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ITEM

5(a)

Application Number: 19/02402/FUL
Description Full planning application for the erection of two storage and distribution units
(use class B8), with associated access, car parking, servicing, landscaping, earthworks,
on and off-site drainage and off-site highway works.
At Land At Caldecote Farm, East of The M1 Motorway, Adjacent To Willen Road
For SEGRO (Newport Pagnell) Limited
Statutory Target: 12th December 2019
Extension of Time: Yes – 30th June 2020
Ward: Olney

Parish: Moulsoe Parish Council

Report Author/Case Officer:

Contact Details:

Team Manager:

Elizabeth Verdegem
Team Leader – West Team

01908 252462
elizabeth.verdegem@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Sarah Hine
Development Management Manager
sarah.hine@milton-keynes.gov.uk

1.0

RECOMMENDATION

1.1

The recommendation remains to refuse permission for this application, for the
reasons set out in the committee report and in this update paper.

2.0

APPLICANT’S ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

2.1

Since the committee papers were published for this item, the applicant has sent a
letter to the Council explaining what they consider to be the economic benefits of
this scheme and questioning the harm that would be caused by permitting
application now. In addition, the applicants have indicated that they are not
intending to speak at the meeting and have submitted a statement in response to
the committee report. For this reason, both the letter and statement have been
included at the end of this update paper.

3.0

CONSULTATIONS
Since the committee papers were published for this item, further comments have
been received from the following consultees. Summaries are included below, and
the full comments are included at the end of this update paper:

(3)

3.1

MKC Landscape Architect
No objection to the principle of warehouse use on this site but raises concerns with
the amount of landscaping/buffer provided, including the height and distribution of
the bunds/earthworks, depth of planting and their combined effectiveness to
provide successful visual mitigation. Notes that various ancillary parts of the
developments, ponds etc, are included in the buffer which will not be effective, and
that a gap between the building would allow for more landscaping to be layered into
the site and provide further visual mitigation. Also raises concerns that the
Landscape Visual Impact Assessment does not contain any specific mitigation
recommendations, and that some of the proposed planting is outside the site which
would need to be secured through planning obligations.

3.2

MKC Environmental Health
No concerns regarding ground contamination and accepts the conclusion of the
applicant’s report. Suggests conditions were permission to be granted.
No comments received from Environmental Health regarding noise or lighting.

3.3

MKC Economic Development
Comments that the proposal is supported in principle but would like to have more
information on job numbers, types of job and the industry of the future tenants of
the site, in order to understand the economic benefit of the site.

4.0

4.1

ASSESSMENT
Economic Benefits
While the applicant’s position is noted, it is considered, as set out in the committee
report, that the application is premature and contrary to the development plan. The
harm of permitting an application that is contrary to the development plan, and also
raises other concerns such as residential amenity, visual impact, and the future
acceptability of highways infrastructure, does not out outweigh the economic
benefits of this scheme coming forward at this time.

4.2

While the principle of employment use on this site will be acceptable in the future,
the criteria needed to reach this position have not yet been met, and the economic
benefits that can be delivered by this scheme, can still be delivered, but at the
appropriate time.

4.3

The applicant states that there is high demand now for warehouse space and that
by delaying there is risk to losing occupiers and employment within Milton Keynes.
However, they have also stated that “demand for logistic and warehouse space has
not abated…. but is actually increasing”. Demand being high for this type of
employment space does not outweigh the need for the development to be well
designed and considered, to minimise the visual mitigation and ensure that the
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proposed highways works will integrate with the scheme for the remainder of the
MK East allocation.
4.4

The principal reasons for refusal as set out in the committee report remain.
Impact on the Character of the Area/Landscape

4.5

Comments received from the Council’s Landscape Architect have raised concern
with the layout of the site and provision of sufficient depth/set-back between the
buildings and the boundary of the site. A sufficient depth of set-back is required to
provide enough space for a higher bunds, sufficient depth of tree planting, and to
ensure the consistency of the landscape buffers around the site, when space also
needs to be given over to other features such as drainage ponds, easements for
underground infrastructure, and parking areas.

4.6

It is also noted that the Landscape Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) contains
some inaccuracies regarding recent upgrading work on the M1 motorway, where
landscaping has been removed, and that it doesn’t contain specific targeted
mitigation recommendations to be secured. The Landscape Architect therefore
consideres the LVIA to not be acceptable.

4.7

Ultimately, the Landscape Architect considers the layout insufficient to provide the
depth of landscaping required to successfully mitigate the visual impact of this
proposal. Further thought to the layout, primarily regarding the depth of landscape
buffer, and space between the buildings is required to more successfully mitigate
the visual impact of the proposal and further detail and evidence should be
provided through the LVIA to support the layout and landscaping proposed.

4.8

The proposed layout and proposed landscaping, and the subsequent concerns
raised regarding visual mitigation and impact on the character of the area, therefore
forms an additional reason for refusal.

4.9

Contamination
The comments of the Environmental Health Officer are noted, and the conditions
could be included were the application to be permitted.

5.0

CONCLUSION AND REASON FOR REFUSAL

5.1

Given the above, the recommendation on this application continues to be for
refusal. It is considered that the above comments and assessment warrant
additional reasons for refusal on landscape grounds, as set out below.
Landscape and Character of the Area
5. Given the size and scale of the proposed buildings, the layout of the site
provides insufficient space and depth for a sufficient landscape buffer to provide
effective visual mitigation for the site. The set-back of the buildings from the
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boundary around the site do not provide sufficient depth to create high enough
bunds, nor are the bunds consistent around the boundary. The setbacks are
also populated with areas that cannot be planted (drainage ponds), which
further reduces the amount and depth of planting, and reduces the effectiveness
of the landscape buffers for visual mitigation proposed. Without effective
landscaped buffers around the site, it is considered that the visual impact of the
proposals has not been successfully mitigated and will have a harmful impact
on the character of the area. Concerns are also raised with the accuracy and
lack of recommended mitigation proposed via the Landscape Visual Impact
Assessment, and therefore there is doubt as to whether this document can be
relied upon to fully assess the impact on the character of the area from both
close to the site and from a distance. The proposal is therefore contrary to
Policies NE6, D1, D2 and D3 of Plan:MK (2019).
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A1.0 FULL CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS
A1.1 MKC Environmental Health
In consideration of suitability of the site for its proposed purpose in respect of
ground contamination I have read the Phase 2 Geotechnical and Geoenvironmental Ground Investigation (RSK, July 2018) and have the following
comments to make.
There is nothing to suggest that ground contamination could prohibit development
as no plausible pollution linkages have been identified. However, due to the
extensive made ground on site and the conclusion of the report that the gas
monitoring programme may not have established the ‘worst case’ scenario it has
been recommended that further monitoring be undertaken. The report also
recommends that site worker be vigilant during any earthworks for the presence of
unforeseen contamination particularly for asbestos containing materials.
I agree with this conclusions of the report, therefore, in accordance with NPPF, I
recommend that the following condition be applied to any grant of planning
permission for this site.
1) Prior to any development taking place, the developer shall carry out an
assessment to characterise the ground gas regime on the site.
The results of this survey detailing the nature and extent of any contamination,
together with a strategy for any remedial action deemed necessary to bring the site
to a condition suitable for its intended use, shall be submitted to and approved by
the Local Planning Authority before construction works commence.
2) Any remedial works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
strategy and validated by submission of an appropriate verification report prior to
first occupation of the development.
3) Should any unforeseen contamination be encountered the Local Planning
Authority shall be informed immediately. Any additional site investigation and
remedial work that is required as a result of unforeseen contamination will also be
carried out to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.
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.
A1.2 MKC Landscape Architect
“ASSESSMENT
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No objection to the principle of warehouse development on this site which is
allocated for employment. However, amendments to the proposals are required in
order to mitigate the worst visual effects of the development and would equally
serve to enhance the quality of development.
As can be seen from the proposed site earthworks plan there are only 2 bunds
proposed on site. In the latest application unit 2 has resulted in bund 1 along the
motorway which was already narrow being narrowed to less than half the width and
reduced in height to just 1m.
In addition, bund 1 only extends part way along the motorway corridor and as
photomontage 7 but also 4 demonstrate, much more substantial landscape buffers
are needed to provide screening of the worst visual impacts and to positively reflect
the character and history of Milton Keynes as the city of trees. Historically
employment sites in Milton Keynes have been well landscaped to project an image
of attractive places to work and live alongside.
Earthworks in the form of substantial bunding when planted can offer an effective
degree of screening to help mitigate the height and scale of warehouse sheds.
However, the width of available space for earth bunding with woodland planting as
landscape buffers around the perimeter of the site is insufficient. More space is
needed for bunding up to 3m in height at a maximum grade of 1in3 with woodland
planting.
Landscape buffers should exclude other development elements including
easements, SUDS drainage basins, fire tender access paths, parking, sprinkler
tanks and other ancillary development which limit the purpose of the buffer to
provide bunding with woodland planting as screening for the warehousing. In
addition to perimeter buffers, the division of the site into separate units needs to
include woodland planting between the units which will provide some additional
visual mitigation by way of layering landscape throughout the site to reduce the
scale and mass of the warehousing.
The table of visual effects (appendix C) in the LVA shows the overall effect at 15
years post completion to be reduced to negligible in less than a handful of
receptors / viewpoints; with the majority of receptors / viewpoints ranging from
minor-adverse at best to moderate adverse effect at worst.
The summary and conclusion of the LVA hasn’t changed since the withdrawn
application and suggests key objectives of the landscape and GI proposals
including to "Adopt specific landscape measures to mitigate any potential adverse
landscape, visual or other environmental effects (e.g. screen mounding proposals)"
but falls short of providing specific mitigation measures tailored to the development
proposal which will convincingly deliver the screening needed.
The proposed illustrative concept landscape plan is weak in demonstrating
mitigation measures that will properly address the visual impact of the large
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warehouse sheds. It mainly refers to proposed SUDS with associated wetland
habitat which may offer wildlife benefits but do not provide any visual mitigation
benefits. Buildings of this height, scale and monotonous appearance require
substantial woodland structure buffer planting on bunding to help soften the impact
of the distribution sheds on the surrounding amenity.
I note that some proposed new native hedgerow planting with hedgerow trees is
proposed off-site outside of the red-line. This is not ideal, as mitigation should be
secured within the application site or will otherwise have to be secured and
delivered through planning obligations.
As requested during consultation for the withdrawn application 18/01719/FUL,
additional information in the form of an addendum to the LVA should be provided. It
should include a separate and detailed section on the mitigation and
recommendations for development. The recommendations should be specific
enough such that targeted mitigation can be secured through conditions including
appropriate detailed landscape proposals (a detailed landscape scheme at this
stage would be premature). Without the above details the LVA is not acceptable.
In addition, photo viewpoint / photomontage 7 should be checked and updated as
required to reflect the soft landscape removal which has taken place along the M1
due to the smart motorway road works.
The LVIA and photomontages will have been based on the proposed maximum
height and scale of the units therefore I would expect conditions imposed on any
future consent to restrict development height and floorspace to protect amenity.
RECOMMENDATION
No objection to the principle of warehouse development on this site which is
allocated for employment. However, amendments to the proposals are required in
order to mitigate the worst visual effects of the development on amenity and would
equally serve to enhance the quality of development.
•
Buildings of this height, scale and monotonous appearance require
substantial woodland structure buffer planting on bunding to help soften the impact
of the distribution sheds on the surrounding amenity.
•
Much more substantial landscape buffers around the perimeter of the site
are needed to provide screening of the worst visual impacts and to positively reflect
the character and history of Milton Keynes as the city of trees.
•
The division of the site into separate units needs to include woodland
planting between the units to provide additional visual mitigation by way of layering
landscape throughout the site to reduce the scale and mass of the warehousing.
•
Earthworks in the form of substantial bunding when planted needs to offer
an effective degree of screening to help mitigate the height and scale of warehouse
sheds.
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•
More space is needed for bunding up to 3m in height at a maximum grade of
1in3 with woodland planting.
•
Landscape buffers shall exclude other development elements including
easements, SUDS drainage basins, fire tender access paths, parking, sprinkler
tanks and other ancillary development which limit the purpose of the buffer to
provide bunding with woodland planting as screening for the warehousing.
•
Additional information in the form of an addendum to the LVA should be
submitted. It should include a separate and detailed section on the mitigation and
recommendations for development. The recommendations should be specific
enough such that targeted mitigation can be secured through conditions including
appropriate detailed landscape proposals (a detailed landscape scheme at this
stage would be premature). Without the above details the LVA is not acceptable.
•
Photo viewpoint / photomontage 7 should be checked and updated as
necessary to reflect the soft landscape removal which has taken place along the
M1 due to the smart motorway road works.
•
The proposed illustrative concept landscape plan needs to convincingly
demonstrate specific mitigation measures that will properly address the visual
impact of the large warehouse sheds.
The LVIA and photomontages will have been based on the proposed maximum
height and scale of the units therefore I would expect conditions imposed on any
future consent to restrict development height and floorspace to protect amenity.”
A1.3 MKC Economic Development
“The application proposes the development of the site for up to 81,293 m2 B8
(Storage or distribution) employment use.
The proposal 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 important that for businesses to thrive they have
access to suitable 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.
Whilst the Economic Development supports the application, they would like to
understand the following: •
Number of jobs created
•
Types of jobs created
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•

Industry of prospective owners / tenants”

A2.0 APPLICANT’S ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
o Letter from Newlands Development to Councillor Marland, dated 12 th June
2020, received 12th June 2020
o Statement by Oxalis Planning, received 17th June 2020
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Councillor Peter Marland
Leader of the Council
Milton Keynes Council
Sent via Email
12th June 2020
Dear Councillor Marland
Land at Caldecote Farm, Application Reference: 19/02402/FUL
I am writing with regard to our planning application for land at Caldecote Farm (application reference
19/02402/FUL), which is scheduled to be determined at your Development Control Committee on the
18th June 2020.
The Officer’s report recommends refusal, siting prematurity with regard to Policy SD12. I want to take
the opportunity to write to you to encourage members of the Council to carefully consider the decision
they take on this application in light both of the lack of harm caused by the application and the significant
economic benefits an approval of the scheme now will bring. I will separately be making available a
Statement to be read at the DC Committee.
The recommendation from Officer’s is both a surprise to us and extremely disappointing. We have
worked patiently alongside the Council (despite significant slippage in the timescales for the adoption
of the Milton Keynes East SPD) over a number of years, based on an understanding that if key
milestones were met, we could progress toward a positive determination.
In order to work with the Council, we withdrew our 2018 application for Makita (a local occupier), who
were looking to relocate to larger premises within Milton Keynes and retain their workforce. The result
of the Council’s protracted timescales and the application withdrawal has been that Makita have now
relocated elsewhere in the UK, losing this valued company and these valuable jobs from Milton Keynes.
I highlight this because it demonstrates the real world consequences of unnecessary planning delay.
Nevertheless, our application still presents the Council with a real opportunity to deliver on its apparent
aspirations surrounding jobs and growth.
We have been promoting the site for some time and our current application has been with you for
around 9 months now; throughout this process we have been clear that there is strong demand for the
development.
As we begin to emerge from the lockdown status our economy will need every assistance in regaining
its strength; sites such as Caldecote Farm are in the perfect position to assist with kick-starting the
economy again. The site will provide much needed warehouse space quickly and will help to further
stimulate the economy through the creation of jobs.
Indeed, our experience of the market suggests that demand for logistics and warehouse space has not
abated because of the Covid-19 pandemic but is actually increasing.
This immediate opportunity to deliver employment space for occupiers currently seeking space in Milton
Keynes will be lost with a refusal of our scheme. We believe that such a decision would be entirely at
odds with the overarching aims for economic investment and growth set out in Plan MK and indeed
entirely at odds with the emerging considerations of the Government’s ‘Great Recovery Bill’, which
emphasise the dire need to boost our economy at every level.
Our application has no objections from technical consultees and we have thus demonstrated its
acceptability and sustainability. It delivers significant infrastructure improvements, all of which are
privately funded.
1|Page
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The application site is allocated for this exact form of employment development; it will be developed; it
is just a matter of when. The Officers in their Report to Committee highlight that the scheme is contrary
to Policy. It is very important that the extent to which the application is contrary to Policy is understood
and put into context. Whilst there might be a slight conflict with the precise letter of a small and specific
aspect of Policy, there is no conflict with the main substance or overarching aim of the Policy. This is
not a case where conflict with Policy will result in a scheme at odds with the ambitions of the Council
nor one that will result in harm.
It would be a great shame and telling indictment of Milton Keynes’s attitude to economic development
and alignment with central Government’s endeavours to drag the nation out of the impending recession,
if a rigid policy interpretation were to result in the refusal of a perfectly acceptable employment scheme,
which will come forward anyway.
We have made it very clear to officers that if our application is delayed any further or refused, we will
be appealing the application immediately. We sincerely hope that this will not be necessary and that the
Council will come to a favourable decision.
I hope that the above points will be given due consideration.
Yours sincerely
Graham Pardoe

2|Page
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Development Control Committee

18th June 2020

Oxalis Planning Statement to Committee
on behalf of Segro (Newport Pagnell) Limited

Agenda Item 5(a)

Application Ref: 19/02402/FUL

Land at Caldecote Farm, East of M1
Motorway, adjacent to Willen Road

Introduction
This Statement has been prepared by Oxalis Planning on behalf of the applicant, Segro (Newport
Pagnell) Limited, (‘Segro’).
Segro are grateful for the opportunity to make a Statement to the Development Control Committee and
hope that members of the Committee are able to review and take account of the points set out in this
Statement.
Segro would urge Members of the Committee to weigh in the balance the significant benefits that
approving this application now would bring, alongside the limited harm that would be caused as a result
of this part of the Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension site coming forward earlier than other
parts of the site.
It is considered that the planning balance in this case weighs in favour of granting planning permission
now and Segro would hope that Members of the Committee agree and approve the planning application
before them. An approval of the application, particularly given the dire economic issues facing the
Country as a result of the Covid Pandemic, would result in direct economic benefits to the area in terms
of investment, job creation and growth.
Background
The recommendation from Officer’s is both a surprise and extremely disappointing. Segro have worked
patiently alongside the Council over a number of years, based on an understanding that if key milestones
were met, an application could progress toward a positive determination.
In order to work with the Council, Segro withdrew an application in 2018 for a named occupier. In the
intervening period there has been continuing interest from other occupiers, but, unfortunately, these
interests have, so far, been unable to progress, due to the uncertainty regarding the protracted planning
timescales, demonstrating the real world consequences of unnecessary planning delay.
Notwithstanding there remains strong occupier interest ready to take up the opportunity.
As such, the current application still presents the Council with a real opportunity to deliver on its
apparent aspirations surrounding jobs and growth. A delay to the development of the site will have
consequences for economic development and recovery.
As we begin to emerge from the lockdown status our economy will need every assistance in regaining
its strength; sites such as Caldecote Farm are in the perfect position to assist with kick-starting the
economy again. The site will provide much needed warehouse space quickly and will help to further
stimulate the economy through the creation of jobs.
Indeed, Segro’s experience of the market suggests that demand for logistics and warehouse space has
not abated because of the Covid-19 pandemic but is actually increasing. In this regard it is likely to be
a somewhat unique part of the National economy.
This immediate opportunity to deliver employment space for occupiers currently seeking space in Milton
Keynes will be lost with a refusal of our scheme. Segro believe that such a decision would be entirely at
odds with the overarching aims for economic investment and growth set out in Plan:MK and indeed
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entirely at odds with the emerging considerations of the Government’s ‘Great Recovery Bill’, which
emphasise the dire need to boost our economy at every level.
The application has no objections from technical consultees and it has thus been demonstrated that it
is both acceptable and sustainable. It delivers significant infrastructure improvements, all of which are
privately funded.
Response to the Officer’s Report Conclusions
Whilst the conclusions of the Officer’s Report state that the application was submitted ahead of the
adoption of the MKE Development Framework SPD, Segro would advise Committee that the application
was submitted in accordance and agreement with Officers at the Council, with the expectation that a
decision would be delayed until after the SPD had been adopted. This was one of the key milestones
laid out to Segro.
With regard to a Section 106 Agreement, Segro has been consistent in its desire to seek to agree the
terms of such an agreement and has at no point refused to engage or agree with proposals of the
Council. Indeed, the applicant has put forward Heads of Terms and has been awaiting Officer response
to these. The Council has had ample opportunity to agree the Section 106 Heads of Terms with Segro
and to secure the Agreement. In this regard it is therefore again disappointing and surprising that this
has been included as a reason for refusal.
Notwithstanding, Committee could still positively determine the application subject to the signing of a
Section 106 Agreement and with landscaping and planting Conditions attached to a permission to
address any amenity concerns.
Summary and Concluding Comments
The application site is allocated for the exact form of employment development proposed. It will be
developed; it is just a matter of when. The Officer’s report highlights that the scheme is contrary to
Policy. It is very important that the extent to which the application is contrary to Policy is understood
and put into context. Whilst there might be a slight conflict with the precise letter of a small and specific
aspect of Policy, there is no conflict with the main substance or overarching aim of the Policy. This is
not a case where conflict with Policy will result in a scheme at odds with the ambitions of the Council
nor one that will result in harm.
It would be a great shame and telling indictment of Milton Keynes’s attitude to economic development
and alignment with central Government’s endeavours to drag the nation out of the impending recession,
if a rigid policy interpretation were to result in the refusal of a perfectly acceptable employment scheme,
which will come forward at a future point anyway.
Segro have made it very clear to officers that if the application is delayed any further or refused, we will
be appealing the application immediately. Segro sincerely hope that this will not be necessary and that
the Council will come to a logical and favourable decision.

2|Page
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ITEM

5(b)

Application Number: 20/00893/DISCON
Description: 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
At 22 - 24 Stantonbury Centre Purbeck Stantonbury
For Aldi Stores
Statutory Target: 4th June 2020
Extension of Time: Yes - 26th June 2020
Ward: Stantonbury

Parish: Stantonbury

Report Author/Case Officer:

Contact Details:

Team Manager:

1.0

Katy Lycett
Senior Planning Officer

01908 252313
katy.lycett@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Sarah Hine
Development Management Manager
sarah.hine@milton-keynes.gov.uk

UPDATE PAPER
Recommendation

1.1

The recommendation remains as set out in the report.
Condition 21

1.2

For clarity, the application currently being considered does not include any
discussions or agreements as to the longer-term plan for the mural being reinstated
at a later date. The details of this would be considered under a separate application
which is yet to be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for consideration.
Changes to the Method Statement

1.3

Following an informal site meeting held between a number of interested parties, the
site contractor, Planning Agent and Council Officers, it was discussed that further
details would be appropriate to add into the Method Statement which would provide
greater clarity and would resolve some outstanding concerns that had been raised
by Mr T Skelton and Mr D Stabler who were both in attendance on site.
1
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1.4

To aid discussions a summary of the issues discussed are listed below and have
been fed into a revised Method Statement for completeness.
1. Hi-resolution photograph(s) already taken to be supplied to LPA.
2. Above photograph to be used as a basis to observe problem areas such as offset
joints and nominal joint widths that will prevent cutting, then an initial layout of panel
cuts to be produced based on this and shared (or produced in collaboration) with
LPA for approval.
3. Correction that low tack PVC is not to be used due to concerns from the contractors
over damage to the face of the mural.
4. 6mm Plywood protective sheets to be 8x4 feet, cut to suit grout lines.
5. Plywood to be fitted with cushioned backing.
6. Screws only to be placed at the edge of sheets to suit grout lines, raw plugs and
screws.
7. Scaffolding to external mural face will be structural to brace against and prevent
outward movement, exact detailed design to engineer’s specification with 3 m
returns raking props/braces/shores as required. Butted against plywood protection.
8. Inward face of gable to be propped with steel structure to prevent inward collapse,
exact detailed design to engineer’s specification. Steel frame also support right
hand side of gable that has no return wall (due to shopfront).
9. Scaffold to have a protective area around it – heras fence / hoarding or similar to
prevent damage from site machinery etc.
10. Confirmed that once the scaffold is up, the initial layout survey above will be
checked with a more detailed condition and photographic survey of the tiles – as
set out in the existing method statement – which will be used to revise the layout
plan where necessary and allow tiles that require particular attention
11. Handheld angle grinder with a wet 12 inch, 3mm diamond blade used to cut grout
and brickwork.
12. Removed panels to be lowered (not slid) into crates – exact method to be specified
in the statement.
13. Crates to be at same level on the scaffolding, lowered to ground when full.
14. Non-standard crates will be made on site for the non-standard panels.
15. Crates to be stored at single level (i.e. no stacking)
16. Cleaning – allowing for the changes, the applicant needs to specify when and how
the tiles are going to be cleaned. Suggest cleaned once scaffold goes up and
before the more detailed photo / survey is carried out, then re-clean after cutting
before storage – may need to think about ventilation in the crates to deal with any
residual moisture.

1.5

The above discussion points have all been addressed in a revised Method Statement
v6, and this is the document that is recommended for approval. For assistance the
following link will access the Public Access System to view the associated documents
with this application including the revised Method Statement.
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https://publicaccess2.milton-keynes.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=externalDocuments&keyVal=Q8IFJG
KWH7J00
Additional Representations
1.6

Three late further representations have been received and are included at the end
this Update Paper. It is considered that these items do not raise issues which have
not already been highlighted and discussed previously.

1.7

In addition, two further public representations have been registered since the report
was drafted raising concerns around the current submission of details. These
comments are adequately covered by the summary of public representations in the
report, and therefore considered in the report and this update paper.
Recommendation

1.8

The recommendation remains as set out in the report.

2.0

SUBMITTED QUESTION

2.1

Question of clarification to the Planning Officer from David Stabler
Founder and Trustee - Public Arts Trust, Milton Keynes. (PAT-MK)
Aldi are proposing that demolition of most of the building; except the wall to which
the mural is attached, will occur before the mural is removed; how does this meet the
very specific commitments for the discharge of Condition 20; (which DCC are
recommended to agree) and which requires that:
“No demolition or dismantling of any parts of 22-36 Stantonbury Centre, including
any works that may directly or indirectly endanger the structural integrity of 22-36
Stantonbury Centre and the Bicycle mural, shall take place prior to the completion of
the removal and storage of the Bicycle mural.”?
Officer Response

2.2

The intention of Condition 20 was to ensure that the mural was protected and
safeguarded during any works so as to avoid risk of damage or danger. The
submitted Method Statement sets out the suggested method for the mural to be
removed which Council Officers have concluded is acceptable. Whilst the wording is
specific regarding the sequence of events the nature of a DISCON affords the Local
Planning Authority the opportunity to approve details if they are acceptable which
may not always wholly be identical to the original requirement if circumstances are
such that additional flexibility is required for specific reasons. In this case, the reasons
being the technical process for supporting the rear of the mural during its removal.

A1.0 FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS
Three additional public reps.
3
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SUBMISSION FROM MR D STABLER ‐ PUBLIC ARTS TRUST
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OBSERVATIONS AND COMMENTS ON THE METHOD STATEMENT V5 FINAL
TO DISCHARGE CONDITION 20
CONDITION 20
“No demolition or dismantling of any parts of 22-36 Stantonbury Centre, including any works
that may directly or indirectly endanger the structural integrity of 22-36 Stantonbury Centre
and the Bicycle mural, shall take place prior to the completion of the removal and storage of
the Bicycle mural. The removal and storage of the Bicycle mural shall be carried out in
accordance with a detailed scheme of removal and storage to be submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The removal and storage scheme shall include
details of how the mural will be surveyed, recorded, cleaned, protected, facings applied,
removed, handled and stored, including storage location. The scheme shall be in full
accordance with the details set out in the submitted Conservation Method Statement, Project
Name Stantonbury Bicycle Tile Mural received 19.06.2019.”
DEMOLITION FIRST
To satisfy the condition requires the removal and storage of the mural first BEFORE Aldi demolish
the building
Aldi propose to demolish the building and THEN remove the mural.
SPECIALIST CONTRACTOR WITH EXPERIENCE
Aldi say they have a specialist contractor to remove the Bicycle Tile Mural who previously carried out
works of a similar nature to remove a tiled mural from a Tesco Store in Yate.
Yate Town Council confirmed the contractors were unable to save the mural when Tesco’s
demolished the former store.
Aldi then explained they have spoken to the contractors this morning, and they have advised that
the mural in Yate was a Banksy, which was diamond cut (in the same way they are proposing), and
removed successfully from the wall.
But the mural was then stolen.
A Google search of Banksy’s know work does not list any piece at a Tesco store in Yate, nor any piece
destroyed in Yate in 2011 or at another location in Yate.
After an exhaustive search on the internet about Banksy’s many artworks there is no evidence of the
contractor nominated by Aldi: Anquale Ltd having removed a Banksy mural.
When asked for details about the removal of an iconic Banksy mural, Aldi were unable to provide
any confirmation about the date, contractor of location of the mural.
LINCOLN CONSERVATION REPORT
Throughout the Method Statement V5 Aldi frequently say that it has been produced in conjunction
with the Lincoln Conservation report, which is referenced within the Method Statement.
However, Aldi have deviated many times from process suggested in the Lincoln Conservation
report.
SIZE OF TILE PANELS
Lincoln Conservation proposed cutting the mural into sections of 4 tiles by 4 tiles 1,200mm by
1,200mm making 16 tiles per panel.
This would means that each panel will have will be 4 corner tiles with 2 cut edges either on the top
and side or bottom and side, 8 tiles will have only 1 cut edge and 4 tiles will have no cut edges at all.
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Aldi have changed the panel section size recommended by Lincoln Conservation.
Aldi propose cutting the tile mural into sections of 2 tiles by 2 tiles 600mm x 600mm making 4 tiles
per panel
This means that every tile will have 2 cut edges either on the top and side or bottom and side.
Thus every one of the 1,200 tiles in the mural will now have 2 cut edges
PROTECTING THE TILES BEFORE CUTTING
Lincoln Conservation proposed the application of ply facings to the front of the tiled surface and to
the rear of the brick outer leaf bolted together to ensure that during the cutting and lifting process,
the tiles will remain secure.
Lincoln Conservation proposed the following 5 steps
1. First a barrier layer of 20 % Paraloid B72 (ethyl methacrylate/methyl acrylate copolymer) in
acetone should be applied.
2. Then the application of direct fabric facing to support the face of the tile during relocation.
3. Small foam pads should then be placed on the high points on the surface to protect these
areas.
4. Then a cushioning layer will be applied to absorb any stresses applied to the mural sections
during cutting and lifting.
5. Then a sheet of marine plywood should be pre-cut to the exact dimensions of the tile panel
with holes to accept the rods, front and back. The plywood sheets should be applied to the
mural face (A) and lowered into the cavity behind (B) see Figure 16 and the threaded rods
pushed through, wall ties should be cut as necessary.
Aldi have radically changed the method of protecting the panels with only 2 steps.
1. A self-adhesive, low tac PVC protection will be applied to the ceramic face to ensure that the
mural is protected during the removal works. The low tac pvc protection will remain in place
during cutting and to prevent any further accumulation of dust.
2. The mural will be protected by installing a 6mm plywood panels to the external face only,
screwed into the tile joints. The plywood will be removed to allow each section to be cut
into 2 tiles x 2 tiles square.
It is not clear if the plywood will be replaced after cutting to protect the panels
CUTTING THE TILES
Lincoln Conservation proposed that once all the facings have been applied, the designated grout line
can be cut through. Noting that it is highly likely that these grout lines will not line up with the brick
grout lines.
The proposed method for cutting the mural by Aldi will be wet cutting the tile joints along the grout
line with a diamond cutting equipment.
STORING THE TILES
Aldi say the pallet crates will be sectionally divided to store the mural in an upright position and
surrounded by a semi rigid polystyrene installation.
The pallet crates have been designed to take 6 sections of the mural divided to store the mural in an
upright position and surrounded by a semi rigid polystyrene installation.
The illustration of the crates shows 5 sections on a 1.200 by 800 Europallet base.
Will the crates take 5 or 6 sections of the cut mural and how may crates are required?
David Stabler Founder and Trustee - Public Arts Trust, Milton Keynes. (PAT-MK) 17th June 2020
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The Civic Society For Milton Keynes

PLANNING APPLICATION 20/00893/DISCON
STANTONBURY LOCAL CENTRE
The following represents the Forum’s current view on this application following the meeting that
was held on site at our request on Tuesday 17th with representatives of Aldi, the Council and David
Stabler of the Public Arts Trust.
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

The Forum remains opposed to the proposal to approve Conditions 19 and 20 and asks that
they be refused. The stark reality is that dismantling the mural into c300 pieces will involve
(bar the odd exception) cuts on two faces of each of the 1,200 tiles – we think that this is too
intrusive and runs too high a risk of damage to the mural. We suggest that such a proposal
has only arisen because a suitable alternative site for the mural has yet to be identified. Were
there to be such a site, we would feel that there would be an alternative (and better) proposal
to move Bicycle Wall as either one piece or as a small number (say three) of larger pieces
rather than 300 smaller ones.
The Method Statement provides no indication of how Bicycle Wall is to be reassembled in its
new location – such a large number of cuts across the face could give the appearance of a
patchwork quilt once the joints are refilled, which could detract from the appearance of the
whole work.
At our site meeting, we collectively agreed that Aldi would make a number of changes to the
Method Statement to reflect technical comments that we had previously made as part of our
submissions, including the need to decide upon the position of all of the joint cuts prior to a
start on site and the provision of custom made boxes to protect any abnormally sized sections
of tiles. The tight timescale means that we have not seen the revised version of the document
as at the date of this correspondence and so must accordingly reserve our position. We are
confident though that the document will be amended as discussed.
Aldi’s proposal to demolish buildings on the site is contrary to the planning consent, which
requires that Bicycle Wall must be removed first. This issue is not addressed in the Committee
paper.
We note that Aldi is keen to open their new store by Christmas. We feel that this is a very
challenging timescale given the need for Bicycle Wall to be re-erected beforehand. We are
concerned that a new site for it has yet to be identified, even though over ten months has
elapsed since the original DCC decision. We would therefore encourage Aldi to engage with
the community about this matter at the earliest possible opportunity.
Given all of the above, we would strongly urge Aldi to reconsider the proposal that we have
previously made to them (and which they have rejected) that Bicycle Wall should be reerected on the north wall of their new store. This would seem to be the only realistic solution
to the issue of timescale and it has the benefit that it is completely within their control.

Tim Skelton
Chair
17 June 2020
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Submissions in respect of Item 5b – Application: 20/00893/DISCON

Submission from Ms F Skelton – (Chair) Arts and Heritage Alliance Milton Keynes
20/00893/DISCON Bicycle Wall Mural discharge of conditions on the original
planning application 18/01469/FUL
I am writing as Chair of the Arts and Heritage Alliance Milton Keynes to state our
objection to the application to discharge conditions already agreed, as above. This
mural is an important commission of the 1970’s bringing ceramic artist John Watson
to Milton Keynes to create a significant work of public art with the local children. It
captured images of the time with its 1200 tiles celebrating students and bicycles, as
Stantonbury School opened.
The conditions set for the original planning application need to be upheld so there is
an agreed, non negotiable plan to protect this important work. The scheme for the
re-erection of the mural needs to be agreed (as stated in the conditions set) before it
is taken down as this has impact on how the mural is taken down, protected, stored,
prepared for its new site and re-erected.
The new application does not address condition 19 to protect the whole mural,
condition 20 to ensure the careful removal of the mural and its storage, and
condition 21 to re-erect the mural before the site is open for business. The fact that
these conditions are being challenged is in itself an indication that the value of this
work is not sufficiently appreciated.
The protection of this work should be integral to this whole new
development. Milton Keynes is rightly proud of its public arts collection which is part
of our rich heritage. This particular work tells the story of our new town and its
impressive commitment to community engagement and to ensuring culture was at
the heart of place-making. We have stated that we want to be a creative and
cultured city, culture is the new currency in the competitive world of cities nationally
and internationally: this work is part of our Milton Keynes cultural legacy.
Culture is key to what makes cities attractive, creative and sustainable. … Without
culture, cities as vibrant life-spaces do not exist; they are merely concrete and steel
constructions, prone to social degradation and fracture.
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000246291
I place my trust in your care of our cultural heritage.
Yours faithfully,
Francesca Skelton
Francesca Skelton DL
Chair AHA-MK
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ITEM

5(c)

Application Number: 20/00653/FUL
Description: Construction of new community hall and sports changing rooms using
modular construction adjacent to existing pavilion.
At Great Linford Sports Pavilion, Marsh Drive, Great Linford, MK14 5HH
For Mr Andrew Morphet, Great Linford Parish Council
Statutory Target: 23rd June 2020
Extension of Time: Yes
Ward: Stantonbury

Parish: Great Linford

Report Author/Case Officer:

Contact Details:

Team Manager:

1.0

Carrie Chan
Planning Officer

01908 253421
carrie.chan@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Sarah Hine
Development Management Manager
sarah.hine@milton-keynes.gov.uk

UPDATE PAPER
Parking requirements

1.1

Case officer would like to correct an error in paragraph 7.12 of the case officer report.
The number of accessible spaces proposed in this application is two spaces.

’Other’ floorspace (184
sqm)
Accessible spaces

Electric vehicle
(EV) charging points

Parking Standards
Requirement - Zone 3
1 per 22 sqm (9 spaces
required)
5% of provision (1 space
(rounded up))

Provided
9 spaces
2 spaces

2 charging points per 100
spaces + 1 charging point per
additional 100 spaces
(0 EV points required)

0 EV points

9 spaces required, including
0 accessible spaces and 0 EV
points

9 spaces provided,
including 2 accessible
and 0 EV points

1
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Powered two-wheeler
(PTW)
Cycle Parking employee
Cycle parking - visitor
Site Total

1.2

Parking Standards
Requirement - Zone 3
1 space per 70 car parking
spaces (0 spaces required)
1 per 700 sqm or 1 per 10 FTE
staff (0 spaces required)
Min 2 + 1 per 1000sqm
thereafter (2 spaces required)
0 PTW spaces + 2 cycle
spaces required

Provided
0 spaces

10 spaces
0 PTW spaces + 10 cycle
spaces

Paragraph 7.41 should read: Comments relating to the source of funding and the use
of the funds are noted. This element has been covered in paragraph 7.37 of this
repot,
Additional comments received

1.3

Comments were received from a neighbour via email to the Planning Department on
18th May 2020 however, the email was not received. This neighbour contacted the
case officer and resent the comments on 8th June 2020.

1.4

In addition, a further objection letter has been received from a neighbour who has
written in previously and will be speaking at committee:

1.5

The following is a summary of comments, as received above:
-

1.6

Up to 11pm and the use of LED lighting would cause disturbances.
Proposed building will look out of character.
The village already has one public house and a community centre.
Increase traffic.
the possibility of a bar/café on site.
operational hours .

Comments from Councillor H Minns in support of the application, received on
11/06/2020:
“I am writing in full support of the application for the new community and sports
facilities at the Marsh Drive as I see this as an important project which will benefit
our local ward and parish residents as well as the wider Milton Keynes community
in providing much needed opportunities for indoor sports, leisure, social and
community events.
I understand that this is the best locality available in North East Milton Keynes as it
already has extensive outdoor sports facilities and is well placed for an extension in
terms of parking provisions and public transport links.
2
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This letter is in lieu of attending the development control panel meeting scheduled
to take place on Thursday June 18th.”
1.7

The case officer would like to highlight that a change from community hall (use
class D2) to part café/restaurant (use class A3) is likely to require a change of use
as it would be a material change of use, away from the primary purpose. In terms
of opening times, this has been amended during the application. This is covered in
the Residential Amenity section of the case officer report from paragraph 7.16
onwards. This officer is of the opinion that restricting the use of the community hall
to selected activities would be unreasonable and unjustifiable. Noise generated
from other parts of the pavilion ground and the Redway are noted and the
cumulative impact have been considered. Traffic concerns are covered in the
Highway matters and parking section of the report from paragraph 7.8 onwards.
Comments relating to the use of the funding are noted. Unfortunately, this is not a
planning material consideration.

1.8

All the points additional points raised above have been assessed and discussed in
the case officer report.
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16th June 2020

Development Control Committee
Milton Keynes Council
Civic Offices
1 Saxon Gate East
Central Milton Keynes
MK9 3EJ

Dear Sirs

20/00653/FUL - Marsh Drive Sports and Community Development Project
Written submission in support of application and in response to objections received

Background
The need for additional Community and Sports facilities in NE MK was recognised by MK Council along
with English Partnerships in the Section 106 agreements they made with the Developers of the NE
Expansion areas (Redhouse Park and Oakridge Park) dating back to 2005.
These S106 contributions were agreed with Milton Keynes Council’s department for Sports and
Community facilities and are commensurate with Plan MK Policy CC4 - New Community Facilities.
GLPC was not directly involved in these original decisions, however, as a Council we agreed that we
should respond to Milton Keynes Council’s desire for improved Community and Sports facilities as part of
the preparation of the GLPC Neighbourhood Plan. The Neighbourhood Plan consultations confirmed a
need for improvement of existing spots facilities and new facilities serving those who seek a wider range
of activities including indoor sports, leisure, social and community events.
Following this GLPC engaged Planning Consultants to conduct research and consultations with the
community and produce a report on needs and recommendations. Responses showed that:
•
•
•

there was a need for a new ‘community hub’ offering a range of activities for all.
a re-development and/or extension of the existing facilities at Marsh Drive Pavilion was the most
favourable location catering for both the current sports use and the wider community.
facilities offered by a new community hub could include a cafe, meeting/activity rooms,
studio/dance space and facilities capable of supporting other indoor events.

Marsh Drive sports grounds were recognised early on in the process as the only site in North East Milton
Keynes that offered the ready availability of land, good parking and core facilities, necessary for a
successful project of this nature. Marsh Drive has easy access from most parts of NE MK via roads, bus
links and redways. It has a large area of green space including football and cricket pitches and tennis
courts.
The sports grounds are well used but the opportunities for clubs to develop further particularly in terms
of promoting opportunities for female and young players is being hampered by the lack of appropriate
Great Linford Parish Council
Great Linford House, 1 St Leger Court, Great Linford, Milton Keynes, MK14 5HA
Tel: 01908 606613 ⚫ Email: parish.manager@great-linford.gov.uk ⚫ www.great-linford.gov.uk
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changing and ancillary facilities. Current facilities no longer meet the standards required by Sport
England and other sporting associations.
The development of facilities at Marsh Drive has therefore been a key feature of GLPC’s Strategic Plans
since 2011 and with this in mind, GLPC took control of the Marsh Drive sports ground from Milton
Keynes Council under a Community Asset Transfer agreement in 2013. In August 2014 a working group
was set up to draft a plan, roles and responsibilities and expectations. A Project Board, which included
local Ward Councillors and a MKC representative, was formed to take responsibility for the strategic
control of this project and a Project Manager appointed.
Meetings have been held with existing and potential new users to identify needs and to enable
development. We have looked at how we can encourage provision of a wider range of activities to meet
the needs of the whole community.
At a time when financial support for Parish Councils is reducing and with economic uncertainty looming
large, the business plan for the Marsh Drive Community Hub and improvements to sports facilities will
create an additional income to assist in the management of land and buildings and help reduce pressure
on the precept.

Our Vision
To develop and enhance the current sports facilities and pavilion to meet modern standards and
encourage use of the sports fields, pitches and tennis courts by a multi-generation of players, allowing
male, female and junior activities to take place in a safe and secure environment.
To provide a community hub capable of being used by all members of society and all age groups for a
variety of activities aimed at promoting physical, mental and social wellbeing and delivering the facilities
that help meet the needs expressed by residents.
To work in partnership with local clubs, associations and organisations to ensure that best use of the
facilities is made and to create a warm and welcoming environment where new skills can be learned and
friendships made.

Response to objections
We disagree with the objections made to the application; such matters are often raised by residents in
response to proposed building works in their neighbourhood. We believe however that we have
anticipated these concerns when preparing the proposed scheme.
Communications
We disagree with the criticisms about lack of communication as our plans have been developed in direct
response to needs expressed by the residents in our community and existing users.

Great Linford Parish Council
Great Linford House, 1 St Leger Court, Great Linford, Milton Keynes, MK14 5HA
Tel: 01908 606613 ⚫ Email: parish.manager@great-linford.gov.uk ⚫ www.great-linford.gov.uk
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During the past 6 years, we have:
•
•

•
•
•

held public consultations starting with our Neighbourhood Plans and then by our planning
consultants Nortoft Planning as the scheme has been developed
developed the proposals under the guidance of a Project Board which has included Ward
Councillors, Parish Councillors, people who are involved in running the Memorial Hall and Giffard
Park community centres and others experienced in creating and running community, sports and
leisure facilities
published our plans on our website and periodically in our Parish Magazine & e-newsletter
published our plans in our long term Strategic Plan
updates have featured on the Council meeting agendas and residents have had the opportunity
to question this

At the same time as submitting our Planning Application, we wrote to our immediate neighbours to
make them aware of the Application and gave a summary of the scheme.
• We invited them to not only follow the updates on our website but to visit the office to view the
visual plans and images (and ask questions) – only one resident did so
• Unfortunately soon after, we were all affected by the lockdown.
o This meant that we not able to hold the open evening planned for residents to view the
final design, make comments and ask questions
o One resident complained about the impact the lockdown was having and we offered a
video meeting or telephone conversation but this has not been taken up
• All residents have had the opportunity to comment through the normal planning process.
Choice of Site:
We have explored whether there are better locations for the proposal but we found there are no other
suitable sites in the parish or neighbouring parishes.
• The specific location of the building within the linear park is a site of low ecological value as
confirmed by an independent ecologist - other locations within the park have greater ecological
value and would be more difficult and costly to develop
Potential for Noise:
Wherever people gather, there is a potential for sound from their activities, GLPC have therefore
considered how noise might be managed to mitigate any annoyance to local residents:
• As is current GLPC practice, potential users of the building will be carefully vetted to ensure their
use is appropriate
• The distance from the end of the new building (sports changing rooms) to the nearest house will
be over than 40m. The community hall section will be more than 50m away and on the sides that
face towards the dwellings it is enclosed by other parts of the building – the construction of the
building includes sound insulation and metal layer designed to reduce noise leakage.
• Windows and doors only exist on the East and North sides which ensure any sound leakage will
travel away from, not towards, neighbouring properties.
• The building will close at 9pm on Sunday, 10pm Monday-Thursday; 11pm on Friday and
Saturday.
• As regards potential for antisocial behaviour – in addition to careful vetting, we would like to
point out that there is no bar proposed and GLPC do not plan to apply for a licence

Great Linford Parish Council
Great Linford House, 1 St Leger Court, Great Linford, Milton Keynes, MK14 5HA
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Loss of Privacy
•
•
•
•

The closest part of the building is over 40m away from the nearest house
The proposed building is single storey and does not overlook any nearby houses or their gardens
There is a belt of trees between the proposed development and the nearest houses.
For many years we have had floodlighting to the tennis courts and we have not received any
complaints about this. The external lighting to the new building will be low level, low intensity
and be controlled by timers.

Parking/traffic
Parking provision will be increased 8% to meet MKC parking standards (107 to 116 i.e. 9) and can be
easily achieved by expanding the existing car park.
• The closest part of the car park is over 40m from the nearest house, is 3m lower than the houses
and is separated from them by a substantial belt of woodland and shrub screening. We have no
record of any complaints regarding noise from the car park
• We note there is no objection from the Highways Officer
Design
Design can be a subjective matter – we all know what we like and what we don’t
• Design is not only about appearance but also functionality (this a multipurpose building)
• Cost is a not a matter for planning but it is an important aspect of design and there are always
cost limits to observe. In this case, funding is limited - a more traditional building would cost over
50% more
• We have explored the possibility of extending and altering the existing pavilion but this would
cost double and still result in a layout that is not ideal
• We note that MKC Urban Design support the use of modular buildings and they, and the
Landscape Officer have no objections to the design
Natural environment
At an early stage we obtained an environmental report which concludes there is no environmental
impact from the proposal.
• We plan to plant 10 new trees and many shrubs so there will be an environmental gain
• On plan the site is within a “red zone” meaning there is a potential for the presence of Great
Crested Newts (GCN). Please note that the actual site of the proposed building is currently closemown grass which the ecologist has stated is not a suitable environment for GCN and they will
not be affected
• We note that the MKC Ecologist and landscape officer have no objections
We hope the above is helpful to the Committee.
Yours faithfully,

Andrew Morphet
Project Manager
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Submissions in respect of Item 5c – Application: 20/00653/FUL
Submission from Cllr Minns
I am writing in full support of the application for the new community and sports
facilities at the Marsh Drive as I see this as an important project which will benefit
our local ward and parish residents as well as the wider Milton Keynes community in
providing much needed opportunities for indoor sports, leisure, social and
community events.
I understand that this is the best locality available in North East Milton Keynes as it
already has extensive outdoor sports facilities and is well placed for an extension in
terms of parking provisions and public transport links.
This letter is in lieu of attending the development control panel meeting scheduled
to take place on Thursday June 18th.
Kind regards
Cllr Hannah Minns

Submission from Mr C Noon
Unfortunretly I can not attend the meeting due to work schedule.
However, I would like the following points to be raised if possible.
Funding
Redhouse Park development funds being spent in Great Linford, why not Redhouse
Park?
Crime and social Behaviour
Extending hours and use of site beyond that of sport will create opportunity for
social gathering, and unwelcome noise.
There already appears to be an issue of drug and achohaol abuse within the area of
concern!
Wildlife and Green Space
We are already loosing many wildlife areas and green spaces due to over
development and unnecessary consumption of land.
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Road Safety
The current increase of traffic on Marsh drive in conjunction with speeding will soon
cause a death, some form of road safety or calming needs to be implimated to match
a increase in the use of the sport ground pavilion.
Thank you
Campbell Noon
great Linford

Submission from Mr J Figg
The proposal is for an expensive, ill-conceived pre-fab development that does no
credit to Great Linford Parish Council,
There is no evidence of any attempt to integrate the new structure with the location
and use of the existing pavilion.
The suggested location of the new structure is unreasonably close to nearby
properties, when so much space is available.
Noisy weekend late-night events will inevitably occasion disturbance and loss of peace
for the mostly elderly and infirm residents of Lufford Park and Andrewes Croft.
Despite the vaunted eight years consideration by GLPC the proposal bears all the
hallmarks of a hastily cobbled together scheme solely to meet the financial deadline
set by transfer of Section 106 monies from Haversham-cum-Little Linford CP.
No survey of residents of neighbouring properties in Great Linford has been
conducted.
Parishioners of Oakridge Park and Redhouse Park were canvassed regarding their
wishes for leisure activities, but there is no record of any indication of where they
would like such facilities to be located.
It is illogical to choose a location 1 - 1 1/2 miles away from where the respondents live.
The proposed siting of the new building is on the very area which has previously been
chosen for children’s activities, to avoid encroaching on football or cricket pitches.
Within the Marsh Drive Recreation Area there are better locations for a superior
sports-changing and community building.
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I have already suggested repositioning immediately to the west of the pavilion, which
would actually require less earthworks and would allow better use of the existing
building and enhancement of the present courtyard. This could also save money.
In fact from a user standpoint relocation to immediately east of the well-surfaced NW
car-park would give a more convenient and level access, ideally suited for less-mobile
users (again requiring less earthworks, although recognising that service connections
would be more costly)
I urge the Development Control Committee to refer back the proposals to GLPC for
reconsideration and improvement.
John Figg
Andrewes Croft
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3 Andrewes Croft
Great Linford
Sunday, 17 May 2020
Carrie Chan
Planning Officer
Planning Service, Growth Economy and Culture
Milton Keynes Council
Civic Offices, 1 Saxon Gate East
Central Milton Keynes, MK9 3EJ
Great Linford Parish Council

Dear Carrie
Planning Application No: 20/00653/FUL – AMENDED PROPOSAL
I write to object to the above AMENDED PROPOSAL in the strongest terms for the reasons given in my
previous letter dated 29th March 2020. AMENDED PROPOSAL is not satisfactory.
In addition to 6 points I raised in my previous letter; I also agree very strongly with other residents’
view to utilise already existing facilities nearby. Any improvements should be focused on the existing
facilities instead of a glorified project, taking advantage of lockdown. As it stands, Great Linford Park
could be better maintained with more attention to details. Other than mowing the lawn, rest of the
areas are unkept and untidy. It’s been like that for decades.
Since the private properties are extremely exposed, I now have dogs barking at me whilst I am
gardening. I also feel insecure with people walking right behind my boundary. No-one from the Parish
is patrolling the park for security. During the lockdown, I have had a clear view of different groups
playing football, a boy practicing golf and quad bikers making terrible noise.

I reject your AMENDED PROPOSAL.

Yours sincerely

Soon Allnatt (Mrs)

(33)

3 Andrewes Croft
Great Linford
Sunday, 29 March 2020
Development Plans Team
Milton Keynes Council
Civic Offices, 1 Saxon Gate East
Central Milton Keynes, MK9 3HQ
Great Linford Parish Council

Dear Sirs
Planning Application No: 20/00653/FUL - Marsh Drive Sports Ground
I write to object to the above development for the following reasons:
1. Loss of Privacy.
2. The building is out of character to the surrounding area. Based on Public Access EDRMS, this
application was decided by councillors within the GLPC without considering
surrounding/resident’s view. A similar previous application has been successfully resisted 3½
years ago due to loss of privacy and proximity to the residents.
3. Potential for anti-social behaviour and noise.
4. Wildlife/Ditch: All undergrowth is completely decimated, as well as, all Amphibians are
completely eradicated due to drastic tree removals over the years.
5. Woodlands/Ditch: Now hardly exists. All nearby properties are now completely exposed from
secure woodlands/coppice.
6. Traffic increase on Marsh Drive: By the time total proposed parking spaces of 116 and 10 cycle
spaces are up and running on Marsh drive, accidents waiting to happen.
I reject your application.

Yours sincerely

Soon Allnatt (Mrs)
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From Karen Noon
Great Linford
June 17th 2020
Objection to The Full Marsh Drive Development Plans
Café/Bar ?
My main objection is to the potential Bar /café on site. This is
unnecessary and certainly unwanted. (Section 4.1.5 of the business
plan).
Surely this changes the ‘use’ of the building and is far too near
established residential homes. This will of course cause noise
pollution and stop adjacent residents affected directly to continued
joy and use of their own gardens and homes without being affected.
A usable kitchen yes but not a Café…surely this changes the whole
nature and purpose of the building.
Hire Times till 11pm?
From the Application for Permission under Section D2 – Assembly
and Leisure the start time for the building is stated as 8am and the
End time 23.00.
The extended hours to 11pm increases potential of Anti Social
Behaviour.
Recently in lockdown we have been experiencing more anti social
behaviour.
A group of men have been meeting at the tennis courts at the
weekend to play football - within the courts, their cars parked ad hoc
on the verge in Marsh Drive.
We have to put up with noise pollution from the Redway leading
from Giffard Park to Marsh drive which would undoubted increase
especially unwanted at night where we are told the hire hours are till
11pm.
I would like a compromise of 9pm end time for any hire to take
consideration of the impact of directly affected local residents. To
curb the condition and terms of hire to daytime events so that local
residents directly affected will be protected.
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Road Traffic Increase
Road traffic will increase further. Marsh Drive is already used as a
rat run from the Wolverton Road to St Leger Drive. With increased
events and use traffic will be increased.
I request strongly that Part of the funding to be ringfenced and spent
on road traffic permanent fixtures - perhaps a one way funnel
system similar to that which operates out of Conniburrow on to the
V8.
Or at least a permanent ‘30’ sign up both sides of the road.

In conclusion, as a local resident directly affected by this
development I would like to advise to please
1 Spend the funds in Redhouse Park.
2 No café/Bar
3 no use after 9pm at night
4 Improve facilities of the venues changing rooms but also improve
the facilities of The Cricket Pavilion.
5 Spend some funds on traffic calming measures in Marsh Drive
Thank you for reading,
Karen Noon
June 2020
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ITEM

5(d)

Application Number: 20/00709/FUL
Description Conversion of redundant landscape depot to amenity building and extension
of the existing site to locate temporary accommodation in the form of the bus shelter,
office, communal building, kennels and a bike shelter plus parking for 5 cars.
At Milton Keynes Council Landscape Depot, Crosslands, Stantonbury, Milton Keynes,
MK14 6DB
For The Bus Shelter MK
Statutory Target: 27th May 2020
Extension of Time: Yes
Ward: Stantonbury Ward
Report Author/Case Officer:

Contact Details:

Team Manager:

1.0

Parish: Stantonbury Parish Council
Richard Edgington
Senior Planning Officer

01908 252346
richard.edgington@milton-keynes.gov.uk
Sarah Hine
Development Management Manager
sarah.hine@milton-keynes.gov.uk

UPDATE PAPER

Additional Representations
1.1

Since the publishing of the report a further two representations have been received
(from the same individual) objecting to the proposals, a summary of which is provided
as follows;
-

Concern of the impact on residential amenity caused by the operations on-site.
Exacerbate existing parking issues.
Other locations in Stantonbury should be considered including; garages off
Ormond or Redbridge Lane, or adjacent to Stantonbury Parish Council.

1
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Submissions in respect of Item 5d - Application: 20/00709/FUL
Submission from Ms L Brown
I would like to say I support the plan to turn the disused property on crosslands in Stantonbury to a
place to park the homeless bus shelter. It’s a great way to use a currently disused space that is an
eyesore and turn it into something useful
Regards
Laura Brown
Resident, Stantonbury

Submission from Mr M Bibby
With reference to recent news reports of 'The Bus', pending relocation in the Stantonbury area.
We are concerned this information we received 3rd hand, and the residents on the estate were not
given access to the relevant information before it went to press. As we fully disagree
with the proposal, there are more questions than answers, regarding the Bus Shelters objective.
This feels the council is forcing the estate to welcome the charity, with open arms, with no regards
to the consequences which may arise in the future.
As a long standing resident of Stantonbury, we disagree with the underhand way this has been
handled.
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