B) functioning as amenity and
habitat will be lost as a result of the proposed development. The submission should
demonstrate how the proposal can or intends to compensate or mitigate for this.
For a major full application which proposes significant changes to the existing site
levels, detailed levels, sections and earthworks plans should be provided with the
application.
Proposed site levels should tie in well with existing levels at the site boundaries. Very
high retaining walls significantly raising the ground levels for tall warehousing will
have an impact on local amenity and should ideally be designed out or further
minimised to protect the external character and appearance of the local area and to
ensure that development proposals are carried out at suitable levels.
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The LVIA should be based on detailed proposed site levels for accuracy.
The planting plans should be revised (comments above). The height of the knee rail
should be included on the boundary treatment plans. Approximately half of the site
is included in the Public Open Space Assessment: Bletchley & Fenny Stratford as
transport corridor open space along the A5. In addition, most of the site is included
on the Plan: MK adopted policies map (2019) as Wildlife Corridor (A5 and canal
corridors). The submission should refer to these documents when assessing the
proposal under policy L3 and demonstrate how the proposal can or intends to comply
with Policy L3 (Change of Use of Amenity Open Space).
A1.9 MKC Flood and Water Management (Lead Local Flood Authority)
At present, we object to the grant of planning permission for the following reasons:
Surcharging during a 1 in 1-year storm event
According to the Drainage System Modelling, surcharging will occur during a 1 in 1year rainfall event. The drainage system should be designed under full pipe
conditions to accept a 1-year design storm without surcharging above the pipe soffit
on sites with average ground slopes of greater than 1%.
Significant system flooding
The drainage system modelling shows that a significant volume of above ground
flooding occurs during 1% AEP rainfall event plus a 20% allowance for climate
change, including 405.2141 m3 at Node 15 and 210.1077 m3 at Node 30. The
significant volume of flooding indicates that the proposed attenuation has been
undersized. There is scope to increase the volume of the proposed attenuation tanks,
which would reduce above ground flooding.
As flooding is expected for the 1% AEP rainfall event plus 20% climate change, flood
volumes, depths, velocities and extents should be mapped onto a topographical plan
of the site. Levels on the topographical plan should represent the post-development
MK WRP, 9 Dickens Road, Old Wolverton, Milton Keynes, MK12 5QF.
Revised comments following submission of additional/revised information
We have reviewed the following documents:
Response to LLFA Comments, Burrows Graham Limited, 20002-BGL-XX-XX-TN-D00001. Dated: 15/07/2020.
Indicative Drainage Strategy, Burrows Graham Limited, 20002-BGL-XX-XX-TN-D0250. Dated: 06/03/2020.
Flood Risk Assessment, Burrows Graham Limited, 20002-BGL-XX-XX-RP-D-00001.
Dated: 28/05/2020.
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Based on these, as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) we can remove our objection
to the proposed development. Surface water from the site will be managed through
the use of rainwater harvesting, an attenuation tank, green roof and open channels.
Surface water will then discharged into the existing watercourse along the southern
boundary of the site at a rate of 2.9 l/s/ha, which is equivalent to the sites QBAR
greenfield runoff rate.
The site is located within Flood Zone 1 and is predominantly at low risk to surface
water flooding. Whilst there is medium risk associated with the existing watercourse
in the south of the site, the introduction of rainwater harvesting and a formal drainage
system is likely to manage this situation. If flooding is extensive the hazard should
be considered in line with guidance from CIRIA’s Design for Exceedance in Urban
Drainage document. Flows that exceed the design criteria must be managed in flow
conveyance routes that minimise the risks to people and property both on and off
site. The plan should be marked with pipe and manhole reference numbers that
correspond with the hydraulic calculations.
Comments following re-consultation
As Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) we can remove our objection to the proposed
development. Surface water from the site will be managed through the use of
rainwater harvesting, an attenuation tank, green roof and open channels. Surface
water will then be discharged into the existing watercourse along the southern
boundary of the site at a rate of 2.9 l/s/ha, which is equivalent to the sites QBAR
greenfield runoff rate. The site is located within Flood Zone 1 and is predominantly
at low risk to surface water flooding. Whilst there is medium risk associated with the
existing watercourse in the south of the site, the introduction of rainwater harvesting,
and a formal drainage system is likely to manage this risk.
Surface water and groundwater bodies are highly vulnerable to pollution and the
impact of construction activities. It is essential that the risk of pollution (particularly
during the construction phase) is considered and mitigated appropriately. It is
important to remember that flow within the watercourse is likely to vary by season
and it could be dry at certain times throughout the year. Dry watercourses should not
be overlooked as these watercourses may flow or even flood following heavy rainfall.
A1.10 MKC Countryside Officer
Protection of Wildlife Corridors
Any development or construction-related activity should be avoided within the wildlife
corridors. This should be included in a detailed CEMP for the site, which should
outline the measures that will be put in place to be prevent negative effects on either
corridor during the construction period. This can be included as a condition. Any
management plan, such as an ecological management plan, should also include
measures to ensure that the wildlife corridors are not encroached upon and there are
no negative effects on them.
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Biodiversity Net Gain
Whilst I am still not content that the applicant has demonstrated a measurable net
gain in biodiversity as a result of the proposals (the information provided by David
Lock Associates does not go beyond describing an emerging scheme that has yet
to be designed), the inclusion of the proposed financial contributions in the legal
instruction for off-site provision of net gain is acceptable. I’m assuming that this will
be secured through a s106?
A1.11 MKC Countryside Officer (Great Crested Newts)
This development has the potential to impact Great Crested Newts as there are
ponds/waterbodies and suitable habitat within 500m of the development. If Great
Crested Newts are discovered during development, all works must cease until advice
has been sought from Natural England, as failure to do so could result in
prosecutable offences being committed.
You will note within the comments the agreement to a Non-Licensed Method
Statement for GCN, as discussed at pre-app stage. This will need to be secured
through a suitably worded condition for the document to be submitted and approved
prior to site clearance. I have pointed out other options available to the applicant
(District Licensing and Traditional Licensing) that will safeguard against delays
should GCN be discovered on site whilst working. However, they are not required to
pursue these.
A1.12 MKC Arboricultral Officer
No comments received.
A1.13 MKC Environmental Health
I have read the Phase I & II ground investigation report (Deltasimons, May 2020) and
the remediation and Verification Strategy (Deltasimons, May 2020) and I have no
objection to the ground gas remedial strategy that has been recommended. The
consultants have also included a discovery strategy, should any previously
unidentified be discovered. The remediation and verification report has
acknowledged that the earthworks will have to be undertaken under a Material
Management Plan. This needs to be prepared prior to the commencement of the
earthworks to satisfy the requirements of the CLAIRE Code of Practice.
The risk assessment of the soil was made with a proposed end use as light industrial
and not for a more sensitive use. Therefore, it would not be appropriate to use ‘site
won’ soils to grow produce, as suggested in the site plan of the site investigation
report. I advise that imported soil is used for this purpose.
On the basis of the information contained in the Phase I & II Ground Investigation
Report (Deltasimons, May 2020) and the Remediation and Verification Strategy
(Deltasimons, May 2020) I am satisfied that there is no requirement for the addition
of a ground contamination. Should the recommendations of the geo-environmental
consultants be followed the site will be fit for its proposed purpose.
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I have no objection to work commencing on site, but I believe it would be prudent to
add a condition requiring a verification report be submitted to ensure our records are
complete.
A1.14 MKC Passenger Transport
‘I made reference to the need to provide journeys to cover the early morning and
late night shift changes which I’ve assumed will be at 0530/0600 and 2200/2230 7
days a week. To improve connectivity I’ve worked on the basis that journeys will be
provided to/from CMK and that they will need to arrive before the shift change and
depart after the shift change:
o
o
o
o

1.5 hours morning and 1.5 hours evening total 3 hours per day.
Hourly rate £50. Cost per day £150.
Total number of days of operation per annum 363. Cost per annum £54,450
Total cost 5 years £272,250.’

I trust that this clarifies the Council’s position on this matter.
A1.15 MKC Economic Development
The application proposes the development of the site for up to 17,280 m2
employment use. Comprising of up to; 15,552 m2 of warehousing and distribution
(Class B8) floorspace, and 1,728 Office (Class B1a).
The vision for the Council Plan 2016 – 2022 is for Milton Keynes to be a thriving city
of 500,000 people. The Council Plan 2016-2022 also highlights the need to support
businesses to grow and contribute to life in a prosperous and more equal City. To
create a place of opportunity, and provide the resident population with sustainable,
meaningful employment; it is essential that Milton Keynes creates an environment
that accommodates, retains and grows its business community.
The proposal strongly supports the priorities and aims of the Economic Development
Strategy 2017-2027.
The ‘enterprise’ priority centres upon “facilitating access to the assistance and
appropriate space that will enable businesses to start and which supports existing
businesses, of all sizes and from across a range of sectors, to succeed and fulfil their
growth aspirations”. It is essential that for businesses to thrive they have access to
suitable space; the according to the application, the proposed development will
provide approximately 17,280m2 of new commercial space.
The ‘brand’ priority of the Economic Development Strategy is focused upon building
on the city’s strengths to make MK ‘a location of choice for business development
both nationally and internationally’. Constructing the new development will provide
the opportunity to create a new commercial space which is better suited to the future
needs of business.
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The applicant suggests the proposed development could create between
approximately 146 jobs. It is likely that these jobs would include semi-skilled and
unskilled positions as well as managerial, office and technical positions. The
Economic Development Team would welcome the creation of a range of employment
opportunities. Entry level positions are to be welcomed in that they offer those with
lower skills the chance to enter employment and hopefully progress within this. As
demonstrated in both the Economic Development Strategy and the Council Plan
2016-2022, there is an increasing emphasis upon the knowledge economy and
higher skilled employment. Whilst warehousing is not traditionally associated with
such employment, the creation of managerial and technical positions contributes to
this, and with increasing automation and the new roles this creates, it can be
expected that employment will increasingly be highly skilled. This then will need to
be remunerated accordingly and should have a greater positive impact upon living
standards and the local economy.
A1.16 Crime Prevention Design Advisor
Thank you for consulting me on this application. Whilst I do not wish to object to the
proposed plans, I do have some observations relating to crime prevention, which I
would like to draw attention to below:
Access Controls
I can see that both office buildings have a staffed reception, but no secure threshold
between the reception area and the staircase / lift core.
I ask the applicant to provide a secure threshold by physically separating the
reception area and the lift / staircase in both buildings via access controlled doors. I
ask that amended plans be submitted and approved prior to planning permission
being granted.
Access to HGV Yards
The plans show gated access to both of the HGV yards, but does not provide
information as to how access will be managed and controlled, given that there is no
direct line of site between the office and the HGV entrance. Access into these areas
should be controlled via audio / visual communication with remote release between
the gates and the office buildings. I ask that amended plans be submitted and
approved prior to planning permission being granted.
Boundary Treatment
The proposed site appears to be excessively permeable. Both units needs to be
physically separated with appropriate boundary treatment fencing to clearly define
public and private space and prevent unauthorised pedestrian access, particularly
from Simpson Road. The rainwater harvesting facilities appears to allow unrestricted
access between units 1 and 2, and along the rear boundary facing Simpson Road. It
is unclear if this is a public pedestrian route or a private area for the warehouses.
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If this is intended to be private space, I ask the applicant to provide both warehouses
with secure boundary treatment fencing to prevent unauthorised access. I ask that
amended plans be submitted and approved prior to planning permission being
granted.
Outside Amenity Space
The outside amenity space, gym equipment, etc. is located within an unsecured car
park and may be attractive to unauthorised individuals. When the office buildings are
closed this area will lack surveillance, and therefore I ask the applicant to consider
the inclusion of formal surveillance (CCTV).
Cycle Storage
I can see that the cycle storage facilities are currently located in an area with poor
surveillance. I recommend that the cycle storage is relocated to an area within the
car park where they can be observed from the office building. I ask that amended
plans be submitted and approved prior to planning permission being granted.
Waste Management
I have not been able to identify where the external waste storage facilities are to be
located. These should be located away from the building and effectively secured
against crime. Please see the Secured by Design Commercial 2015 guide for further
information. I ask the applicant to confirm their location prior to planning permission
being granted.
The above comments are made on behalf of Thames Valley Police and relate to
crime prevention design only. I hope that you find these comments of assistance. If
you or the applicants have any queries relating to crime prevention design, please
do not hesitate to contact me.
A1.17 Canal and Rivers Trust
The trust has no comments to make on the application
A1.18 Anglian Water
Anglian Water has assets close to or crossing this site or there are assets subject to
an adoption agreement. Therefore, the site layout should take this into account and
accommodate those assets within either prospectively adoptable highways or public
open space. If this is not practicable then the sewers will need to be diverted at the
developers cost under Section 185 of the Water Industry Act 1991. or, in the case of
apparatus under an adoption agreement, liaise with the owners of the apparatus. It
should be noted that the diversion works should normally be completed before
development can commence. The foul drainage from this development is in the
catchment of Cotton Valley Water Recycling Centre that will have available capacity
for these flows. This response has been based on the following submitted
documents: Flood Risk Assessment The sewerage system at present has available
capacity for these flows. If the developer wishes to connect to our sewerage network,
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they should serve notice under Section 106 of the Water Industry Act 1991. We will
then advise them of the most suitable point of connection.
The planning application includes employment/commercial use. To discharge trade
effluent from trade premises to a public sewer vested in Anglian Water requires our
consent. It is an offence under section 118 of the Water Industry Act 1991 to
discharge trade effluent to sewer without consent. Anglian Water would ask that the
following text be included within your Notice should permission be granted. “An
application to discharge trade effluent must be made to Anglian Water and must have
been obtained before any discharge of trade effluent can be made to the public
sewer. Anglian Water recommends that petrol / oil interceptors be fitted in all car
parking/washing/repair facilities. Failure to enforce the effective use of such facilities
could result in pollution of the local watercourse and may constitute an offence.
Anglian Water also recommends the installation of a properly maintained fat traps on
all catering establishments. Failure to do so may result in this and other properties
suffering blocked drains, sewage flooding and consequential environmental and
amenity impact and may also constitute an offence under section 111 of the Water
Industry Act 1991.”
A1.19 Bedford Group of Drainage Boards
The Milton Keynes Council Drainage team should be consulted regarding this
application regarding the surface water drainage information provided. The Board
would question the calculated storage based on only 20% climate change as Milton
Keynes Suds policy is based on climate change of 40%. The applicant should also
confirm that any culvert/pipe underneath the road can sufficiently take the suggested
restricted flow from the control device.
A1.20 Highways England
“Just to inform you that I will withdraw current ‘Holding’ recommendation and will offer
‘No Objection’ for this planning application.”

A1.21 Third Party/Neighbour Comments
None received.
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ITEM

6(d)

Application Number: 20/02159/DISCON
Description 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
For Aldi Stores Limited
Target: 30 October 2020
Extension of Time: Yes - 10 November 2020
Ward: Stantonbury

Parish: Stantonbury Parish

Report Author/Case Officer:
Contact Details:

Team Manager:

Katy Lycett
Senior Planning Officer
01908 252313
katy.lycett@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Myles Joyce
Interim DM Manger
myles.joyce@miltonkeynes.gov.uk

1.0

RECOMMENDATION

1.1

It is recommended that details pursuant to Conditions 16, 18 and 21 are approved
and are therefore discharged.

2.0

INTRODUCTION
The Site

2.1

The application site is the former Stantonbury Local Centre and adjacent to
Stantonbury International School and associated community facilities. The Northern
site boundary follows the edge of the pedestrian and cycle route running parallel with
the residential road Tyrill.
The Proposal

2.2

Under consent 18/01469/FUL permission was granted for the demolition of the
existing retail/commercial units and the construction of a new Class A1 foodstore
(1,790sqm), reconfiguration of adjacent car parking and associated landscaping.
This discharge of condition application (hereafter referred to as DISCON) seeks
approval of details of the following three conditions:
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Condition 16 – Proposed Lighting Plan
No building or use herby permitted shall be occupied or the use commenced until a
lighting plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. If any lighting is required within the vicinity of existing or newly created bat
features, it shall be low level, with baffles to direct the light away from the features,
thus preventing severance of bat commuting and foraging routes. The development
shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved details prior to the
first occupation of the development or the commencement of the use and shall be
subsequently retained in that form thereafter.
Reason: To ensure the Protected Species is adequately protected and in accordance
with policies D1 and NE2 of Plan:MK.
Condition 18 – Carpark Management Plan
Development shall not be occupied or the use commenced until details of a scheme
for the management of the car park has been submitted to and approved in writing
by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme approved shall be implemented and
remain thereafter unaltered unless agreed in writing by the local planning authority.
For the avoidance of doubt the scheme should include details of the proposed
monitoring and review of the use of the car park and appropriate measures to control
parking to ensure that the displacement of vehicles does not arise. Details to include
all measures, signage and operating hours.
Reason: to avoid the displacement of parking in the interests of highway safety and
convenience.
Condition 21 – Mural Re-Erection
Prior to the occupation of the development hereby permitted, the Bicycle mural shall
be re-erected in a new location in accordance with a detailed scheme of re-erection
to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
scheme of re-erection shall include full details of the proposed location, its final
appearance and all works associated with its installation.
Reason: To ensure that affected heritage assets are adequately preserved in
accordance with policies D1 and HE1 of Plan: MK
Reason for Referral to Committee
2.3

The application has been referred to Development Control Committee due to the
controversial nature of the original application.

3.0

RELEVANT POLICIES
National Policy
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3.1

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

3.2

Stantonbury Neighbourhood Plan
An examination in public was held on the Plan in 2019 and the Examiner raised a
number of questions which were included in the Examiner's Report in June 2019.
The Examiner, in his report, recommended that policies SNP14, SNP16 and SNP17
should be deleted from the Plan.
In the Council's view, these policies are capable of being amended in order to
overcome the Examiner's concerns and to meet the basic conditions. The Council
proposes to retain policies SNP14, SNP16 and SNP17 with modifications.
In January 2020 it was determined that a further examination was necessary to
examine policies SNP14, SNP16 and SNP17 of the Stantonbury Neighbourhood
Plan. Mr Andrew Ashcroft has been appointed to carry out the examination.
The Council notified individuals and organisations who made comments on the
submitted Stantonbury Neighbourhood Plan and statutory bodies. Following the
receipt of the Examiner's report following the re-examination of the Neighbourhood
Plan, Milton Keynes Council decided that the plan, as modified, should proceed to a
referendum.
In April 2020 the following statement was published by Milton Keynes Council:
'The referendum relating to the adoption of the Stantonbury Neighbourhood Plan,
which was due to be held on Thursday 7th May 2020, has been postponed as a
consequence of the coronavirus outbreak.
This postponement has been confirmed through The Local Government and Police
and Crime Commissioner (Coronavirus) (Postponement of Elections and
Referendums) (England and Wales) Regulations 2020. These regulations exercise
powers vested in the Secretary of State, via the Coronavirus Act, to postpone and
defer referendums due to be held between 7 May 2020 and 5 May 2021. The Act
and Regulations provide that any neighbourhood plan referendums arising in the
above period are deferred until Thursday 6 May 2021. However, the Secretary of
State does have the power to lay further regulations allowing for an earlier
commencement.'
Further guidance in April 2020 set out that neighbourhood plans awaiting
referendums can be given significant weight in decision-making. The Neighbourhood
Plan can be attributed significant but not full weight. With regards to the current
application there are no specific sections of the Neighbourhood Plan which would be
in conflict with the details submitted as part of this DISCON particularly Policy SNP19
(Stantonbury Community Facilities).
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3.3

Plan: MK (2019)
Policy D1 Design a High-Quality Place
Policy D2 Creating a Positive Character
Policy D3 Design of Buildings
Policy D4 Amenity and Street Scene
Policy NE3 Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement
Policy NE4 Green Infrastructure
Policy CT10 Parking Provision

3.4

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.

3.5

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

MAIN ISSUES
Principle
Lighting
Carpark Management
Impact of works to Mural

5.0

CONSIDERATIONS
Principle

5.1

This application relates to the submission for the approval of details reserved by precommencement conditions, and therefore only the details provided for those
conditions need to be assessed.
Lighting

5.2

Details have been submitted as part of the DISCON providing information regarding
the proposed external lighting scheme for the site. Comments provided by the
Council’s Countryside Officer confirm that the details submitted were appropriate for
this development with regards to wildlife.

5.3

On this basis it is agreed that the submitted document is acceptable and fulfils the
requirement of the condition, and the details can be approved.
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Carpark Management
5.4

The submitted strategy highlights the intention for an initial approach to not restrict
parking on site but to monitor it closely. Appropriate signage and ‘parking eye’
technology is also to be installed from the outset of the store being opened, in order
to do this, this approach is accepted by Highways Officers.
Mural Re-Erection

5.5

After significant consideration of various alternative options, the proposed new
location for the existing mural to be relocated has been selected as demonstrated in
the attached plans. The new location is considered to offer the greatest level of
opportunity for public view and appreciation in addition to the highest level of natural
surveillance from the store site.

5.6

Other potential locations were considered but concluded not to be suitable. The
mural is to be set facing into the Aldi site so it will be clearly viewed when entering
the car park but also could be viewed from other points within Stantonbury Campus.
The rear faces onto the pedestrian links, falling outside the site boundary.

5.7

Details have therefore been provided to demonstrate that the mural can re-erected
within the development in the proposed new location in the north west of the site.
The mural will be able to be viewed and enjoyed in the long-term in a secure location
which is commensurate with the original aims of the condition.

5.8

At this stage it is important to highlight that the considerations of this particular
Discharge of Condition application relate only to the installation of the mural in the
new location. Previous submissions have dealt with the mural being dismantled and
stored. Details of significant discussions and correspondence around the other two
conditions relating to the mural were presented at a previous DCC meeting and were
agreed and subsequently approved.

6.0

CONCLUSIONS

6.1

It is recommended that the details are acceptable and the submitted details of the
three conditions are approved.

A1.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
18/01469/FUL
Demolition of existing retail/commercial units and the construction of a new Class A1
foodstore (1,790sqm), reconfiguration of adjacent car parking and associated
landscaping.
Approved 07.11.2019
20/00643/DISCON
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Details submitted pursuant of conditions 3 (schedule of external materials), 7
(finished floor level details), and 17 (electric vehicle charging points) attached to
planning application 18/01469/FUL
Approved 04.05.2020
20/01029/DISCON
Details submitted pursuant to discharge conditions 4 (hard and soft landscaping), 8
(surface water drainage), 10 (CEMP), 14 (contamination) and 15 (sustainability
statement) attached to planning application 18/01469/FUL
Approved 12.08.2020
20/00893/DISCON
Details submitted pursuant of conditions 6 (Ecological Management Plan), 19 and 20
(Bicycle Mural Method Statement for dismantling and storage) attached to planning
application 18/01469/FUL
Approved 25.06.2020
A2.0 CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
A2.1 Stantonbury Parish Council
At the Parish council meeting of the 16 September 2020 the Parish Council voted
to fully support this application for the proposed location of the bicycle wall.
A2.2 Cllr Minns - Stantonbury
No formal comments received
A2.3 Cllr Petchey - Stantonbury
No formal comments received.
A2.4 Cllr Walker - Stantonbury
No formal comments received.
A2.5 MKC Conservation and Archaeology Manager
Significance
As set out in conservation response for 18/01469/FUL.
Development Principle
The principle of taking down and re-erection of the mural is established through
18/01469/FUL and 20/00893/DISCON. The principle of re-erecting the mural on the
current development site is acceptable.
Development Detail
The proposed position is located with the current development site which is a positive
step over previous, mooted only, positions outside the site. There are a limited
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number of positions where the mural might be positioned on the site due to its size.
All positions carry with them advantages and disadvantages. The current proposal is
of a position that will gain some natural sunlight, to aid with moisture evaporation.
This is better than a north facing position (for example on the north elevation of the
building, where it would have been likely to receive no direct sunlight, as previously
suggested by stakeholders), but not as advantageous as one that is more southerly
facing (as currently exists). The proposed position has the advantage of being readily
visible to everyone using the adjacent footpath and bus stop. The view is more
oblique that would be ideal and the position on the outside of the site brings with it
the risk of vandalism that faces any such artwork in the public realm, (although it
might be argued that this risk was already present in the existing situation of a barely
used local centre).
The disadvantages above could easily be significantly improved by a landscaping
scheme opposite the mural to thin away some of the closest trees and create a
pleasant local area from which to view the mural. Unfortunately, this falls outside the
red line and the control of the applicant. There are technical questions that need
clarification or amendment, I have set these out below, however, in coming to a view
on the proposed location these are taken for the time being as if they will be
addressed satisfactorily by the applicant. The location proposed is not without issues,
this is also true of other locations. The possible exception to this is leaving the mural
stood in its current position, however, this would create other issues and the applicant
already has planning permission to take the mural down and re-erect it, so is not
bound to leave it in situ.
Whilst not the ideal position, on balance, harm would not be caused to the mural in
erecting in the position shown where it can be easily appreciated in a quiet
environment by any member of the community or wider public using the footpath or
making a specific visit to view it. It would ultimately preserve the mural where it can
be seen. Technical points that require clarification form the applicant in order for the
application to be acceptable:
1. Consideration of a damp proof course should be incorporated to prevent
excessive ground / low level moisture absorption that could affect the mural.
2. Steel structure should be painted a colour that complements the brickwork (i.e.
not grey) so as not to be so immediately obtrusive.
3. New brickwork should match that of the existing mural substrates.
4. New mortar to tile joints must be red to match existing.
5. Joints widths to match existing insofar as is possible, allowing for variance already
present.
6. Confirmation of storage location (i.e. within the site) to be confirmed.
7. Consideration and solution provided to how anti-social behaviour around in the
area behind the mural will be prevented, similarly, how the risk of vandalism might
be reduced and discouraged, for example, through the use of appropriate lighting.
Subject to the above points being satisfactorily addressed, the proposed location, on
balance, will not cause harm to the mural which has permission to be dismantled and
re-erected.

(219)

Further comments received following the submission of additional/revised
information which is appended to this report.
The applicant has satisfactorily addressed the first six points of my consultation
response.
In respect of the last point (area behind the mural), the latest plan shows fencing to
each side of the mural, although it does not confirm the specification, appearance
and height of this fencing. These aspects will need to be clarified in order to be fully
considered, in addition, their appearance be appropriate to the overall presentation
of the mural.
A2.6 MKC Public Arts Specialist
I have reviewed the proposal and read the relating emails form the Public Art Trust
and stakeholders, given that approval has been granted for the dismantling and
relocation of the artwork my decision is based on gaining the best possible outcome
for the long term security of the artwork. Each potential location presents issues that
need further consideration, but overall the preferred location appears to offer an
option that will keep the artwork in its entirety, be visible and accessible to the public
whilst sitting within the ownership of Aldi. Therefore, I have no objection to the
preferred location if we can get reassurance or further details on:
-

Are there any plans for lighting the artwork so it can be enjoyed at all times and
potentially reduce vandalism
That the Steel Structure is not overtly obvious or in conflict with the artwork consideration of colour and style
The structure and brick is sympathetic and a match to the original brick and
mortaring
How the rear of the mural is protected from becoming a space for vandalism or
anti-social behaviour
Although I note that the land opposite is not within the gift of Aldi to manage, it
would be good to know if they have had any conversations and what the feedback
has been from the Parks Trust to the idea of the planting being cut back to create a
space from which the artwork can be viewed more easily.
Further comments received following the submission of additional/revised
information:
Additional comments to be provided within the DCC Update Paper.

A2.7 MKC Countryside Officer
Just to confirm I am satisfied with the additional information provided by the applicant
re: the location of the bat boxes. Therefore, I content that condition 16 can be
discharged.
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A2.8 MKC Highways
“While the plan refers to an initial no time restriction it is saying for Aldi customers.
This will potentially displace parking as it will discourage non-Aldi customers to park
elsewhere causing highway safety issues elsewhere.
The transport assessment provided information that there was spare capacity to cope
with the Aldi customers and the previous demand. I suggest the monitoring at this
stage without any associated signage so delete the first bullet point.
The last bullet point to be revised to something like:
Should observations and data analysis demonstrate that there are delays to
customers and highway safety then an alternative scheme for management shall be
submitted and agreed in writing by the local planning authority.”
Officer note: A revised document was duly submitted following these comments
being issued removing reference to the time restrictions for parking. This is an
acceptable approach and will limit the instances of cars being displaced within the
site.
A2.9 MK Forum
As per my previous email I have now had the chance to look at the proposed site
and I have attached a photo of it for those recipients of this email who are
unfamiliar with it.
I think that it has a number of attributes but I think that there is a better site for
Bicycle Wall, which is in the triangular bed at the entry to your site, as shown on the
attached plan. For the sake of convenience I will use "Proposed Site” to refer to
your suggestion and “New Site” to refer to ours.
Firstly, we need a slight recap to consider the existing location of the mural and
why it has suffered only the most minimal of damage over the 40+ years since it
was erected. I suggest that there are a number of reasons for this:
1. It is respected by the community because it was an integral part of the
school (but this might be fading with the passage of time).
2. It is in a very public place and, particularly when all of the shops were open,
there was a constant stream of people walking past it, so it had a high
degree of surveillance as a matter of course.
3. There is built in barrier in front of it due to the landscaping (albeit that this
obscured part of the mural because it was not properly maintained.
Any new relocation proposal should consider these particular points alongside
others such as aesthetic appeal, artistic relevance etc.
Having seen the Proposed Site I have a number of particular concerns:
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1. It is very close to a public footpath - almost within touching distance. Even
with a strip of barrier planting, such as pyracantha, in front of it I fear that it
will be highly vulnerable. It will be a very tempting target for people who
wish to stand back and throw objects at it or daub it with graffiti. It will only
take one person to do irreparable damage, the cost of which would fall to
Aldi. There would be inevitable public concern and criticism of Aldi should
they not repair it..
2. Whilst it will be visible to people outside the site, there is no natural
supervision other than from passers-by. There’ll be no supervision, for
example, from Aldi's staff as they go about their daily business. I worry that
it will be a case of “out of sight, out of mind”.
3. You will need to extend your site compound to re-erect it and close some, if
not all, of the adjacent footpath to allow the building operations to take place:
this will result in increased construction costs.
4. It will potentially require the removal of existing trees to improve visibility.
5. It could act as a potential constraint upon redevelopment or extension of the
store at some point in the future.
6. It has no obvious connection with the original site. It will look as though
Bicycle Wall has been “plonked” in that location for no specific reason. It will
not look as though it has been designed for that particular spot.
The advantages of the New Site are:
1. It is highly visible and will be supervised as a matter of course throughout
the day both by customers and Aldi staff. I presume that you will also have
CCTV in the car park. The risk of malicious damage is therefore minimised.
It would, I would have thought, be more secure than it was in its previous
location.
2. It it close to the original location and in the same orientation. To all intents
and purposes it will seem that it has always been there and that the rest of
the building has been demolished (indeed, some people will undoubtedly
think that that is what has happened!) It therefore has artistic integrity.
3. It will sit within a landscaped bed that will give it a proper dignity. I would
envisage climbing plants up the rear wall although it could be a “green wall”
were you so enthused.
4. It will be visible to Aldi's customers and visitors to the health centre, dental
suite and school, as at present.
5. It will give you the option of using a crane to lift it in one piece to its new site,
if that were to prove cost advantageous.
6. It will remain within your existing site compound.
Above all, our proposal for the New Site just seems like a natural solution and so
much better than that alternatives (including my original suggestion to put it on the
north wall of your building). Furthermore I think that it would provide something of
which Aldi and your professional team could be genuinely proud: a starring example
of how you have listened to, and worked with, the community. It will give you an
excellent opportunity for publicity, far more so than with the Proposed Site. It should
prove an exemplar of how to undertake such sensitive work.
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The only drawback that I can think of is the traditional one of a retailer who fears that
it will obstruct the view of the shopfront. However, I would counter this by pointing
out that a) the site is at the end of a cut-de-sac and therefore all visitors will have
made specific journeys to visit Aldi and b) I note that you are planning to erect a totem
sign that will be visible from V7.
I can understand that there was an initial reluctance to incorporate Bicycle Wall within
your site but now, having done so, I would ask that you embrace it with enthusiasm
to create something of which we can all be proud. I hope that you and your client will
agree.
I hope therefore that you will support this proposal which seems to have lots of
advantages and no discernible negative points (that I could find).
We have further comments to make further to our submission dated 6 October. In
view of the specific nature of Points 1 and 2 we have referred them to Aldi direct,
but have yet to receive a response.
1. Potential Redway Closure
Aldi have averred (in an email of 30 September 2020 – copy attached) that “the
boundaries of
the working area (for re-erecting the wall) are limited to the current development
site” and thatthe adjacent redway will be ”remain open and passable at all times”.
According to our calculations, based upon submitted drawing 140133-1411-P3, the
front
face of the mural will be c1.25m from the site boundary. We consider that this
provides
insufficient working area for the mural’s re-erection and, furthermore, because of
the height of
the mural, there could be a danger to passers-by in the event of an accident.
This issue, in itself, is not insuperable, but we believe that it is clear that the
adjacent redway,
in part at least, must be closed. This in turn will require the applicant to revise the
Method
Statement that has already been approved through the discharge of Condition 20
and, we
presume, seek a Traffic Regulation Order via the Council.
2. Mural Reassembly
We note that the joint width specified on the applicant’s drawing 10018-0402A is
10mm
whereas the cuts made when the mural is dissembled will be approximately 3mm
(the width of
the blade of the angle grinder). There is therefore a clear conflict. Is it intended that
the
Ancron wall ties should be bonded into a 3mm joint (which, we suggest, might not
provide the
right degree of stability for the wall) or is it intended that the contractor will work on
each
panel and cut away sufficient of the existing mortar to create a 10mm gap?
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Clearly, having cut a 3mm gap between each piece, it would not be feasible to
reassemble
the mural with a 10mm gap because this would throw the whole mural out of
alignment as it
would increase each cut joint by c7mm.
We therefore need for further information from the applicant concerning the precise
reassembly process.

3. Storage
We note from an email from Dan Templeton to Katy Lycett (8 October) that the
mural is now to
be stored within the site once it has been dissembled. We have no objection to this
but there
will need to be an appropriate revision to the Method Statement (see above). For
example, is it still proposed to store the mural in wooden crates and will the crates
be stored within a steel
container?
4. Update Drawings
The same email (see 3 above) refers to a number of changes to drawing no 100180402A. We
presume that the drawing itself will be updated prior to DCC.
5. Officer Comments
We note the comments from Simon Peart and Louise Izod and note that both have
raised the
issue of potential vandalism to the mural as shown in the current proposal. We look
forward
to Aldi’s response to this.
We continue to be of the opinion that the proposed location of the mural places it at
high risk damage from vandalism and that the application should be rejected.
A2.10 Public Representations
A further third party representation was received highlighting the following:
- The mural is locally significant and has important heritage impacts.
- The artwork should be retained as one unit.
- Risk of vandalism.
- Lack of clarity of re-erection of the mural elsewhere.
- Loss of historic community project.
- Technical queries regarding the mural being reinstated.
- Risk of damage to the mural.
- Proposed alternative location to the South of the site would be preferred.
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APPEAL UPDATE FOR SECOND QUARTER OF 2020-21
Report Author/Case Officer:

Myles Joyce, Interim Development Management
Manger

Contact Details:

myles.joyce@milton-keynes.gov.uk

1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

The report sets out a summary of key planning appeal results received in the second
quarter of 2020-21 plus the first half of October 2020.

2.0

APPEALS UPDATE

2.1

Appeal Decisions
During the past quarter the Planning Service has received the following appeals
decisions of note:
19/01818/OUT- Land at Brickhill Street, South Caldecotte
Planning permission was refused by the Development Control Committee (DCC) on
the 6th February 2020 for the development of the site for B2/B8 uses. The appeal
was dealt with by a Public Inquiry between 24th August and 7th September 2020.
The appeal was allowed on 14th October 2020 and outline planning permission
granted for the development of the site for employment uses, comprising of
warehousing and distribution (Class B8) floorspace (including mezzanine floors) with
ancillary Class E office space, general industrial (Class B2) floorspace (including
mezzanine floors) with ancillary Class E office space, a small standalone office
(Class E) and small café (Class E) to serve the development; car and HGV parking
areas, with earthworks, drainage and attenuation features and other associated
infrastructure, a new primary access off Brickhill Street, alterations to Brickhill Street
and provision of Grid Road reserve to Brickhill Street.
Further work on highways impacts and mitigation measures was carried out before
the Inquiry. A package of transport measures was substantially agreed between the
Council and the appellant (subject to one outstanding matter which is discussed
further below). The Council was satisfied that these measures could be secured
through conditions and a s106 Agreement. Accordingly, reason for refusal (3) was
not pursued. Having reviewed further modelling and suggested mitigation works in
respect of the Kelly’s Kitchen roundabout, Highways England indicated that planning
permission could now be granted subject to appropriate conditions.
During the Inquiry discussions continued between the Council and the appellant on
archaeology and biodiversity. It was agreed that the archaeology contained within
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part of the site (known as Area 2) could be preserved in situ by leaving this area as
open space. In order to give effect to this agreement the appellant submitted a
revised Parameters Plan1 and a revised Land Use Plan.
The inspector agreed with the Council and the appellant that the appeal be
determined on the basis of these revised plans, submitting that the tests for such an
amendment established in case law would be met, noting that the revisions fell within
the original description of development and would not alter the substance of the
proposal and the developable area and the development footprint would be reduced.
The detailed relationship of new structures to the site boundaries and nearby
development would be controlled at reserved matters stage (as they would have
been in the original proposal). In order to avoid Area 2, the appellant had to reduce
the floorspace, as shown on the revised masterplan, from 241,548sqm to
185,800sqm. The final amount of floorspace would depend on matters such as the
requirements of individual occupiers, but is likely to be somewhere at or around the
figure set in Plan:MK (Policy SD14 seeks the delivery of a minimum of 195,000sqm).
Along with further amendments to the Proposed Access Roundabout plan and
updates to offsite highway works at Kelly’s Kitchen roundabout. There was no
material change to the capacity or highway geometry of the access proposals. The
changes to the Land Use Plan had the effect of reducing some impacts on
biodiversity and increasing opportunities for biodiversity enhancements on site. This
led to a reduced requirement for offsite biodiversity enhancement which both the
Council and the appellant agreed that appropriate offsite biodiversity enhancement
could be secured through a s106 Agreement. Therefore, subject to suitably worded
conditions and planning obligations the Council withdrew its objection and the
appellant agreed to pay the LPA’s costs given the lateness of these revisions. Appeal
Allowed 14th October
19/02988/CLUP- Land North and West of Wavendon Business Park, Ortensia Drive,
Milton Keynes, MK17 8LX.
DCC decision to refuse the Certificate of Lawful Development (Proposed) for
implementation of planning permission 15/02337/OUT and reserved matters
application 18/01304/REM without compliance with condition 14 (deed of easement).
Planning Inspector concluded that the addition of a condition to the reserved matters
permission was not lawful. The Inspector noted that any condition that would have
modified the permission should only have been applied at outline stage, and
additionally that is unlikely that such a condition would be lawfully applied, given it
relies on third party agreement to the deed of easement. Appeal Allowed 18th August
2020.
16/00672/OUT- Land North of Cranfield Road Woburn Sands.
DCC decision contrary to officer recommendation. Outline application (all matters
reserved except access) for residential development up to 203 dwellings, doctor's
surgery, open space, landscaping, pedestrian, cycle and vehicular access from
Newport Road and Cranfield Road and supporting infrastructure. Inquiry/Call in.
Appeal dismissed on the basis the Council can demonstrate a deliverable 5.9 year
housing land supply. Appeal Dismissed 25th June 2020.
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Ongoing Appeals
2.2

The Planning Service is currently dealing with the following appeals of note:
19/02134/FUL- Site 2, Elmswell Gate Milton Keynes MK17 8US
Erection of drive-through restaurant (Class A3/A5) and 87-bed hotel (Class C1), with
associated parking and landscape. Application refused due to principle issues in that
the sequential test was not submitted with the application, as well as the absence of
a Biodiversity Impact Assessment Metric Calculation, Sustainability Statement and
on the lack of agreed S106 contributions. Statement sent on 24th August 2020 and
to be determined under written representations.
19/02444/REM- Land To The East of Maltings Field, Castlethorpe
Reserved Matters, for the erection of 31 dwellings, relating to appearance,
landscaping, layout and scale in respect of Outline Approval 17/01536/OUT refused
under delegated powers. To be determined by Hearing 27th October.
19/00124/FUL- 42 Portland Drive
This is a linked appeal relating to Enforcement Notice 4 and the retrospective
planning permission refused by the Development Control Committee in July 2019.
The Planning Inspectorate have identified that the Public Inquiry will need to be
postponed to a later date 15th January 2021.
19/02771/FULMMA- 1 Yeomans Drive
Planning permission was sought for the variation of the following conditions 1
(Approved Plans), 12 (HGV Operating Hours) and 19 (External Lighting). The
application was refused under delegated powers. A start letter has not been received,
but the Inspector has confirmed that a Hearing appeal procedure has currently been
chosen and the appellant has submitted their Statement of Case.
15/00619/FUL – South West Milton Keynes (Salden Chase)
Application refused by the Development Control Committee and the appeal will be
considered at a Public Inquiry, which will open on 9th February 2021.
Outline planning application for physical improvements to the Bottledump
roundabouts and a new access onto the A421 (priority left in only) to accommodate
the development of land in Aylesbury Vale District reference 15/00314/AOP (for
Outline planning application with all matters reserved except for access for a mixeduse sustainable urban extension on land to the south west of Milton Keynes to
provide up to 1,855 mixed tenure dwellings; an employment area (B1); a
neighbourhood centre including retail (A1/A2/A3/A4/A5), community (D1/D2) and
residential (C3) uses; a primary and a secondary school; a grid road reserve; multifunctional green space; a sustainable drainage system; and associated access,
drainage and public transport infrastructure - EIA development).
Significant additional information has been submitted by the appellant during the
appeal. This amounts to a new Transport Assessment and the Council has written to
the Planning Inspector suggesting that the appeal should be withdrawn.
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