AGENDA
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL
When:

19:00hrs – 18 NOVEMBER 2021

Where:

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

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

Public speaking at this meeting
Deadline for planning applications on this agenda:
• Request to speak in objection to applications: 12:00 noon, MONDAY 15 NOVEMBER
2021
• Written submissions: 12:00 noon, Wednesday 17 NOVEMBER 2021
Other deadlines (not related to planning applications on this agenda):
• Submission of general questions: 19:00, Tuesday 16 NOVEMBER 2021
For all requests, please email dc-speaking-requests@Milton-keynes.gov.uk.
Enquiries about this agenda
Please contact Dino Imbimbo (Committee Manager), on 01908 252458 or
dc-speaking-requests@milton-keynes.gov.uk. This agenda is available at:
www.milton-keynes.cmis.uk.com/milton-keynes/Committees.aspx.
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Health and Safety
There will be limited 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.
For those registering or entitled to speak, facilities will be in place to do so in person
or via video/audio conferencing, or alternatively, a written submission can be made
in the usual way.
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.

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.

4.

Public Participation
To receive questions from the Public in respect of matters not listed on the
agenda.

5.

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 15 NOVEMBER 2021. Any
additional written representations must be received by 12:00 noon on
WEDNESDAY 17 NOVEMBER 2021.
All communications should be addressed to dc-speaking-requests@miltonkeynes.gov.uk
INDEX OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS TO BE CONSIDERED AT THIS MEETING
Item

Application
Reference

Item 21/01891/FUL
5a

Item 21/02173/FUL
5b

Address
Land to the west of
6 and 8 Cross End,
Cross End,
Wavendon
426 Simpson,
Simpson,
Milton Keynes

Ward

Town/Parish

Report
Page

Plan
Page

Appendix
Page

Danesborough
and Walton

Wavendon
Parish Council

11

33

38

Campbell Park
and Old
Woughton

Simpson and
Ashland

46

57

65
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS

ITEM

5

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

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

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

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

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

‘Minor’ applications
▪
▪
▪

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

‘Other’ applications
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

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

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

Shops

Financial and professional services

Restaurants and cafés

Pub or drinking establishment

Hot food takeaway

Offices (not financial/professional services)

Research and development of products or
processes

Industrial processes without causing
detriment to amenity in a residential area

Industrial

D2
D2

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

Cinemas, concert halls, bingo halls and dance
D2
halls

F2

E

Sui generis

F1

D1

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

C4
E

C4

Houses in multiple occupation (for 3 to 6
persons)

C3

C2a

C2

C1

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

C3

C2a

C2

C1

Before 1 Sept From 1 Sept
2020
2020

Dwellinghouses

Secure residential institutions

Residential institutions

Hotels, boarding and guest houses

Use

Class E (Commercial, Business and Service)

Storage or distribution

B8

Class F (Learning and non-residential institutions)

B8

Class F.2 (Local community uses)

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

B2

E

E

E

Sui generis

Sui generis

E

E

E

F2

Before 1 Sept From 1 Sept
2020
2020

Use

Use classes

General guidance

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

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

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

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

(9)

General guidance

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

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

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

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

▪

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

5(a)

Application Number: 21/01891/FUL
Proposal:

The erection of 1 detached dwelling with a garage, external parking and
associated works (resubmission of 20/03392/FUL) at Land to the west of 6 and
8 Cross End, Cross End, Wavendon

Applicant:

Aldermans Estates Ltd

Application type:

Full planning application

Ward:

Danesborough and Walton

Parish:

Statutory Target:

13 August 2021

Extension of Time: Yes - 25 November 2021

Case Officer:

Charlotte Ashby
Senior Planning Officer
charlotte.ashby@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Team Manager:

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

Wavendon Parish Council

1.0

Recommendation

1.1

Permission be granted subject to the conditions set out below (as may be
supplemented/modified in any accompanying written or verbal update to the Development
Control Panel).

2.0

Introduction

2.1

The application has been referred to the Panel due to the proposal being materially in conflict
with Policy DS5 of Plan:MK (March 2019).

3.0

Background
The site and its context

3.1

The site comprises an enclosed rectangular shaped plot of land located within the open
countryside as per the Policy maps of Plan:MK, but bounded by development to the north and
east of the site. It currently comprises a small gravelled area to the eastern edge, which is
utilised as surplus parking adjacent to the formal paving and garage for No. 6 Cross End; the
remainder put to grass along with mature tree coverage to the western and southern edges.
Access is gained from the adopted highway leading from Cross End which abuts the site to the
north. The north of the site is enclosed by hedgerow. The surrounding area is characterised
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predominately by 19th and 20th Century cottage dwellings of varied design. The properties are
located within large plots which reflect the rural setting of the site.
3.2

The site is bordered by the rear gardens of Nos 6-8 Cross End which lie to the west. Immediately
adjacent to the site is the residential garage of No. 6 with vehicular access leading directly. To
the east of the site is No. 48 Manor Place, one of two dwellings constructed following the grant
of planning permission in 2018 (ref. 18/02696/FUL).

3.3

The site is on land designed under Plan:MK as open countryside and is located within Flood
Zone 1. To the north-west of the site is the Grade II Listed Wavendon Cottage with the Grade II
Listed Wavendon Manor positioned to the south. Boundary treatments between these
properties and the site, alongside the distance involved, results in physical and visual separation
from the site.
The proposal

3.4

It is proposed to erect a four-bedroom detached residential dwelling with associated parking,
access and landscaping which would front directly onto, and be accessed from, the Cross End
branch road to the north of the site. The proposed dwelling would be of T-shaped formation
with attached garage and three parking spaces to the frontage of the site. An enclosed amenity
area would be located to the rear of the property and the south of the site. The dwelling would
be finished with slate, pitched roof with red facing brickwork. The current application presents
a re-submission following an application which was withdrawn as a result of drainage and
ecology issues.

3.5

The application has been amended and supplemented during its assessment to provide
evidence that the applicant has entered into the District License Scheme for Great Crested
Newts (GCNs), in addition to additional drainage details. The red line (site) boundary has also
been amended as the original site boundary originally encroached onto land adopted by the
Local Highway Authority – this is no longer the case on the revised site location plan.

4.0

Relevant planning history

4.1

Application site
Ref. No: 20/03392/FUL

4.2

Erection of one dwelling and associated works parking, access and
landscaping.
Withdrawn – 07/04/2021

Site to the west – Wavendon Manor, 18 Cross End
Ref. No: 18/02696/FUL

Erection of two dwellings with associated parking and landscaping
Approved – 20/03/2019. This was subject to a s106 agreement to
secure a financial contribution to secure £20,000 to directly fund a
project for highway improvements on Cross End/Lower End Road
to mitigate against the impact of the development on the
highway/make the development acceptable in planning terms.
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5.0

Consultations and representations
All responses and representations received can be viewed in full, online at www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/publicaccess using application ref. 21/01891/FUL. The following paragraphs
summarise those responses and representations.

5.1

Wavendon Parish Council
The Parish Council are concerned as to the impact of the development on neighbouring
properties and ask that the views of neighbours are seriously considered prior to deciding this
application.

5.2

Councillor D Hopkins (Danesborough and Walton Ward)
No comments received.

5.3

Councillor Jenkins (Danesborough and Walton Ward)
No comments received.

5.4

Councillor V Hopkins (Danesborough and Walton Ward)
No comments received.

5.5

MKC Highways
Initial comments
The Highway Department recognises that this is a resubmission of application 20/03392/FUL
where highway comments were provided in March 2021. It is considered that those comments
provide a context for the lack of a highway objection to the current application. For clarity,
those comments are summarised as:
“The proposal would be the 7th additional dwelling in this tiny hamlet. Highway infrastructure
in the area is poor, with serious overrunning of the verges and most accesses and junctions
having inadequate visibility. Carriageway width are the minimum normally expected. The
section of the highway the proposal will take access from is narrower than the main section
of Cross End and below 3m in some places. The proposed access is at a point where the
carriageway is below 3m. There are no local facilities other than a public house which is
accessed from an unlit unsurfaced footpath, therefore most journeys are likely to be by car.
However, consent has been granted for 6 new dwellings in the last 2-3 years and as a result
a highways objection on the 7th dwelling does not seem appropriate. The site has adequate
parking and the access will need to be covered by condition ensuring it is constructed to a
satisfactory standard.”
The information accompanying the application has been reviewed (the two Transport Notes)
and although not all of the conclusions reached are accepted, the reports are noted. There are
concerns relating to the proposed Sheffield-type open cycle parking and it is
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recommended that a secure, covered cycle shelter is provided to be secured by condition.
There is no objection to the application subject to conditions to secure the proposed access and
cycle parking.
Additional comments
Further clarification was received in respect of the adequate on plot parking for visitor vehicles
that would meet the need for unallocated provision. In addition, the issues raised in respect of
the Transport Notes were specifically in relation to the site’s accessibility by non-car modes
given the relatively isolated location with no footways, cycle provision, bus services or local
facilities. However, this was not raised under previous applications in the area.
In respect to financial contributions, it was noted that a single dwelling would have relatively
limited impact on highway infrastructure and with a footway or similar unfeasible. Therefore,
it is considered difficult to see what a contribution would achieve.
Comments following receipt of revised site layout plan
The revised submission (revised red line plan excluding the public highway) does not materially
affect the layout of the scheme. As a result, the highway comments initially provided continue
to apply.
5.6

MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority (‘the LLFA’)
Initial comments
Initial objection to the application based on the failure to provide infiltration testing and
appropriate ground water clearance.
Revised comments:
Following a review of the additional information provided, the LLFA have withdrawn their
objection and recommend approval of the application subject to conditions relating to a surface
water drainage strategy and details of surface water runoff.

5.7

MKC Landscape Architect
The site falls within open countryside. However, it is considered that the proposal would be
infill development given that land to the west was granted consent for 2 dwellings.
Concerns relate to the impact on (and proposed removal of) 5 mature trees, including Ash,
which provide screening and boundary treatment between the site and the consented scheme.
These trees could not be accommodated as a garden tree within the confines of the proposed
plot and would therefore result in a loss in amenity and landscape character terms. However,
it is recommended that a net gain in replacement tree stock is secured by a landscape scheme
condition providing a mix of trees for biodiversity and as a biosecurity measure against future
tree disease. It is also considered that additional replacement hedging is provided to the
frontage of the site.
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It is requested that a landscape scheme condition is attached if consent is granted with
replacement planting details to include tree protection details and boundary treatment. The
Landscape Architect also supports the recommendations of the ecology report and the
implementation of these, secured by an appropriately worded condition.
5.8

MKC Countryside Officer
It is recommended that the mitigation and enhancement features set out within the preliminary
ecological appraisal (PEA) are included in the proposed development. It is recommended that
all ‘boxes’ are of wood-crete or other long-lasting materials – not wood. The features should be
built into the fabric of the building wherever possible. Detail should also be included of any
proposed planting, which should also seek to enhance biodiversity
In relation to GCN, it is recommended that options are considered relating to further survey
work, entry into the District Licensing Scheme or a non-licensed method statement.

5.9

MKC Great Crested Newts (GCN) Licensing Officer
Initial Comments:
Recognises that there is a reasonable likelihood of GCNs being present and therefore affected
by the proposed development. The site is within a Red Impact area for GCNs and is within 500m
of ponds with connectivity to suitable sites.
The submitted ecological report highlights the site as providing suitable foraging, sheltering and
hibernating habitat for GCN and details nearby ponds as having ratings of 'good' and 'excellent'
habitat suitability and that the site has potential importance to GCN if they are present in the
nearby ponds. The report details that the proposals are likely to result in GCN impact, and that
licensing (including District Licensing) or further survey work is required.
It is therefore recommended that prior to determination the applicant demonstrate the
presence or likely absence of GCN by way of a survey (and potential population assessments)
undertaken by a suitably qualified ecologist.
Revised comments:
Further comments received upon consideration of documents demonstrating entry into the
District Licence for GCN. The objection is withdrawn and it is recommended that any permission
be conditional upon the ‘conditions and informatives’ as set out in the NatureSpace Certificate
which should be applied.

5.10

Representations from interested parties
2 comments have been received from 2 addresses. A third objector has formally requested their
objection be withdrawn. The material planning considerations raised are summarised below:
▪

Lack of parking spaces in surrounding area;
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▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

▪
▪
▪
▪

▪

Insufficient land to the site;
Proliferation of private dwellings in the lane with no need for more;
Entrance to property would be blocked as no room available for visitor parking;
Noise;
Overlooking;
Overshadowing;
Disruption/damage to the open countryside, trees, hedgerow, and general aesthetics
within the area;
Existing sewage drainage outdated and inadequate for existing residents/properties,
further development of new property would add to this. Sewage systems have backed
and overflowed in homeowner gardens, creating a biohazard. Re-submitted planning
does not address this;
Cross End road infrastructure not suited to the existing level of traffic because of recent
developments;
Road widths in places under 3m, with HGVs causing damage to grass verges and front
wall at 6-8 Cross End;
Vans parked at the roadside, raise concern as to whether emergency vehicles could
access all parts of Cross End in the event of an emergency;
Already 7 new dwellings in hamlet, with a road infrastructure designed to accommodate
far less. Increasing volumes of residential traffic, combined with consistently high levels
of commercial traffic, on a single-track road, raises significant concern for the health
and safety of residents and likelihood of road traffic accidents in the not-too-distant
future; and
Existing access unsuitable for heavy goods traffic required for the construction of
property.

A number of other concerns have been raised which are not considered to be material planning
considerations, and therefore cannot be taking into account in the determination of the
application. These relate to:
▪

▪

6.0

Large potholes have rendered road almost undrivable, and recent repairs have been
damaged. The issue will be compounded with the introduction of further development;
and
Developer building another development in the immediate vicinity creating an eye sore,
and the potential for this to happen at site.

Relevant policies, guidance and legislation
The Development Plan

6.1

Wavendon Neighbourhood Plan (‘the NP’)
The application site is located within the designated area for the Wavendon NP. No draft
document or policies have been publicly consulted on at this stage and the plan has not been
submitted to the Council for examination. In light of this, no weight can be afforded to the
emerging NP in the determination of this application.
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6.2

Plan:MK (adopted March 2019):
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

DS1 - Settlement Hierarchy
DS2 - Housing Strategy
DS5 - Open Countryside
HE1 - Heritage and Development
HN4 - Amenity, accessibility and adaptability of homes
CT1 - Sustainable Transport Network
CT2 - Movement and Access
CT3 - Walking and Cycling
CT6- Low Emission Vehicle
CT9 - Digital Communications
CT10 - Parking Provision
FR1 - Sustainable Drainage Systems and Integrated Flood Risk Management
NE1 - Protected Species
NE2 - Protected Species and Priority Species and Habitats
NE3 - Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement
NE5 - Conserving and Enhancing Landscape Character
D1 - Designing a high quality place
D2 - Creating a positive character
D3 - Design of Buildings
D5 - Amenity and Street Scene
SC1 - Sustainable Construction

Supplementary Planning Documents/Guidance (SPDs/SPG)
6.3

The following topic-based SPDs/SPGs are relevant:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Biodiversity SPD (2021)
Parking Standards SPD (2016)
New Residential Design Guide SPD (2012)
Sustainable Construction Guide SPD (2007)
Milton Keynes Drainage Strategy - Development and Flood Risk SPG (2004)

National planning policy and guidance
6.4

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

Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development
Section 4 - Decision-making
Section 5 - Delivering a sufficient supply of homes
Section 8 - Promoting healthy and safe communities
Section 9 - Promoting sustainable transport
Section 10 - Supporting high quality communications infrastructure
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
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▪
6.5

Section 16 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environmental

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

6.6

The following emerging SPD is relevant:
▪

Sustainable Construction SPD (draft version) (2020)

The SPD can be afforded significant weight as it is in the latter stages of being adopted, and
highly likely to be adopted before a decision is issued on this application.
7.0

Planning considerations

7.1

Taking account of the application type, the documents submitted (and supplemented and/or
amended where relevant), the site and its environs, and the representations received; the main
considerations central to the determination of this application are:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

8.0

Principle of development;
Design and impact on character and appearance of the area;
Residential amenity and living conditions;
Parking and highway safety implications;
Landscape and visual impact;
Impact on significance of heritage assets;
Ecological impact and biodiversity gain;
Drainage and flood risk; and
Digital communications and sustainable construction;

Appraisal
Principle of development

8.1

The site lies outside of the settlement boundary of Wavendon and on land designated under
Plan:MK as open countryside. Plan:MK policies DS1 (Settlement Hierarchy) and DS2 (Housing
Strategy) seek to ensure that the provision of new homes takes account of the settlement
hierarchy. Within rural areas, this should be within the existing villages and defined settlement
boundaries. Plan:MK Policy DS5 seeks to resist development within the open countryside unless
it is essential for agriculture, forestry, countryside recreation, highway infrastructure, or other
development wholly appropriate to a rural area, and which cannot be located within a
settlement, or where other Plan policies indicate development would be appropriate. However,
new dwellings which are of an exceptional quality or innovative nature of design may be
accepted where they comply with the requirements of the NPPF, alongside dwellings deemed
as an essential need for a rural worker (paras 78-80).

8.2

The proposal does not explicitly require a countryside location and could be located within the
settlement boundary. Further, the proposal would not be a rural worker dwelling or of
exceptional quality and innovative design. The development would therefore conflict with
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Policy DS5 in this regard and would not satisfy any of the exceptions under which planning
permission in the open countryside could normally be granted.
8.3

The purpose of the aforementioned policies it to protect the open countryside that surrounds
Milton Keynes from inappropriate development where it would have a detrimental impact on
the open character of the countryside. However, 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004, requires that a determination made under the planning acts must be made
in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. As
such, each case should be assessed on its own merits, assessing the level of harm from the
proposed development. Therefore, the assessment in line with material considerations can
allow for sensible and justified deviations from the Development Plan where appropriate.

8.4

In this case, the site is located amongst a number of residential dwellings which all fall within
the Open Countryside. These properties form part of a small hamlet located 0.5km to the north
of Woburn Sands settlement boundary and 0.35km to the east of the Wavendon settlement
boundary. To the west of this hamlet and sandwiched between it and Wavendon is open
countryside, unobstructed by development and is considered to make a meaningful
contribution to the rural character of the area.

8.5

The site itself, however, is separated from this intervening area by two new dwellings, lying
directly to the west, approved under permission ref. 18/02696/FUL. This site forms a physical
buffer between the site and wider countryside. In this regard, the site is not viewed in the
context of being open countryside. The proposal would represent an infilling of a small gap
between existing development and would not intrude into open land and result in
demonstrable harm to the open character of the countryside.

8.6

From a site visit and aerial photography it is indicated that the site is partially used as a parking
area. The enclosure of the site is also considered to create a perception of private ownership,
reducing its contribution to the open countryside even further. The site is therefore considered
to be further limited in terms of its contribution to the character of the area.

8.7

Furthermore, being located amongst a number of existing residential dwellings and within
walking distance of local services and public transport, the development would not present an
isolated dwelling, which the NPPF seeks to resist in rural areas. The development would also
respect the existing building line of residential dwellings and would thereby respect the linear
form and established layout of the hamlet. To this regard it is not considered that the
development would cause material harm to the appearance of the area, including the open
character of the countryside and the benefits it provides.

8.8

It is recognised that the development would present a departure from the usual presumption
of the development plan. However, due to the site-specific circumstances and the infill nature
of the development, it is considered in this instance that the development would not result in
material harm to the open countryside, and in turn result in only limited harm to Plan:MK
Policies DS1, DS2 and DS5 which would be outweighed by the social and economic gains of the
proposed development.
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Design and impact on character and appearance of surrounding area
8.9

Plan:MK Policies D1, D2 and D3 collectively seek to ensure that new development will respond
positively to site and context and the continuity of street frontage, incorporate soft and hand
landscaping to reflect the character of the surrounding area, exhibit a positive character and
sense of space that is locally inspired where appropriate but which allows for visual interest
and distinctiveness and is of an appropriate scale in relation to other buildings in the immediate
vicinity in terms of height and mass. Further, that the form, rhythm and façade elements of new
development is carefully designed to create character employing high quality and durable
materials and is not over-bearing. These sentiments are reflected in further detail in the
adopted Residential Design Guide SPD which provides further detail in relation to these
matters.

8.10

In addition, Plan:MK Policy NE5 seeks to ensure that new development within open countryside
is undertaken in manner that respects the particular character of the surrounding landscape.

8.11

In terms of the physical design of the proposed dwelling, this would reflect the design principles
of the adjacent approved dwelling, being of two-storey scale with a pitched roof and rear
projection. This would also mimic the feature gabled front porch projecting from this elevation.
The dwelling would be finished in red brick with black headers and stone cills and a slate roof
covering, and would be of similar proportions to the approved dwelling, orientated towards the
northern access but set slightly forward of the building line of No. 4b

8.12

The design of the dwelling would be in keeping with more recent development within the
immediate vicinity of the site and would respond to the red brick of the earlier dwelling houses
at Cross End. To this regard the development would respect the character of the built
environment and present a sympathetic design approach that would not be at odds with the
existing built form.

8.13

The site is enclosed by a significant hedgerow and the predominate view of the site from the
roadside is of the gravelled surface in proximity to the site boundary. The boundary treatment
to the site would largely be retained with new areas of tree and hedgerow planting to the
frontage. This would assist in softening the appearance of the dwelling over time. The property
would also be set back from the road frontage, helping to reduce its dominance.

8.14

The dwelling would maintain a good separation from the existing built form ensuring a sense
of spaciousness is retained about the site, helping with views across the plot to the open
countryside beyond, and with this in mind and the soft landscaping to be secured by condition,
the impact in this regard is felt to be acceptable.

8.15

The proposed development is therefore considered to be in conformity with Policy D1, D2 and
D3 of Plan:MK.
Residential amenity and living conditions

8.16

Plan:MK Policy HN4 requires that new dwellings meet the Nationally Described Space Standard
(NDSS) unless robustly demonstrated to not be feasible. Further, all new dwellings should
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demonstrate good internal and external design that can accommodate different lifestyles and
needs and be capable of adaption and extension to accommodate changing household needs.
8.17

Plan:MK Policy D5 sets specific requirements in terms of new dwellings to ensure levels of
sunlight and daylight are acceptable, external private garden space meets the needs of its users,
loss of privacy and overlooking are limited to new and existing living spaces and outlook and
visual amenity within buildings and private gardens is acceptable.

8.18

In addition, the Residential Design Guide requires that provision should be made for private
gardens with a minimum of 10 metres in depth for family housing. The guidance also sets out
the required separation distances between dwellings in order to ensure development proposals
will not adversely affect the amenity of nearby residents. This recommends a back to back
privacy distance of 22 metres from first floor level or 13.7 metres rear to flank in order to avoid
overlooking for existing homes.

8.19

With regards to the living environment created for future occupiers of the proposed
development, the new dwelling would exceed the prescribed internal space standards for a
four-bedroom, 8-person dwelling. Similarly, sufficient space would be provided within and
around the property to ensure it could be easily adapted to meet the future needs of occupiers.
Furthermore, the rear garden area would achieve the 10m depth at it deepest point as required
by the SPD. It is also a relatively wide plot, meaning that a sizeable private rear garden would
be provided for the dwelling. The layout and orientation of the dwelling would also ensure
sufficient levels of privacy are achieved.

8.20

In terms of the impact of the development on nearby residential amenity, the proposed
dwelling would have a flank to flank separation distance of approximately 17.5m from No. 4b
Manor Place which lies to the west of the development. Whilst the Residential Design Guide
SPD does not specify flank to flank distances, given that this property has one habitable facing
window within the first floor flank elevation which serves a bedroom, the rear to flank
separation distance of 13.7 metres is applicable, and it is achieved.

8.21

The proposed first floor flank bedroom window has been set back from the flank bedroom
window of No. 4b and therefore avoids any direct overlooking implications, including any
significant views into the rear garden of that neighbouring property. In addition, the proposed
dwelling has been ‘set-in’ in proximity to this window, achieving a 17.5m separation distance.
To this regard, due to the offset relationship and separation distance maintained, it is not
considered there would be any material harm relating to loss of privacy or loss to outlook. As a
result of the oblique relationship between the two bedroom windows, it is not felt reasonable
or necessary to require the first floor bedroom window of the development to be obscure
glazed. The private amenity space to No. 4b lies to the rear of the dwelling and would also be
adequately screened by the existing boundary treatment and the detached garage to this
property.

8.22

The development would also be sited to the rear of Nos 6 and 8 Cross End which lie to the east.
The dwelling would be set back from the rear projecting element of No. 6 so as to not impede
on the upper floor window or have a direct visual impact. A separation distance of 30m would
be achieved from the rear elevation of this dwelling. The bulk of the built form of the dwelling
would also be stepped in at its point closest to No 8, maintaining a distance of approximately
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25m. As the proposed development would incorporate first floor windows within the flank
elevation and facing towards rear habitable room windows of neighbouring dwellings, the back
to back separation distance of 22m as set out in the SPD is considered to be appropriate. The
development would achieve this distance in relation to both properties, and it is not considered
necessary to require that the facing flank windows are obscurely glazed. Furthermore, these
windows would not serve habitable living areas. The dwelling would also be partly screened by
the existing detached garage located to the rear of No. 6 Cross End and the existing hedgerow
along the eastern boundary which would screen views to the residential amenity areas of these
properties.
8.23

Whist it is noted that ground levels of the site raise to the south, ground levels across 6-8 Cross
Lane vary across the length of the site with the ground level at No.6 being split level and also
rising in part. As a result, the development would not sit significantly above the ground levels
of these properties, however a condition for the submission of levels is suggested. As such,
officers consider that the proposal would not result in significant loss of privacy/overlooking
or harm to outlook currently enjoyed by the occupants of those neighbouring properties.

8.24

In light of the above considerations, the proposal would not result in significant intrusion,
overlooking or loss of privacy to the nearby occupiers. Acceptable standards of internal and
external amenity would also be achieved for future occupiers. The proposed development is
therefore considered to accord with the relevant policies of Plan:MK and the New Residential
Design Guide.
Parking and highway safety implications

8.25

Plan:MK Policy CT10 requires that all development proposals meet the Council's parking
standards unless mitigating circumstances dictate otherwise, and that on-site parking should
not be reduced below the full expectations if the proposal would increase the pressure of offsite parking.

8.26

Part of the site currently serves an informal gravel parking area associated with No. 6 Cross End,
adjoining the double garage and formal paved parking area for the dwelling. The area of paving
for 2 allocated parking spaces (sufficient for the existing 3-bedroom dwelling) and double
garage remain as part of the application, as these are located outside of the red line site
boundary. The parking requirements for the proposed dwelling are shown below:
Parking Standards – Zone 4
Required
House
Type
4-bed
house

No of
units

Allocated

Unallocated

Allocated

Unallocated

1

3 spaces

0.33 spaces

3 space

0 spaces

Site
Total
8.27

Provided

3.33 spaces required

3 space provided

The site is located within Zone 4 where 3 parking spaces are required for 4-bedroom dwellings,
plus 0.33 unallocated. The proposed plans show there would be a total of three allocated
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parking spaces within the site boundary with an attached garage. Whilst no formal unallocated
parking provision is shown on the plans, MKC Highways consider there to be adequate space
on plot for the parking of visitors which would meet the unallocated requirements.
Furthermore, MKC Highways consider that it is not usual or practical to request on-street
unallocated parking provision for developments of single dwellings. The area of paved parking
associated with No. 6 Cross End will remain as part of the application which provides 2 allocated
parking spaces, sufficient for the existing 3 bedroom dwelling in line with the Parking Standards.
8.28

Policy CT6 requires all new residential dwellings to provide one Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging
Point per unit. An EV charging point is not indicated on the proposal plans and as such can be
secured via condition, therefore according with Policy CT6 of Plan:MK.

8.29

Policy CT2 of Plan:MK seeks to ensure that development proposals provide safe, suitable and
convenient access for all potential users which does not compromise the safety of the
surrounding highway network.

8.30

The proposed access to the site would be from the branch road to the north of the site and
directly to the frontage of the dwelling. Provision would be made within the site frontage for
turning of vehicles and for egress in forward gear.

8.31

MKC Highways have reviewed the proposals and it has been indicated that the conclusions
drawn within the submitted Transport Notes relating to accessibility by non-car modes are not
agreed, given the relatively isolated location with no footways, cycle provision or bus services
and lack of local facilities. However, the development is for one additional dwelling that would
not have a significant unacceptable impact on highway safety, and the residual cumulative
impacts on the road network would not be severe under paragraph 111 of the NPPF. Therefore,
there is no objection on the basis that there would be limited additional impact arising from
the construction and occupation of a further single dwelling when considering the existing
residential development within the vicinity of the site.

8.32

It is noted that the approved development to the west of the site was subject to a highway
infrastructure contribution to facilitate road improvements. This development relates to a
single dwelling which would have a relatively limited impact on highway infrastructure. Given
that a footway could not be constructed to the site, MKC Highways do not consider a financial
contribution to be necessary in this instance. Officers also draw Members’ attention to the fact
the contributions secured for those adjacent dwellings was for a directly funded project for
highways improvements in Cross End. It would therefore be unreasonable to request such
funds again here, although the proposed development would indirectly benefit from the
improvements.

8.33

Conditions are recommended requiring that the vehicular access is laid out in accordance with
the approved drawing and that further details are submitted relating to bicycle parking.

8.34

In this regard, subject to the conditions set out above, the proposed development is considered
to comply with Policy CT2, CT6 and CT10 of Plan:MK.
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Landscape and visual impact
8.35

Plan:MK Policies D1 and D2 require that development proposals provide hard and soft
landscaping and boundary treatments that continues the verdant and green character of their
surroundings and integrate with and enhance the surrounding area, exhibiting a positive
character or sense of place.

8.36

In terms of boundary treatment and landscaping, the site would be partially enclosed to the
frontage by a post and rail fence with hedgerow directly behind, and dwarf Cherry Trees to
either side of the vehicular entrance. Dwarf Cherry Trees would also be planted within the rear
amenity space with hedgerow planting along the shared boundary with No 6 Cross End. The
existing hedgerow to the site would be retained along the western, southern and part of the
eastern site boundaries. A fairly large area of hardstanding would cover much of the frontage
of the site surrounded by grass, with an enclosed grassed private garden amenity area to the
rear.

8.37

The proposals have been reviewed by the Council's Landscape Architect who has raised
concerns regarding the proposed removal of 5 mature trees, including an Ash Tree located
between the site and the dwellings to the west. As these trees cannot be accommodated as
garden trees within the confines of the proposed plot, it is considered that this will result in loss
in amenity and landscape character terms. Informal comments were sought from the Council’s
Arboricultural Officer for which it was deemed that the loss of the trees would impact on the
amenity of the area given the mature nature of the trees. However, the site is not within a
Conservation Area and the trees are not subject to a Tree Preservation Order (TPO). As such,
whilst the six small cherry trees proposed are not sufficient to atone for the loss of the semimature Ash trees, an amended planting plan for the inclusion of some native trees, such as
Maple or Birch with sufficient space to attain their mature size, should be conditioned. It has
therefore been advised that a net gain in replacement tree stock is secured by a landscaping
scheme providing a mix of trees for biodiversity and as a biosecurity measure against future
tree disease.

8.38

Concerns have also been raised in relation to the loss of the frontage hedgerow with the
proposed replacement hedging felt to be insufficient. To this regard the landscaping condition
would also address the need for further hedgerow planting to the site.

8.39

Whilst the proposal would result in a fairly significant area of hard landscaping to the frontage
of the site, it is noted that the site is directly adjacent to a substantial paved access to an existing
detached garage, with the site itself having a large area of hard-standing currently utilised for
parking. To this regard, the hard landscaping proposed would not be out of keeping with the
existing characteristics of the immediate area. Hard landscaping to the property frontage is also
found in relation to other properties within the immediate vicinity of the site. The impact of
this would also be further mitigated by the proposed boundary treatment and additional
planting secured by way of the aforementioned condition.

8.40

In light of the above, the landscaping impacts are considered to be acceptable subject to a
landscaping condition to secure mitigation against losses and would thereby be in conformity
with Plan:MK Policies D1 and D2.
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Impact on significance of heritage assets
8.41

Plan:MK Policy HE1 seeks to ensure that proposals will sustain and where possible enhance the
significance of heritage assets of recognised historic, archaeological, architectural significance
incorporating listed buildings and conservation areas. Furthermore, the Council has a statutory
duty to pay ‘special attention’ to the desirability of preserving and enhancing the character,
appearance and setting of Listed Buildings under Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

8.42

As previously set out, the site is located approximately from 40 metres from Grade II Listed
Wavendon Cottage and 94 metres to the north of Wavendon Manor as such it has potential to
cause harm to the setting of these designated heritage assets.

8.43

The development site is however considered to be visibility separated from these buildings as
a result of its boundary treatment and the boundaries of these properties, and therefore has
limited if any impact on the setting of these heritage assets. Given the location of the site on
the south side of the road, with No. 4a and 4b in between the site and the listed dwellings, the
harm to the setting of the listed building would be considered very minor. The site is not
associated as part of the listed curtilage, and given the visible separation as detailed above the
development does not therefore impact upon the significance of the heritage assets. The
proposal would result in a single dwelling which would respect the established layout and
detailing of the existing residential development already within the setting of the listed
buildings. It is not therefore felt to result in a significant alteration to the established character
of the area to such a degree that would cause material harm to the existing setting of the
heritage assets. In addition, the public benefits of the additional dwelling would be considered
to offset the very minor harm to the heritage asset.

8.44

It is noted that in consideration of the proposed development to the neighbouring site to the
west, and in closer proximity to both these assets, the Council’s Conservation Officer is in
agreement that the proposal would not be considered to result in an adverse impact on the
setting of Wavendon Cottage. This was as a result of the materials and scale of the development
along with the boundary treatment. With the site seeking to replicate the detailed design of
Plot 1 of this development in terms of its general scale, detail and materials, and maintain the
existing hedgerow to much of the site boundary along with supplementary tree planting; it is
not considered that harm would be caused in this regard.

8.45

In light of the above the impact of the development on the significance of the nearby heritage
assets is felt to be acceptable and in accordance with Policy HE1 of Plan:MK.
Ecological impact and biodiversity gain

8.46

Plan:MK Policies NE2 and NE3 collectively seek to ensure 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 development would not result in a
negative impact upon those species and habitats and require that development should
promote their preservation, restoration, expansion or recreation. Furthermore, Plan:MK Policy
NE3 seeks to ensure that development proposals maintain and protect biodiversity and
geological resources and wherever possible, result in a measurable net gain in biodiversity.
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8.47

In terms of the impact on identified protected species, the application is supported by a
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) which identifies that the rough grass land and hedgerow
habitats within the site offer suitable foraging for GCNs. To this regard, the PEA recommends
that in order to establish the presence of GCNs, further surveys are required or an application
should be made for a district license.

8.48

The findings of the PEA have been reviewed by the Council's GCN Licensing Officer who raised
an initial objection to the application requiring that, prior to determination, further surveys
were undertaken to establish whether GCNs are present on the site or the District License
Scheme should be applied to.

8.49

The applicant provided further documentation to demonstrate entry into the District Licensing
Scheme. In light of the additional information, the GCN Licensing Officer has withdrawn their
initial objection and recommended that the conditions and recommendations required by the
License are applied to any approval.

8.50

Regarding biodiversity gain, the PEA outlines a range of mitigation and enhancement features
that should be included in the proposed development. The document has been reviewed by
the Council's Ecologist who has requested that a Landscape and Ecology Management Plan
(LEMP) is secured by condition to provide further detail in relation to the establishment and
long-term management of retained and newly created habitats, so to maximise benefits for
wildlife. It is also recommended that an Ecological Enhancement Plan is provided setting out
the number, type and position of enhancement measures.

8.51

In light of the above, the application is considered to sufficiently demonstrate that the
development would not have a negative impact on a protected species, subject to conditions.
The application would thereby be conformity with the aforementioned Plan:MK Policies.
Drainage and flood risk

8.52

Plan:MK Policies FR1 and FR2 require that all new developments incorporate a surface water
drainage system with acceptable flood control and ensure demonstrable water supply, foul
sewage and sewage treatment capacity. Further that new development should incorporate
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) in line with national policy and guidance.

8.53

Whilst the applicant originally provided a surface water and SuDS drainage layout, infiltration
calculations and soakaway calculations, the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) raised an initial
objection on the basis of the quality of the information provided and the failure to demonstrate
that infiltration testing had been carried out.

8.54

The application is now supported by a drainage report, percolation testing and infiltration
testing. This further detail has been reviewed by the LLFA who has withdrawn their objection
on the basis that surface water can be managed using permeable paving and a cellular
soakaway. Foul water drainage capacity is handled under other legislation and a right to
connect exists under s106 of the Water Industry Act. A number of conditions have been
recommended relating to a surface water strategy scheme, long term maintenance of surface
water drainage and surface water runoff.
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8.55

Subject to the aforementioned conditions, the application is considered to meet the
requirements of the aforementioned Plan:MK Policies and to demonstrate that the
development would have a surface water drainage system with acceptable flood control and
that SuDS will be provided to the site that would comply with national requirements.
Sustainable construction and digital communication

8.56

Plan:MK Policy CT9 seeks to ensure that all new developments are served by digital
communication services that provide at least superfast broadband speeds and give preference
to future proofing services. Developers must therefore ensure that broadband services are
available, wherever practical, to all residents of the development along with other forms of
infrastructure to support mobile phones and wi-fi.

8.57

Concern was raised in relation to the previous application in relation to the inability to support
the provision of superfast broadband. A check of the relevant records indicated that superfast
broadband was currently unavailable in and around the site location and, to this regard, a
condition would need to be attached requiring that the developer commits to installing a fibre
network to facilitate superfast broadband at the site address.

8.58

In addition, Policy SC1 seeks to ensure that development proposals provide resilience to the
impacts of climate change and support the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy. The
emerging Sustainable Construction SPD can be afforded significant weight in the consideration
of this application, as it is in the latter stages of being adopted. The SPD provides further details
in support of Policy SC1. No information has been submitted regarding sustainable construction
methods. It is considered that, securing these details by condition would be appropriate.

9.0

Conclusions

9.1

The proposed development would present development within the open countryside and is
therefore in conflict with Policy DS5. However, due to the in-fill nature of the development site
and the very limited contribution it makes to the wider character of the area – it being largely
surrounded by existing residential development, it is not considered that the proposal would
be harmful to the character of the countryside. Furthermore, it would be difficult to argue that
the site is ‘isolated’ given it would provide a dwelling amongst others and it is a relatively short
distance from other settlements and services. With the harm is therefore very limited, with the
policy conflict largely ‘on paper’, a departure from Plan:MK policy DS5 is considered to be
justified in this case.

9.2

The proposed development would be acceptable in terms of its design, highway and parking
and drainage and flood risk implications. It would also not result in harm to a protected species
and would have an acceptable biodiversity impact subject to the recommended conditions. It
is thereby recommended that permission is granted.

9.3

None of the other matters raised through the publicity and consultation process amount to
material considerations outweighing the assessment of the main issues set out above, noting
that conditions or obligations are recommended where meeting the tests for their imposition.
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9.4

Where relevant, regard has been had to the public sector equality duty, as required by section
149 of the Equality Act 2010 and to local finance considerations (as far as it is material), as
required by section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), as well as
climate change and human rights legislation (including Article 8 and Article 1 of the First
Protocol regarding the right of respect for a person's private and family life and home, and to
the peaceful enjoyment of possessions).

10.0

Conditions
1.

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
plans/drawings listed below unless as otherwise required by condition attached to this
permission or following approval of an application made pursuant to Section 96A of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990:
Plans received 07/10/2021:
3120-L1E - Location Plan
3120-L4C - Existing Site Plan
3120-L2J - Block Plan
3120-L3F - Site Plan
3120-L5C - Graining Plan
Received 18/06/2021
3120-P01F - Proposed Plans
3120-P02F - Proposed Elevations
3120-S1 - Topo Survey
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of securing sustainable
development.

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(s) 73 and 91 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 / section 18 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
(as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004).

3.

The development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with the materials
specified on the approved plans.
Reason: To ensure that the new work complements the existing building and to ensure
the development does not detract from the character and appearance of the area in
accordance with Polices D1, D2, D3, D5 and SD1 of Plan:MK
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4.

All mitigation and compensation recommendations set out in Preliminary Ecological
Appraisal; dated January 2021; shall be implemented at the appropriate stage of the
development and no later than one year after the final occupation of the development.
Reason: To maintain and enhance local biodiversity and ecology in accordance with Policy
NE3 of Plan:MK (2019).

5.

Notwithstanding the approved drawings, no development shall take place above slab
level until full details of both hard and soft landscape works, tree protection details and
boundary treatments 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 1:200 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; 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. 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).

6.

Full details of replacement tree planting to be carried out in accordance with BS 8545:
2014 are to be submitted for approval and which should include full details of tree sizes,
species, planting locations, planting spacings, pre-planting ground preparations, planting
method and long term maintenance. Also where appropriate details of root deflection
barriers and permanent protective measures against soil compaction, vehicle impact, deicing salt etc. Particular attention should be paid to ensuring the trees are planted in a
sufficient quantity of high quality growing medium, to ensure their quick establishment
and the early provision of maximum benefit to the locality. Any trees failing to thrive
within five years of planting to be replaced in accordance with the original planting
specification.

7.

No development hereby permitted shall take place except in accordance with the terms
and conditions of the Council's organisational licence (WML-OR25-2020-1) and with the
proposals detailed on plan 'Land to the rear of Forge Cottage: Impact Plan for great
crested newt district licensing (Version 2)' dated 19th August 2021.
Reason: In order to ensure that adverse impacts on great crested newts are adequately
mitigated and to ensure that site works are delivered in full compliance with the
organisational licence WML-OR25-2020-1.
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8.

No development hereby permitted shall take place unless and until a certificate from the
Delivery Partner (as set out in the District Licence WML-OR25-2020-1), confirming that
all necessary measures in regard to great crested newt compensation have been
appropriately dealt with, has been submitted to and approved by the local planning
authority and the local authority has provided authorisation for the development to
proceed under the district newt licence.

9.

The Delivery Partner certificate must be submitted to this planning authority for approval
prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved.
Reason: In order to adequately compensate for negative impacts to great crested newts.

10.

No development hereby permitted shall take place except in accordance with Part 1 of
the GCN Mitigation Principles, as set out in the District Licence WML-OR25-2020-1 and in
addition in compliance with the following:
a) Works which will affect likely newt hibernacula may only be undertaken during the
active period for amphibians.
b) Capture methods must be used at suitable habitat features prior to the
commencement of the development (i.e. hand/destructive/night searches), which
may include the use of temporary amphibian fencing, to prevent newts moving onto
a development site from adjacent suitable habitat, installed for the period of the
development (and removed upon completion of the development).
c) Amphibian fencing and pitfall trapping must be undertaken at suitable habitats and
features, prior to commencement of the development.
Reason: In order to adequately mitigate impacts on great crested newts.

11.

Prior to the commencement of the development, the new means of vehicular access shall
be sited and laid out in accordance with the approved drawing and constructed in
accordance with Milton Keynes Council's guide note "Residential Vehicle Crossing
Details". 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.

12.

Notwithstanding the information provided with the application, prior to occupation of
the development full details of the proposed bicycle parking shall be submitted in writing
to the Local Planning Authority for their approval. The approved development retained
in perpetuity for the lifetime of the development hereby approved.
Reason: To ensure that adequate cycle parking facilities are provided to serve the
development.

13.

No laying of services, creation of hard surfaces or erection of a building shall commence
until a detailed surface water drainage scheme for the site, based on the agreed Drainage
Report prepared by Abington Consulting Engineers dated 9th June 2021 has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall
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subsequently be implemented in full accordance with the approved details prior to
occupation of the first dwelling.
Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding, to improve and protect water quality,
and improve habitat and amenity.
14.

Details for the long-term maintenance arrangements for the surface water drainage
system (including all SuDS features) to be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority prior to the first occupation of any of the dwellings hereby
permitted. The submitted details should identify runoff sub-catchments, SuDS
components, 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 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.

15.

No development, including preparatory works, shall commence until details of measures
indicating how additional surface water run-off from the site will be avoided during the
construction works have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The applicant may be required to provide collection, balancing and/or
settlement systems for these flows. The approved measures and systems shall be brought
into operation before any works to create buildings or hard surfaces commence.
Reason: To ensure surface water is managed appropriately during the construction phase
of the development, so as not to increase the flood risk to adjacent land/properties or
occupied properties within the development itself; recognising that initial works to
prepare the site could bring about unacceptable impacts.

16.

Prior to the commencement of development above slab level, a sustainable construction
strategy demonstrating how the development will accord with the principle as set out in
Policy SC1 shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority,
the development shall be carried out in accordance with these details.
Reason: To accord with Policy SC1 of Plan:MK (2019).

17.

Prior to occupation of the development hereby approved the applicant/developer shall
ensure digital communications services providing at least superfast broadband speeds are
installed in or around the development site to serve the occupiers of the development.
Reason: to accord with Policy CT9 of Plan:MK (2019)

18.

No development shall take place until a Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) has been submitted in writing to the Local Planning Authority for their approval.
The CEMP shall include site procedures to be adopted during the course of construction
including:
▪ routes for construction traffic
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▪ 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.
19.

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 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).

20.

Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted, details of the Electric
Vehicle Charging Spaces (at a minimum of 1 space per dwelling) shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, these details shall be
implemented prior to first occupation and retained thereafter.
Reason: To provide suitable Electric Vehicle Charging Spaces in accordance with Policy
CT6 of Plan:MK (2019).

21.

No development shall take place above slab level until details of the proposed finished
floor levels of all buildings and the finished ground levels of the site, in relation to
existing site levels of surrounding property, has been submitted to and approved by the
Local Planning Authority. The development 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 Milton Keynes'
adopted Plan:MK (2019).
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Site location plan
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Existing layout
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Proposed layout
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Proposed plans and elevations
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Annex
A1.0

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

A1.1

Wavendon Parish Council
Initial comments received
“I have been asked to write to you on the above mentioned planning application.
The Parish Council are concerned as to the impact of this development on neighbouring
properties and would ask that the views of neighbours are seriously considered prior to
deciding on this application”

A1.2

MKC Highways
Initial comments received
“This application is a resubmission of application 20/03392/FUL for which highway comments
were provided in March 2021. Those comments provide a context for the lack of a highway
objection to this application and are reproduced below for reference.
The information accompanying this application has been reviewed (the two Transport Notes)
and although not all of the conclusions reached are accepted, the reports are noted.
The proposals include unsecure, open cycle parking in the form a Sheffield-type stand. This is
not acceptable for residential parking and a secure, covered cycle shelter is required. This can
be covered by condition.
A condition regarding the provision of the access would also be appropriate.
Consequently, there is no objection to planning permission being granted subject to the
following conditions:
1. Prior to the commencement of the development, the new means of vehicular access shall
be sited and laid out in accordance with the approved drawing and constructed in accordance
with Milton Keynes Council's guide note "Residential Vehicle Crossing Details". 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. Notwithstanding the information provided with the application, details of the proposed
bicycle parking shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
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The approved scheme shall be provided prior to the first occupation of the dwelling hereby
permitted.
Reason: To ensure that adequate cycle parking facilities are provided to serve the
development.”
Additional clarification on initial comments
“There is adequate space on plot for the parking of visitor vehicles and this would meet the
need for unallocated provision. It is not usual for highways to request an on-street
(unallocated) space for developments of single dwellings as this is not practical.
My issue with the transport note is around the site’s accessibility by non-car modes. The site
is clearly in a relatively isolated situation with no footways in the area, no cycle provision and
no bus services. There are no local facilities. However, as I said, this argument should have
been raised in the previous applications in the area.
Without knowing what the adjoining site contributed towards it would be difficult to say
whether this site should add to that. A single dwelling would have relatively limited impact on
highway infrastructure and I can’t see how a footway or similar could be constructed
therefore it is hard to see what a contribution would achieve.”
Additional comments following revised location plan
“The revised submission (revised red line plan excluding the public highway) does not
materially affect the layout of the scheme. As a result, the highway comments provided on
22nd July continue to apply.”
Appendix
Highway Comments on previous application: 20/03392/FUL dated 19/03/2021
‘’ This proposal is for the erection of what would be the 7th new dwelling in this tiny
hamlet. It is clear from previous comments that the highway infrastructure in the area
is quite poor. This can be easily seen from a visit to the site where serious overrunning
of verges is taking place, most accesses and junctions have inadequate visibility and the
widths of carriageway are far below the minimum that would normally be expected.
The section of highway from which this proposal takes access is even narrower than the
main section of Cross End and in places it is below 3m wide. The proposed access to this
plot is at a point where the carriageway is below 3m.
Aside from a pub, there are no local facilities and even the pub has to be access via an
unlit, unsurfaced public footpath. This means that almost all journeys are likely to be
undertaken by car, further undermining the already poor infrastructure.
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However, as already stated, consent has been granted in the last 2-3 years for 6 new
dwellings in this location. As a result, a highway objection to a 7th dwelling based on
the same concerns as raised previously, and above, does not seem appropriate.
The site has adequate parking and the proposed access will need to be covered by
condition requiring the submission of details to ensure it is constructed to a satisfactory
standard.”
A1.3

MKC Landscape Architect
“The site falls within open countryside. However, land to the west was granted consent for 2
dwellings so this proposal could be considered infill development.
There is significant impact on (and proposed removal of) 5 mature trees including Ash which
provide screening and boundary treatment between this site and the consented scheme. Trees
of this type could not be accommodated as a garden tree within the confines of the proposed
plot which is a loss in amenity and landscape character terms. However, a net gain in
replacement tree stock should be secured by a landscape scheme condition providing a mix of
trees for biodiversity and as a biosecurity measure against future tree disease.
There is also loss of the frontage hedgerow and some replacement hedging is proposed on site,
but more should be included.
A landscape scheme condition should be attached if consent is granted is agree replacement
planting details to include tree protection details and boundary treatment - rewording of the
standard condition is recommended to secure this.
Landscape support the recommendations of the ecology report and the implementation of
these if secured by an appropriately worded condition.
If granting consent is deemed acceptable then appropriately worded conditions should be
applied to secure remaining details. Suggested wording below.

1. (Landscape scheme) Notwithstanding the approved drawings, no development shall take place
above slab level until full details of both hard and soft landscape works, tree protection details
and boundary treatments 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 1:200 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; 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. 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
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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).”
A1.4

MKC Countryside Officer
“The preliminary ecological appraisal report (PEAR) outlines a range of mitigation and
enhancement features that should be included in the proposed development. All “boxes”
should be of wood Crete or other long-lasting materials – not wood. These features should be
built into the fabric of the building wherever possible. Detail should also be included of any
proposed planting, which should also see to enhance biodiversity
In relation to GCN the following options should be considered:
1.
GCN can be established by way of a survey undertaken by a suitably qualified ecologist
and in accordance with the Great Crested Newt Conservation Handbook
2.
The District Licence scheme (administered by the Nature Space Partnership)
3.
Precautionary working statements in the form of Reasonable Avoidance Measures
(RAMs)/Non-Licenced Method Statement (NLMS)
All Risk Avoidance Measures (RAMs) detailed within the PEAR should be followed.
The following imposed as a suitably worded planning condition:
•
prior to above ground works a Landscape and Ecology Management Plan (LEMP) is
submitted: detailing the establishment and long-term management of retained and newly
created habitats to maximise benefits for wildlife. It will include a graphical Ecological
Enhancement Plan, setting out the number, type and position of enhancement features.

A1.5

MKC GCN Licensing Officer
Initial Comments
“There is a reasonable likelihood of great crested newts being present and therefore affected
by the proposed development.
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.
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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) 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.
One of following options is required to be undertaken prior to determination of the
application:
1. Either the presence or likely absence of GCN to be established by way of a survey (and
potential population assessments) undertaken by a suitably qualified ecologist and in
accordance with the Great Crested Newt Conservation Handbook (Froglife, 2001) and the
Great Crested Newt Environmental eDNA Technical Advice Note (Natural England 2014). If
GCN are identified on or around the development site an EPS site-based mitigation licence
may be required. N.B. All survey reports must be submitted prior to determination.
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. N.B. The applicant is required to
submit a NatureSpace Report or Certificate prior to determination if this option is pursued.
Please issue a consultation request when such materials are supplied.”
Comments following re-consultation
These comments supersede those previously made on 25th June 2021 regarding GCN Licensing.
NatureSpace Documents
The application is now supported by the following documents demonstrating the projects entry
into the District Licence for GCN:
a. A NatureSpace Report (Land to the rear of Forge Cottage dated 19th August 2021); and
b. An Impact Map (‘Land to the rear of Forge Cottage: Impact Plan for great crested newt
district licensing (Version 2)’ dated 19th August 2021).
The NatureSpace Certificate contains updated Conditions and Informatives that must be
applied to any planning consent verbatim (p. 2). These are inserted below for ease:
Conditions Required:
No development hereby permitted shall take place except in accordance with the terms and
conditions of the Council’s organisational licence (WML-OR25-2020-1) and with the proposals
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detailed on plan ‘Land to the rear of Forge Cottage: Impact Plan for great crested newt district
licensing (Version 2)’ dated 19th August 2021.
Reason: In order to ensure that adverse impacts on great crested newts are adequately
mitigated and to ensure that site works are delivered in full compliance with the organisational
licence WML-OR25-2020-1.
No development hereby permitted shall take place unless and until a certificate from the
Delivery Partner (as set out in the District Licence WML-OR25-2020-1), confirming that all
necessary measures in regard to great crested newt compensation have been appropriately
dealt with, has been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority and the local
authority has provided authorisation for the development to proceed under the district newt
licence.
The Delivery Partner certificate must be submitted to this planning authority for approval prior
to the commencement of the development hereby approved.
Reason: In order to adequately compensate for negative impacts to great crested newts.
No development hereby permitted shall take place except in accordance with Part 1 of the GCN
Mitigation Principles, as set out in the District Licence WML-OR25-2020-1 and in addition in
compliance with the following:
Works which will affect likely newt hibernacula may only be undertaken during the active
period for amphibians.
Capture methods must be used at suitable habitat features prior to the commencement of the
development (i.e. hand/destructive/night searches), which may include the use of temporary
amphibian fencing, to prevent newts moving onto a development site from adjacent suitable
habitat, installed for the period of the development (and removed upon completion of the
development).
Amphibian fencing and pitfall trapping must be undertaken at suitable habitats and features,
prior to commencement of the development.
Reason: In order to adequately mitigate impacts on great crested newts.
Informatives Required:
It is recommended that the NatureSpace Best Practice Principles are taken into account and
implemented where possible and appropriate.
It is recommended that the NatureSpace certificate is submitted to this planning authority at
least 6 months prior to the intended commencement of any works on site.
It is essential to note that any works or activities whatsoever undertaken on site (including
ground investigations, site preparatory works or ground clearance) prior to receipt of the
written authorisation from the planning authority (which permits the development to proceed
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under the District Licence WML-OR25-2020-1) are not licensed under the GCN District Licence.
Any such works or activities have no legal protection under the GCN District Licence and if
offences against GCN are thereby committed then criminal investigation and prosecution by
the police may follow.
It is essential to note that any ground investigations, site preparatory works and ground /
vegetation clearance works / activities (where not constituting development under the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990) in a red zone site authorised under the District Licence but
which fail to respect controls equivalent to those in condition 3 above would give rise to
separate criminal liability under District Licence condition 9 (requiring authorised developers
to comply with the District Licence) and condition 21 (which requires all authorised developers
to comply with the GCN Mitigation Principles) (for which Natural England is the enforcing
authority); and may also give rise to criminal liability under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981
(as amended) and/or the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (for which the
Police would be the enforcing authority).
If any further NatureSpace documents are submitted, such as a NatureSpace Certificate, or an
amended NatureSpace Report or Impact Plan – please re-issue a further consultation.
A1.6

MKC Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA)
Initial comments
“Thank you for your consultation which we received on the 24th June 2021. At present, we
object to the grant of planning permission for the following reasons: 1. Infiltration test results
required According to the submitted drainage report, BRE DG 365 infiltration testing has been
performed, achieving a minimum rate of 2.25 x 10-6 m/s. The infiltration test results should be
submitted to the LLFA for review. 2. Groundwater clearance A minimum clearance of 1 metre
is required between the base of the proposed soakaway and the peak seasonal groundwater
level. Groundwater should be recorded at the site to confirm that the required clearance can
be achieved.”
Comments following re-consultation
“We have reviewed the following documents:
• Drainage Report, Abington Consulting Engineers, Dated: 9 June 2021
• Percolation Testing for Soakaway Design, Trendrevel Services Limited, Ref: JRH/21_023.L1,
Dated: 1 June 2021
• BRE365 Infiltration Testing within a Trial Pit, Trendrevel Services Limited, Dated: 25 May 2021
Based on these, as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) we have no objection in principle to the
proposed development. The above documents demonstrate that surface water from the
proposed development can be managed using permeable paving over the driveway with a
cellular soakaway proposed below the parking area. Surface water from the roof of the dwelling
will be captured and conveyed to the cellular soakaway. Surface water will then infiltrate into
the ground. Maintenance of the system will be with the property owner for the lifetime of the
development.
We request the following conditions are imposed:
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Condition
No laying of services, creation of hard surfaces or erection of a building shall commence until a
detailed surface water drainage scheme for the site, based on agreed Drainage Report prepared
by Abington Consulting Engineers dated 9th June 2021 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.
Reason To prevent the increased risk of flooding, to improve and protect water quality, and
improve habitat and amenity.
Condition
Details for the long term maintenance arrangements for the surface water drainage system
(including all SuDS features) to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority prior to the first occupation of any of the dwellings hereby permitted. The submitted
details should identify runoff sub-catchments, SuDS components, 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 shall be
carried out in full thereafter.
Reason To ensure the satisfactory maintenance of drainage systems that are not publically
adopted, in accordance with the requirements of paragraphs 163 and 165 of the National
Planning Policy Framework.
Condition
No development, including preparatory works, shall commence until details of measures
indicating how additional surface water run-off from the site will be avoided during the
construction works have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The applicant may be required to provide collection, balancing and/or settlement
systems for these flows. The approved measures and systems shall be brought into operation
before any works to create buildings or hard surfaces commence.
Reason To ensure surface water is managed appropriately during the construction phase of the
development, so as not to increase the flood risk to adjacent land/properties or occupied
properties within the development itself; recognising that initial works to prepare the site could
bring about unacceptable impacts.
A1.7

All responses and representations received can be viewed in full, online at www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/publicaccess using application ref. 21/01891.FUL;.
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ITEM

5(b)

Application Number: 21/02173/FUL
Proposal:

Erection of a ground floor front and side extension at 426 Simpson, Simpson,
Milton Keynes, MK6 3AF

Applicant:

Mr and Mrs Giuseppe Tudisco

Application type:

Householder development

Ward:

Campbell Park and Old Woughton

Parish:

Statutory Target:

8 September 2021

Case Officer:

Rachel Larner
Planning Officer
rachel.larner@milton-keynes.gov.uk

Team Manager:

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

Simpson and Ashland

Extension of Time: Yes - 25 November 2021

1.0

Recommendation

1.1

Permission be granted subject to the conditions set out below (as may be
supplemented/modified in any accompanying written or verbal update to the Panel).

2.0

Introduction

2.1

The application has been referred to the Panel at the request of Councillors Trendall and Hall
with the material reasons for the call-in being concerns over flooding. Further reasons were
advanced relating to a dispute over the accuracy of the site boundary, the routing of utilities
and the level of local opposition. None of these reasons amount to a ‘material planning
consideration’ under the call-in terms set out in the Scheme of Delegation.

3.0

Background
The site and its context

3.1

The site comprises a single storey, detached bungalow on Simpson Road in Simpson. As existing,
the floor area of the bungalow measures 11.294 metres length by 6.919 metres width. The
existing garage on the site measures 5.45 metres length by 2.95 metres width. The garage is
located approximately 1 metre from the south-west side of the bungalow and aligns with the
south-west edge of the site boundary. The existing materials include brickwork, rendering, dark
grey rooftiles and white PVC windows and doors. The site is most clearly visible when viewed
from the corner of Simpson Road and Lissel Road to the south-west.
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3.2

The dwelling occupies a corner plot to Simpson and Lissel Road and is accessed via a vehicle
crossover from Lissel Road. Simpson Brook is located immediately to the front boundary of the
site. There are no planning constraints applicable to the site, with the property falling within
the Milton Keynes Urban Area.
The proposal

3.3

It is proposed to erect single storey front and side extensions, following removal of the existing
detached garage to the side of the property. The proposed side extension would measure 3.95
metres in width from the south-west elevation of the property up to the site boundary (facing
onto Lissel Road) and 14.724 metres in depth. The proposed front extension would measure
approximately 4 metres from the north-west elevation of the property and 6.919 metres in
width. The eaves heights of the proposed extensions would match the eaves of the original
dwellinghouse. All proposed materials are to match the appearance of the existing house. The
proposal also includes a new paved driveway served by the existing vehicle crossover.

3.4

The proposal has been amended during the course of assessment. The amendments were to
clarify the concerns raised in the objections through:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

submission of an amended location plan showing the correct site boundary;
submission of amended block and tree plans;
clarifications on the proposed new parking spaces and proposed hard standing;
clarification of the location of the existing dropped kerb;
revision to the side utility-room window facing no. 428 to make it obscure-glazed; and
revision to the existing bedroom window on the side elevation to retain this as clear
glazed.

4.0

Relevant planning history

4.1

Pre-application advice
None.

4.2

Application site
Ref. No: BL/145/65

5.0

House & garage
Approved – 10/06/1965

Consultations and representations
All responses and representations received can be viewed in full, online at www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/publicaccess using application ref. 21/02173/FUL. The following paragraphs
summarise those responses and representations.
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5.1

Simpson and Ashland Parish Council
Due to the revised plans being received within the original consultation period, there was no
response from the Parish Council to the first set of plans.
Responses to the second and third sets of revised plans were received. The Parish Council
supports the principle of improving the house; however, objects to the proposal for the
following reasons:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

errors on the plans including discrepancies on the site boundary and mislabelling of the
numbers of surrounding properties;
impact on utilities/services e.g. electricity, gas and water;
impact on parking;
vehicle emissions;
drainage issues;
impact on no. 428 Simpson Road including overlooking, depth of foundations and noise;
positioning of recycling/rubbish bins; and
building operations (e.g. lorry parking and disruption due to construction).

The objections which are material planning considerations have been taken into account within
this report.
5.2

Councillor Charlotte Hall (Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward)
Supports Councillor Trendall’s call-in request.

5.3

Councillor Terry Baines (Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward)
No comments received.

5.4

Councillor Paul Trendall (Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward)
Called-in the application for consideration by the Panel, as set out at paragraph 2.1 above.
Following reconsultation on amended plans, the call-in was maintained.

5.5

MKC Highways
No comments were received on the first set of plans. Comments on the second set of plans
advised no objection but highlighted the need for sufficient parking spaces to be shown on the
plans.
Comments on the third set of plans advised of no objection to the proposal as the plans showed
sufficient parking spaces to meet the Parking Standards.

5.6

MKC Landscape Officer
Advised that the tree proposed to be removed was planted before 1990 as part of the estate
design. However, it was confirmed that the tree in question does appear to be within the
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applicant’s ownership and is not otherwise protected by a Tree Preservation Order (TPO) or by
it being in a Conservation Area. The Tree Officer confirms that the tree could be removed at
any time without permission, and it would not be worthy of a TPO. However, approval of a
landscaping/replanting scheme is recommended.
5.7

Buckingham & River Ouzel Drainage Board
Though the Buckingham & River Ouzel Drainage Board were not formally consulted by the case
officer during the course of this application, their response to the original plans highlighted that
additional permission would be required from the Board for any increased flow into Simpson
Brook, and suggested conditions regarding storm water design and construction proposals. The
Board advised of no additional comments on the subsequent revisions.

5.8

Representations from interested parties
Representations have been received from 8 neighbouring addresses. The material matters
raised are summarised below:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

removal of tree believed to be in Council land;
increase in noise;
proposed extension too large for the plot;
loss of planting and impacts on habitats;
parking provision and site access;
character and appearance of the street;
potential impact on the setting of a listed building over the road from the site;
overlooking/loss of privacy to no. 428; and
drainage relating to the proposed hard surfacing

A number of other concerns have been raised which are not considered to be material planning
considerations, also noting the type (and therefore scope) of the application made, and
therefore cannot be taking into account in the determination of the application. These relate
to:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

the depth of the foundations required for the extension;
land ownership;
restrictive covenants;
party walls;
previous refused extensions in the local area;
routing of utilities and services;
drains, including repositioning of drains at site;
increased vehicle emissions;
construction disruption; and
bin storage.
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6.0

Relevant policies, guidance and legislation
The Development Plan

6.1

The site is not located in a Neighbourhood Plan area.

6.2

Plan:MK (adopted March 2019)
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Policy CT2: Movement and Access
Policy CT10: Parking Provision
Policy D1: Designing a High Quality Place
Policy D2: Creating a Positive Character
Policy D3: Design of Buildings
Policy D5: Amenity and Street Scene

Supplementary Planning Documents/Guidance (SPDs/SPG)
6.3

The following topic-based SPDs/SPGs are relevant:
▪
▪

Parking Standards SPD (2016)
New Residential Design Guide SPD (2012)

National planning policy and guidance
6.4

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

6.5

Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development
Section 4 - Decision-making
Section 12 - Achieving well-designed places

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

6.6

There is no relevant emerging policy.
Legislation

6.7

In conjunction with the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and related Acts, the following
legislation is particularly relevant:
▪

the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015
(as amended) (the ‘GPDO’).
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7.0

Planning considerations

7.1

Taking account of the application type, the documents submitted (and supplemented and/or
amended where relevant), the site and its environs, and the representations received; the main
considerations central to the determination of this application are:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

8.0

Principle of development;
Highway capacity, safety and parking provision;
Design, layout and impact on character of the area;
Residential amenity and living conditions;
Drainage and flood risk; and
Other matters.

Appraisal
Principle of development

8.1

In accordance with the NPPF, the Council will, when considering development proposals, take
a positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development.
Planning applications that accord with policies in the Development Plan should be approved
without delay, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

8.2

Policy D3 of Plan:MK states that extensions to existing buildings are acceptable providing that
the proposed scale and design relates well to the existing building and plot, whilst not
detracting from the character of the existing building and the surrounding area. Subject to such
an assessment, extensions to dwellinghouses are acceptable in principle. The application is
assessed against all material planning considerations below.
Highway capacity, safety and parking provision

8.3

Policy CT2 of Plan:MK requires development proposals to provide safe, suitable and convenient
access for all potential users and to not compromise highway safety. Policy CT10 of Plan:MK
requires all new development proposals to meet the Council’s adopted parking standards
unless mitigating circumstances dictate otherwise.

8.4

The property, as existing, has 3 bedrooms and is located in Zone 3 under the Parking Standards
SPD. The parking requirement is 2 allocated spaces plus 0.5 unallocated spaces. There would
be no increase to the number of bedrooms following the proposed extension, such that the
allocated parking requirement would remain the same as existing. The loss of the detached
garage would not constitute a loss of parking because garages are not classed as allocated
parking spaces under the SPD. There is considered to be sufficient space to the front of the
property to accommodate the required minimum 2 allocated parking spaces, and this has been
demonstrated on the latest set of revised plans showing 5 parking spaces to the frontage exceeding the minimum parking requirement.

8.5

Following the submission of the revised plan showing 5 allocated parking spaces, MKC Highways
advised that they had no objection to the proposal as the parking standards had been met and
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all parking would be within the private land of the property and not on the public highway. It is
therefore considered that the proposal is compliant with Policy CT10 of Plan:MK.
8.6

MKC Highways raise no objections provided the position of vehicular access was to remain
unchanged. This was revised to be reflected as such on revised plans. There are therefore no
proposed changes to the access to the site, and it is considered that the proposal in its current
form complies with Policy CT2 of Plan:MK.

8.7

Parish and neighbour concerns regarding parking provision and the creation of a new paved
area for parking are noted. The concerns relate to the potential drainage issues caused by an
additional hard surface, and query the amount of proposed parking spaces. However, the site
has permitted development rights under Class F of Part 1, Schedule 2 of the GPDO. This would
allow for the creation of an additional hardstanding to the front of the property, provided this
is constructed of a porous/permeable material or provision is made to direct run-off water from
the hard surface to a permeable or porous area within the curtilage of the dwellinghouse. The
proposed materials to be used in the creation of the new hardstanding have been clarified as
permeable block paving which would therefore be acceptable as permitted development, and
thus there is essentially no requirement for this element of the proposal to receive an express
grant of planning permission from the Council. The number of proposed parking spaces is
acknowledged to be higher than the requirements of the Parking Standards. However, there is
no adopted planning policy which would resist proposals which exceed the standards, and it is
considered acceptable as it would assist in reducing the likelihood of on-street parking.
Design, layout and impact on character of the area

8.8

Policy D3 of Plan:MK seeks to ensure that all extensions to buildings are of a size and scale that
relate well to the existing building and plot, as well as the surrounding area. This is also reflected
in Policies D1 and D2, which seek to ensure that proposals respond appropriately to the site
context and appearance and exhibit a positive character.

8.9

The proposed single storey front and side extensions are considered to be in keeping with the
character and appearance of the existing dwelling and with the visual amenity of the street
scene. The proposed front extension would bring the front elevation of the dwellinghouse in
line with the front elevation of No. 428 Simpson Road, to the north-east side of the site. There
is no defined building line along Simpson Road as each property is set at different distances
from the highway. The proposed front extension would still be set back from the highway and
would not present an excessive visual intrusion when viewed from Simpson Road. The
proposed front extension would also be partly concealed from view by the hedges and
vegetation along the front boundary, which would help to mitigate any visual impact, though
the impact is considered to be acceptable in any case.

8.10

Objection is raised to the proposed removal of a tree on the site, in an area of shrubbery
adjacent to Lissel Road. Upon review of Land Registry records, this land is not owned by MKC
nor in the adopted highway. This tree therefore appears to be within the land owned by the
applicant, and their declaration on the application form to this effect must otherwise be
assumed as correct. The tree is not protected by virtue of being in a Conservation Area or by
Tree Preservation Order (TPO). It is acknowledged that there is a similar tree on the other side
of the road, which gives a symmetrical appearance when entering Lissel Road. Therefore, there
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may be some visual impact if this tree were to be removed. However, for the reasons given
above, the applicant would be able to remove this tree in any case with it also not appropriate
to protect it by way of a TPO. Due to the presence of other trees and shrubbery in the area, it
is considered that the loss of this tree would not have such a significant adverse impact on the
appearance of the area that a refusal would be justified.
8.11

The MKC Landscape Officer requested that a condition be attached which would require details
of a landscaping/replanting scheme to be submitted and approved. In this case, while it is
acknowledged that the tree has some positive visual impact on the area, this condition is not
considered to be reasonable as the applicant could remove the tree, and any other shrubs
within their boundary, at a later date. The applicant will be advised, though, that the works
must not impact on the Council owned area of planting adjacent to the site boundary on Lissel
Road.

8.12

Despite several objections, some local residents have expressed support to the principle of
renovating the property. It is considered that the proposed changes are not excessive, nor that
they would have a significant adverse impact on the appearance or character of the site and
the local area. It is therefore considered that the proposal complies with Policies D1, D2 and D3
of Plan:MK.
Residential amenity and living conditions

8.13

Policy D5 of Plan:MK seeks to ensure that all development proposals create and protect a good
standard of amenity for neighbouring buildings and their occupiers.

8.14

The main concerns regarding residential amenity relate to the impact on No. 428 Simpson Road,
to the north-east side of the site. This is raised in several of the objections which have been
given careful consideration.

8.15

The proposed extensions, like the existing dwellinghouse, would be single storey and are
therefore not considered to adversely impact upon sunlight to the adjoining neighbours. The
proposed front extension would bring the front elevation of the dwellinghouse in line with the
front elevation of No. 428 and it is noted that the side windows and door of this neighbouring
house would face the extended element. The proposed utility room window on the north-east
side elevation is proposed to be obscure-glazed, which is considered to preserve privacy to No.
428. The bedroom window on this side elevation is already in situ and is clear-glazed. It would
therefore be unreasonable to condition that this existing bedroom window be obscure-glazed
as this impact does not arise as a result of the development proposed. Furthermore, it is a
habitable room and obscure glazing would reduce the quality of the living environment for the
occupants of the bungalow. The condition for obscure-glazing can be applied to the utility room
window. The applicant amended the plans to revert the bedroom window back to clear glazed
as existing.

8.16

The concerns raised regarding the potential for increased noise due to the rearranged layout of
the floorplan are acknowledged, but this is not considered to present a reason for refusal. The
site is already in residential use and the proposal would not change the use of the dwelling. A
rearranged internal layout would not require planning permission in any case, and the proposed
enlargements/layout would not give rise to an unusual level of noise compared to that expected

(53)

in a residential area. Noise during construction is generally not a planning matter for
householder applications and would be a temporary disruption only, but this could be managed
through Environmental Health controls.
8.17

The proposed extensions are not considered to be an over-development of the site and
sufficient outdoor amenity space would be available for the occupants of the dwelling. The rear
garden space would be unaffected by the proposed development.

8.18

Overall, it is considered that the proposal is compliant with Policy D5 of Plan:MK as the impact
on residential amenity is acceptable.
Drainage and flood risk

8.19

Concerns have been raised by several objectors regarding drainage and flooding. The need to
re-route drains and utilities is not a material consideration for planning applications. Rainwater
collected from the enlarged roof would be handled under Building Regulations. The creation of
additional hardstanding to the front of the property has been found to qualify as permitted
development such that the proposal could not reasonably be resisted for this reason. As such,
officers consider that there would not be significant additional flood risk as a result of the
proposed development, and there are no planning issues with regards to drainage in this
instance.

8.20

It is noted that a response was received from the Buckingham & River Ouzel Drainage Board.
This advised that any increased flow into Simpson Brook resulting from the proposed
development would require permission from the Board. This would be included as an advisory
note (informative). The requested conditions regarding storm water design and construction
proposals are not considered necessary or reasonable in this instance, due to the scale of the
proposal and the existence of other controls.
Other matters

8.21

An objection raises the potential impact on the setting of a listed building, Simpson House,
immediately across the road from the site. The proposed development is not considered to
affect the setting of the nearby listed building mentioned in the representation, having regard
to the significance of that building and its relationship to surrounding land and property.
Therefore, heritage impacts are not a relevant consideration under this application.

9.0

Conclusions

9.1

The proposal is found to be in accordance with Policies CT2, CT10, D1, D2, D3 and D5 of Plan:MK
as well as Sections 2, 4 and 12 of the NPPF. It is therefore recommended that the application
be approved, subject to the conditions.

9.2

None of the other matters raised through the publicity and consultation process amount to
material considerations outweighing the assessment of the main issues set out above, noting
that conditions or obligations are recommended where meeting the tests for their imposition.
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9.3

Where relevant, regard has been had to the public sector equality duty, as required by section
149 of the Equality Act 2010 and to local finance considerations (as far as it is material), as
required by section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), as well as
climate change and human rights legislation (including Article 8 and Article 1 of the First
Protocol regarding the right of respect for a person's private and family life and home, and to
the peaceful enjoyment of possessions).

10.0

Conditions
1.

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
plans/drawings listed below unless as otherwise required by condition attached to this
permission or following approval of an application made pursuant to Section 96A of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990:
Received on 28th October 2021 2 Rev. F - Proposed Location and Proposed Block Plan
10 Rev. E - Existing and Proposed Tree Plan
Received on 2nd November 2021 6 Rev. H - Proposed Ground Floor Plan Scale 1:100
7 Rev. E - Proposed Ground Floor Plan Scale 1:50
8 Rev. E - Proposed Ground Floor Plan Scale 1:50
9 Rev. F - Proposed Elevations
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of securing sustainable
development.

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.

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) Order 2015 (or any order revoking, re-enacting or modifying that Order),
the proposed window in the north-east side elevation shown to serving a utility room
shall be obscurely glazed to a minimum level 3 within the Pilkington range of Textured
Glass or equivalent. The window shall thereafter be maintained in this condition at all
times and shall not be altered to clear glazing without the specific grant of planning
permission from the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To preserve the amenity and privacy of the adjoining residential occupiers in
accordance with Policy D5 of Plan:MK (2019).
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4.

The external surfaces of the extensions hereby permitted shall be constructed only of
materials of a type and colour which match those of the existing building except where
indicated otherwise on the approved drawings.
Reason: To ensure that the new work complements the existing building and to ensure
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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Site location plan

(57)

Proposed block plan
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Existing plans and elevations
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Proposed plans and elevations

(61)

(62)

(63)

Proposed Tree Plan
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Annex
A1.0

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

A1.1

Simpson and Ashland Parish Council
Initial comments received:
“Planning Application 21/02173/FUL
426 Simpson, Milton Keynes MK6 3AF
Response from Simpson & Ashland Parish Council
The following response relates to the second set of revised plans (11/08/2021). The most
important changes since the initial submission have been the recognition of the actual
boundary of the plot and the implications for the width of the building; and the inclusion and
then removal of plans for a garage and the subsequent implications for parking and access.
The Parish Council notes that 426 Simpson, in a conspicuous position in the centre of the
village, has been unoccupied for the past two years, following the death of the previous
owner,
who had lived there since 1971. During those two years, the condition of the building and
grounds has deteriorated and we welcome, in principle, improvements to the housing
provision on the site.
However, we have significant reservations about the scale of the proposed development and
the effect and visual impact of the style and proportions on the adjacent properties and the
carefully designed entrance to Lissel Road.
We wish to register some specific concerns. These concur with the well-evidenced objections
of residents in the adjacent and nearby properties, which we fully support.
1. Errors and omissions
Application Form:
The form has not been updated since the initial submission and no longer accurately reflects
the changes made e.g. Sections 6 and 7.
Drawing 2 (revised)
a) Continues to show an out-of-date outline for 428, which means that the spatial relationship
between 428 and the proposed extent of 426 is inaccurate and misleading.
b) Continues to mislabel 430 as 410.
Drawing 6 (revised):
a) No measurements are provided for the extent of the area in an arc at the front of the
house.
We assume that it is intended as parking space for vehicles, but it is not labelled as such, nor
is any information provided about surfacing or levels (the land slopes towards Simpson Brook
at this point).
b) No measurements are provided in respect of the position of the access from Lissel Rd.
Although the note states 'Existing dropped kerb and crossover', observation and
measurement
(see the submission from Mr and Mrs Lees, 428 Simpson) show that this is not compatible
with

(65)

the identified space in front of the building. New access/dropped kerb would be required,
involving the repositioning of the light column and bring the dropped kerb closer to the
junction
with Simpson Rd, with significant implications for road safety.
c) The width of the space between the eastern side of the building and the boundary fence
with 428 is shown as 000; that should be 920mm.
Drawing 7 (revised)
a) Although this, and other revised drawings, now identify the correct boundary line as
following the extent of the existing garage and fence, we believe that it is inaccurate in terms
of
the space around the access to the existing garage. We believe that the sketch submitted by
Mr and Mrs Lees provides a more accurate representation of that section of the boundary.
Resolving this disparity has wider implications.
2. Services
Services (electricity, gas, water) to and between the adjacent properties (424, 428, 430) were
installed at the time of construction in the 1960s, prior to the development of Lissel Road.
Some run across the four sites and this will have implications for any forward extension of the
building line and creation of a parking surface. None of this appears to have been
recognised/taken account of in the plans.
There are implications not only for potential interruptions to services but also for rights of
access, where necessary. We are aware that documentation regarding routes etc may be
inadequate, but the combined knowledge of the occupants of 424 and 428, who have lived in
their respective properties for over 50 years, is highly informative.
3. Parking
Sections 6 and 7 of the Application Form state that there will be no new vehicle access and no
change to existing parking arrangements. That is incorrect.
As noted in Section 1, Drawing 6 (above), there is insufficient detail about the dimensions and
capacity of the proposed parking area at the front of the house. How will it be surfaced (with
particular respect to drainage)? How does the position of the parking space relate to the
outlook from 428 (noting that Drawing 2 does not show the existing outline of 428 - there is a
forward extension)? What account has been taken of the effect of vehicle emissions on 428?
As noted in Section1, the plans for access from Lissel Rd are significantly inaccurate.
Highways need to be made aware and required to comment.
4. Drainage and related issues
We note the critical response (26 July) of the Buckingham & River Ouzel Internal Drainage
Board, with which we concur. The Board's concerns relate, in part, to the implications of the
parking provision (see 3, above) but also to the general absence of information in the plans
for
the disposal of storm water. The volume of storm water, following precipitation, will also be
significantly increased by the enlarged roof area. Currently, storm water discharges, via a
pipe,
into Simpson brook, which runs along the perimeter of the property. The brook is prone to
overflow following heavy rain and in October 2020 the road through the village was under
water for several hours. Given climate change predictions, this is likely to become a more
frequent occurrence.
These concerns also serve to highlight the complete absence from the application of any
narrative that identifies how the plans address issues of renewable/green energy provision,
energy conservation etc. We contrast that with the detailed statement that accompanied the

(66)

recent application for 141 Simpson (20/01852/FUL) which included a detailed Ecological
appraisal.
5. Relationship to 428 Simpson
In their responses to this application, the owners of 428 Simpson have raised a number of
concerns about the implications for their property. We will not repeat them in detail, here,
but
the Parish Council supports the objections made with particular respect to: the windows in
Bedroom 3 and the Utility Room (Drawing 7) overlooking the lounge window of 428; the
proximity of the excavations for footings; the consequences of the reversal of the living space,
resulting in the living room being at the rear of 426 and in line with the bedrooms of 428, with
the potential for noise disturbance. This last point also has implications for 1 Lissel Rd.
6. Trees
We note that in the revised Drawing 10, the single whitebeam (not ash) tree is identified for
removal. The tree is on MK Council land and is maintained by MKC. Permission would be
required to remove it. If that permission is granted, then mitigation should be a required as a
planning condition.
No consideration appears to have been given to the impact of excavations and building work,
up to the site boundary line, on tree roots. An arboricultural report should be provided.
7. Other observations
As noted in Section 1 (above), external access to the rear of the property is limited to a
narrow
(920mm) space between the eastern side of the house and the boundary fence with 428.
What
are the implications for the positioning of recycling/rubbish bins? If the solution is a covered
bin
store at the front of the house, where will it be located? Further, Drawings 6 and 8 (revised)
give no indication of the management of drainage from appliances in the Utility Room, on the
far side of the building from the existing drains. If there is external pipework, that would
reduce
the effective width of the space.
8. Building operations
The form and extent of the proposed works would require significant quantities of plant and
materials on a site that would quickly diminish in surface area as development proceeds.
Regardless of the ultimate scale of the operation, how would this be managed? The adjacent
space on Lissel Road is very close to the junction with the road through Simpson and the risk
to the safety of road users and pedestrians is increased. Parked lorries etc on the narrow
Lissel Rd also pose risks to access for emergency vehicles, particularly significant in the
context of the age profile of Lissel Rd residents. The recent experience of housing
construction
at 211 Simpson (Bowlers Close), which lasted for over 15 months, illustrates the extent of
disruption associated with such development.
In summary, the Parish Council finds this application deficient in a number of significant
respects. We request that these matters be addressed and responded to before further
consideration is given.”
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Comments following reconsultation:
“The following response relates to the third (and most recent) set of revised plans, which the
Parish Council only became aware of thanks to the vigilance of local residents, no direct
notification having been received. We also note that, to the best of our knowledge, at no
stage in this process has any public notification of the plans been displayed in the proximity of
426 Simpson, as is standard practice.
The Parish Council made detailed comments on previous versions of the plans (24 August
2021). We will not repeat most of those that still apply, given reassurances that they will be
taken into account by the Planning Officer in her report to members of the Development
Control Committee.
We are grateful for the clarifications from Rachel Larner (Planning Officer), in an email of 30
September, in particular those which distinguish between planning matters and concerns that
are covered by Building Control regulations.
As in our comments on 24 August, the Parish Council is fully aware of the objections raised by
local residents, in particular the long-time owners of 424 and 428 Simpson, who have
extensive knowledge of the history of the site. We commend their detailed and wellevidenced concerns, which need to be fully addressed; we will not repeat many of them here.
The Parish Council has significant reservations about the scale of the proposed development
and the effect and visual impact of the style and proportions on the adjacent properties and
the carefully designed entrance to Lissel Road.
We have the following specific concerns:
1. The documents submitted by the applicant continue to display errors and omissions which
have been pointed out in past comments but have not been corrected. These are detailed in
the submissions from Dr Dale and Mr and Mrs Lees. These errors, if uncorrected, have the
potential to mislead those in the LPA who are considering the application. It is unclear
whether or not there has been a site visit; any such visit would have quickly identified the
issues on the ground.
2. The critical matter of the boundary of the property appears to remain unresolved. We note
that the Planning Officer is ‘in the process of clarifying this exact boundary with Landscape
officers to confirm the owner of the trees and planting on that strip of land near to Lissel
Road’ (email, 30 September). We have seen reference to the Land Registry but our
understanding is that 426 Simpson was not on the Land Registry database during its
ownership by Mr Bowler (as is also the case with 424 and 428 Simpson). We have been
unable to locate any entry on the Land Registry website. If it has been added following the
recent sale, on what basis has the boundary been established?
3. We acknowledge that our concerns around the structure and surfacing of the extensive
parking area in front of the property are covered by Building Control regulations (email, 30
September). However, we note the Planning Officer’s advice that ’in the event permission is
granted, [the applicant] will need to seek permission from the Buckingham & River Ouzel
Drainage Board for any increased flow into Simpson Brook.’ (30 September).
4. We acknowledge that the proposed parking provision will not now require the
repositioning of the dropped kerb to Lissel Road or the repositioning of the lamppost.
5. The concerns of the owners of 428 Simpson about increased intrusive noise and emissions
from vehicles at the front of the property, need to be addressed, as do concerns about the
potential for disturbance at the rear of the property, due to the reversal of the
accommodation.
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In summary, the Parish Council finds this application deficient in a number of significant
respects. We request that these matters be addressed and responded to.”
A1.2

Cllr Charlotte Hall (Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward)
“Thank you for the update with regards to this application.
I have yet to look at the detail and indeed await the views of the Parish Council and residents
as to the latest
Revision as to whether any of the concerns raised have been addressed.
If any of the key matters remain an issues, I would expect that this would be called in ( by Paul
or myself)”

A1.3

Cllr Terry Baines (Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward)
No comments received.

A1.4

Cllr Paul Trendall (Campbell Park and Old Woughton Ward)
Initial comments received:
“Hello, I hope this finds you well. I would like to call in the application above for the following
reasons:
(i). There is a disagreement as to the ownership of the land and a dispute as to whether the
plan shows the correct
boundaries.
(ii). No consideration appears to have been given to the routing of utilities.
(iii). Insufficient consideration has been given to flood mitigation, in an area prone to
flooding.”
Comments following re-consultation:
“In answer to your question about withdrawing the request to call this in, clearly there is still
local opposition, and an ongoing disagreement about where the boundary actually is.
On that basis, I think it best it’s called in as originally requested, so that residents can bring
this to the DCC/DCP.”

A1.5

MKC Highways Development Control
Initial comments received:
“While highways have no objection to the application we do have the following comments:
The application changes the overall bedrooms from 2 to 3 rooms. The MKC parking standards
states that for both 2 and 3 bedrooms there should 2 allocated parking spaces.
However the application is removing the existing garage, while a garage isnt counted as
parking spaces in the current parking standards. It was likely that it was used within the
calculations when the property was originally build.

(69)

The applicant should provide a plan showing that there is suitable off road parking for 2
vehicles.
Additionally, there isnt a clear plan provided that shows the new access, it is assumed that the
access will remain similar to what is currently on site, via a dropped kerb footway crossing
and relocated to a more suitable location. It will likely require a relocation of an existing
street light to undertake the works. The applicant should make relevant applications to the
highway department to undertake the works.”
Comments following re-consultation:
"Plan has been provided that show there is suitable parking for up to 5 vehicles. This exceeds
the parking standard requirements and therefore shows that any parking for the property will
be limited to the private land and not on the public highway.
No objection to this application."
A1.6

MKC Landscape/Tree Officer
No initial comments received
Comments following re-consultation:
“The six Sorbus trees that line either side of Lissel Road are clearly part of a municipal planting
put in not long before 1990. While our landscape maintenance plans show the single Sorbus
tree and associated shrubs by the driveway of 426 Simpson as being an MKC assets, our GIS
land-ownership layer and documents submitted with the application, both seem to indicate
they are within the ownership of 426 Simpson.
If this is correct then the applicants are free to remove the tree at any time as it does not
benefit from statutory protection such as a TPO or Conservation Area status.
In order to execute the planning permission they have applied for, the tree will have to be
removed which is unfortunate as it will reduce canopy cover and upset the balance of the
existing tree layout.
Therefore I request that a replacement tree is planted along with shrubs / hedging along the
site frontage, to both replace and to mitigate for the visual impact of the large area of
hardstanding/car parking which is also proposed. It may be as well to move the hardstanding
300 – 400mm further back from the frontage to better accommodate the tree and shrubs. I
attach below a rough e-sketch to illustrate the planting.
I suggest the following condition regarding mitigating planting;
1. Full details of mitigating tree and shrub planting (including 1no.14-16 size Sorbus aria
‘Lutescens’) in accordance with BS 8545: 2014 are to be submitted for approval as part of a
general landscaping scheme where appropriate, and which should include full details of tree
and shrub sizes, species, planting locations, planting spacings, pre-planting ground
preparations, planting method and long term maintenance. Also where appropriate details of
root deflection barriers and permanent protective measures against soil compaction, vehicle
impact, de-icing salt etc. Particular attention should be paid to ensuring the trees and shrubs
are planted in a sufficient quantity of high quality growing medium, to ensure their quick
establishment and the early provision of maximum benefit to the locality. Any trees or shrubs
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failing to thrive within five years of planting to be replaced in accordance with the original
planting specification."
A1.7

Buckingham & River Ouzel Drainage Board
Initial comments received:
“The Board notes that the applicant has made no arrangements for storm water disposal. The
Board therefore suggest that storm water disposal arrangements are agreed prior to the issue
of planning consent.
If an existing surface water drainage system is to be used it must be checked to ensure it is
working efficiently and effectively and has capacity for any additional flow from the proposed
extension.
If surface water from this property discharges directly to the adjacent watercourse, formal
consent from the Board will be required for any increase in flow.
The Board therefore suggest that planning permission should not be granted without
conditions requiring that the applicant’s storm water design and construction proposals are
adequate before any development commences.”
Comments following re-consultation:
“The Board has no further comments to add to those made in their previous response to this
application.”

A1.8

Representations from interested parties
All responses and representations received can be viewed in full, online at www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/publicaccess using application ref. 21/02173/FUL.
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