AGENDA
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
When:

19:00hrs – 02 SEPTEMBER 2021

Where:

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

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

Public speaking at this meeting
Deadlines (not related to planning applications):
• Submission of general questions: 19:00, Tuesday 31 AUGUST 2021
• Requests to speak on agenda items 18:45, Thursday 02 SEPTEMBER 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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Milton Keynes Council, Civic, 1 Saxon Gate East, Milton Keynes, MK9 3EJ Tel: 01908 691691

Health and Safety
There will not be facilities for members of the public to observe the meeting in
person, because of Government restrictions on public gatherings. A live stream of
the meeting will be available online at the web address provided above.
Facilities will be in place for public participation via video/audio conferencing.
Agenda
Agendas and reports for the majority of the Council’s public meetings can be
accessed at: http://milton-keynes.cmis.uk.com/milton-keynes/
Recording of Meetings
The proceedings at this meeting (which will include those making representations by
video or audio conference) will be recorded and retained for a period of six months,
for the purpose of webcasting and preparing the minutes of the meeting.
In accordance with the Openness of Local Government Bodies Regulations 2014, you
can film, photograph, record or use social media at any Council meetings that are
open to the public. If you are reporting the proceedings, please respect other
members of the public at the meeting who do not want to be filmed. You should
also not conduct the reporting so that it disrupts the good order and conduct of the
meeting. While you do not need permission, you can contact the Council’s staff in
advance of the meeting to discuss facilities for reporting the proceedings and a
contact is included on the front of the agenda, or you can liaise with staff at the
meeting. Guidance from the Department for Communities and Local Government
can be viewed at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/34
3182/140812_Openness_Guide.pdf
Comments, Complaints and Compliments
Milton Keynes Council welcomes feedback from members of the public in order to
make its services as efficient and effective as possible. We would appreciate any
suggestions regarding the usefulness of the paperwork for this meeting, or the
conduct of the meeting you have attended. Please e-mail your comments to
meetings@milton-keynes.gov.uk
If you require a response please leave contact details, ideally including an e-mail
address.
A formal complaints / compliments form is available at http://www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/complaints/
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AGENDA
1.

Chairs Welcome and Introduction

2.

Apologies.

3.

Minutes
To approve, and the Chair to sign as correct records, the minutes of the meeting
of the Development Control Committee held on 5 AUGUST 2021 (Item 3a) (Pages
5 to 18) and the Minutes of the meeting of the Development Control Panel held
on 22 JULY 2021 (Item 3b) (Pages 19 to 20).

4.

Declaration of Interests.
Members to declare any disclosable pecuniary interests, or personal interests
(including other pecuniary interests), they may have in the business to be
transacted, and officers to disclose any interests they may have in any contract
to be considered.

5.

Public Participation: Questions.

To consider the following item in accordance with the written Rules of Procedure
for Public Participation in the Determination of Planning Applications:
Questions
To receive questions from members of the public, in accordance with Standing
Orders, not related to planning applications.
6.

Appeals Update

To consider Item 6 and note the report (Item 6) (Pages 21 to 26)
7.

6 Monthly Development Management Performance Report
To consider Item 7 and note the report (Item 7) (Pages 27 to 40)

8.

Exclusion of Press and Public – Bletchley Landfill Site Appeal
To consider excluding Press and Public – Item 8 (Page 41)

9.

Bletchley Landfill Site Appeal
To Consider Item 9 and note the report (Item 9) (Circulated Separately).

10.

Exclusion of Press and Public – Update on Judicial Review matters relating
to (a) Blakelands, 1 Yeomans Drive, Blakelands, Milton Keynes, MK14 5AN
and (b) Lidl and Units 1-6 Oldbrook Boulevard, Oldbrook, Milton Keynes,
MK6 2YA
To consider excluding Press and Public – Item 8 (Page 42)
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11.

Update on Judicial Review matters relating to (a) Blakelands, 1 Yeomans
Drive, Blakelands, Milton Keynes, MK14 5AN and (b) Lidl and Units 1-6
Oldbrook Boulevard, Oldbrook, Milton Keynes, MK6 2YA

To Consider Item 11 and note the report (Item 11) (Circulated Separately).
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ITEM

3(a)

Minutes of the meeting of the DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE held on
THURSDAY 05 AUGUST 2021
Present:

Councillors Alexander, Bowyer, Cryer-Whitehead, Exon, A Geary,
Lancaster, Legg, McLean, Priestley, Reilly, Taylor and Wallis
(Substituting for Councillor Baume)

Officers:

P Thomas (Director of Planning and Placemaking), J Palmer (Head of
Planning), C Nash (Development Management Manager), C Walton
(Principal Planning Officer), J Williamson (Monitoring and
Implementation Team Leader (Development Plans)), E Gineikiene
(Principal Solicitor) and D Imbimbo (Committee Manager).

Apologies:

Councillor Baume

Also Present:

Councillors Ferrans and Middleton and 5 members of the public.

DCC15

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

DCC16

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
Councillor Reilly asked that it be noted that in respect of application
20/03293/FUL he had no pecuniary or other interest in the matter but
was a long term resident in the area and held a desire to see the site
redeveloped but would approach a decision on this particular scheme
with an open mind.

DCC17

MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS
Matters arising. Councillor Legg confirmed that he had opened
discussion with the relevant Cabinet Member in respect of considering
a revision of the Parking Standard SPD.
The Head of Planning confirmed that a letter had been drafted to DHL,
an applicant at the previous meeting, and once agreed with the Chair
it would be sent.
RESOLVED –
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That the minutes of the meeting of the Development Control
Committee on 8 JULY 2021 be agreed as an accurate record and signed
as such by the Chair.
DCC18

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Questions
None had been notified.

DCC19

REPRESENTATIONS ON APPLICATIONS
Mr A Francis, Ms. J Deione and Councillor A Moss (Wolverton and
Greenleys Town Council) spoke in objection to application
20/03293/FUL, Redevelopment of the site of the Agora Centre,
Wolverton and adjacent car park to provide 115 new homes (Use
Class C3) and ancillary Cohousing Common House, nine ground floor
commercial and community units comprising approximately 1,000
sqm (Use Classes E, F2(b) and Sui Generis); the reinstatement of
Radcliffe Street between Church Street and Buckingham Street / The
Square; together with associated areas of hard and soft landscaping,
car and cycle parking, means of access and plant and equipment at
Land At The Agora Centre, Church Street, Wolverton.
Councillor Middleton (Ward Councillor) spoke in support of the
application.
The Applicant’s Agent, Mr N Murphy, exercised the right of reply.

DCC20

PLANNING APPLICATIONS
20/03293/FUL

5 AUGUST 2021

REDEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE OF THE
AGORA CENTRE, WOLVERTON AND
ADJACENT CAR PARK TO PROVIDE 115 NEW
HOMES (USE CLASS C3) AND ANCILLARY
COHOUSING COMMON HOUSE, NINE
GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL AND
COMMUNITY
UNITS
COMPRISING
APPROXIMATELY 1,000 SQM (USE CLASSES
E, F2(B) AND SUI GENERIS); THE
REINSTATEMENT OF RADCLIFFE STREET
BETWEEN
CHURCH
STREET
AND
BUCKINGHAM STREET / THE SQUARE;
TOGETHER WITH ASSOCIATED AREAS OF
HARD AND SOFT LANDSCAPING, CAR AND
CYCLE PARKING, MEANS OF ACCESS AND
PLANT AND EQUIPMENT AT LAND AT THE
AGORA
CENTRE,
CHURCH
STREET,
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WOLVERTON
LIMITED.

FOR

LOVE

WOLVERTON

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the
application with a presentation. It was noted
that there had been a published update
paper that detailed information in respect of
amendments to conditions and an additional
condition. The Principal Planning Officer
further told the Committee that an
additional condition was recommended to
read;
Prior to the construction of a building above
slab level, details of a scheme for the
implementation of a close circuit television
system (CCTV) shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. These details shall include a
timetable for the provision of this scheme (in
stages if required). The CCTV arrangements
shall be installed in accordance with the
approved arrangements and timetable and
retained thereafter.
Reason: In the interest of the general
amenity of the development and to limit the
fear and perception of crime in accordance
with Policy EH7 of Plan:MK
It was further recommended that condition
16 be amended to read;
Prior to the commencement of the
development, full details of the photo-voltaic
powered microgrid shall be submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority.
These details shall include a timetable for the
provision and operation of the microgrid (in
stages if required). The microgrid shall be
installed and commence operation in
accordance with the approved arrangements
and timetable and retained thereafter.
Reason: To ensure that the proposal delivers
a low carbon community energy network in

5 AUGUST 2021
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accordance with Policy SC2 of Plan:MK and
Part J of Policy W2 and Part S of Policy W1 of
the Wolverton Town Centre Neighbourhood
Development Plan.
Further the Committee heard that funding
had been agreed with the developer to
conduct monitoring of the parking situation
and, if it is found that on-street parking has
heavily increased, the implementation of a
Controlled Parking Zone once the
development had been completed and
occupied. It was also proposed that a car club
scheme would be introduced to alleviate the
requirement of residents to have a vehicle.
The Principal Planner also confirmed that a
condition in respect of working hours was
not deemed reasonable as the Environment
Health teams relied on primary legislation to
control noisy works.
Members sought clarity in respect of the
relevance of emerging Highways policy that
had yet to be considered by Councillors but
had been referred to in the assessment. The
Development Management Manager told
the Committee that it was for members to
give that what weight, if any, in their
deliberations.
The Panel heard from objectors who raised
the following points;
• The shortfall in parking will impact on
the whole of Wolverton as parking will
take place elsewhere in the area
• Facilities for Public Transport will be
worse than those presently in place.
• There will be an adverse impact on
pedestrians and local traffic, more
space is required for pedestrians and
buses.

5 AUGUST 2021
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• A significant number of bus routes
within Milton Keynes terminate in
Church Street, the facilities to be
provided are inadequate, the
proposed bus shelter is too small, and
the removal of the layby will cause
congestion as buses stop.
• The one-way system originally
proposed to overcome some of the
congestion is not to be implemented
and will result in two-way traffic on a
single carriageway when buses are
parked.
• If a Controlled Parking Zone is
introduced it must be for the entire
area of Wolverton Town Centre, this
however will not resolve the
problems.
• The requirements for disabled
persons’ vehicles will see parking
problems for those users due to the
restricted number of places available.
• There were no replacement public
toilets proposed, this will leave
Wolverton without any facilities.
• The parking provision is a fraction of
that required by policy. Current
parking is not adequate and the
failure to provide a full quota will have
a detrimental impact on the area.
• Parking proposed to be introduced in
St. Georges Way is not guaranteed
and should not be relied upon when
deciding on this development.
• The proposed retail will be specialised
and rely on custom from the

5 AUGUST 2021
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surrounding area, the lack of parking
will threaten its viability.
• The proposed design detracts from
the historic area of the conservation
area.
The Ward Councillor told the Committee
that he, in his capacity of Cabinet member,
had allocated £1.75m investment to
develop the St. Georges Way car park and
that would alleviate much of the parking
concern. The site as it exists is now derelict
and requires a full redevelopment. Local
businesses and the Community want to see
the redevelopment as soon as possible,
most are supportive of the application.
The Applicant’s Agent told the Committee
that the proposed development had been
drawn up following several years
engagement with the Council and the
Community, the result is something that the
majority of residents and businesses
support. It was acknowledged that there is
a significant shortfall in parking provision,
but several schemes are proposed to
mitigate that shortfall. Bus Service provision
would be improved rather than worsened
by the proposed scheme, however any
major redevelopment of the bus terminal
would have been as an alternative to the
proposed scheme but would not bring the
same benefits. What will be provided will
include ‘real time information’ that has not
previously been provided.
The pedestrian provision is a vast
improvement on the existing. The parking
to be provided will meet the demands of a
development of high density in a town
centre with good transport links.
The scheme will contribute significantly to
the Council’s ‘Green’ agenda.

5 AUGUST 2021
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The Principal Planning Officer told the
Committee that improvements to the bus
stop on Church Street was covered by one
of the recommended conditions. It was also
confirmed that the one-way system had
been removed from the scheme at the
request of Highways Officers. It was further
commented that there would be increased
permeability though the area for
pedestrians and cyclists.
It was further confirmed that the extent of
the Controlled Parking Zone could not be
determined before the scheme was
completed and the impact assessed,
however it was necessary to secure the
funding
for
the
research
and
implementation through the s106 and a
bond.
It was also confirmed that it would not be
reasonable to seek to secure funding for
replacement public toilets as they do not
currently exist as those that were public are
now in private ownership.
Members of the Committee sought
clarification in respect of status of the
Parking Standards SPD, it was confirmed
that policy CT10 of Plan:MK required the
development to be in accordance with the
SPD but there was scope to allow for a
shortfall if mitigated, the scheme as
proposed was believed acceptable due to
the proposed schemes and its sustainable
location. Members of the Committee were
advised that it was a matter for them
whether they gave any weight to the
emerging evidence for the review of the
Parking standards SPD when making a
decision.
The Committee expressed concern that the
Highways assessment had been drawn up
taking account of emerging evidence that
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had neither been considered by the
Committee, consulted on and definitely not
adopted, the Members of the Committee
stated that they were unaware of the review
that was being undertaken into parking
standards.
Councillor Legg, seconded by Councillor
Exon,
proposed
that
the
officer
recommendation to grant permission
subject to the completion of a section 106
(s106)
agreement/Memorandum
of
Understanding (MoU) securing the
obligations and terms set out in the
Committee report, and subject to the
conditions set therein as amended in the
published update report, together with the
additional conditions detailed within the
published update report and those detailed
above, and:
That in the event that the s106
agreement/MoU was not completed within
28 days following the Committee’s
resolution, the Head of Planning be
delegated authority to extend the period for
completion of the s106 agreement, or, in
consultation with the Chair and Vice Chairs,
refuse permission.
The Committee recognised that the decision
was finely balanced and that the three
principle issues were the impact on the
conservation area, the impact on the
heritage asset and the shortfall in parking
provision.
Members of the Committee also recognised
that the existing building was out of
character with the Victorian town and had
fallen into disrepair and there remained
significant support amongst the Community
to see the site redeveloped, it was generally
agreed that the concerns in respect of the
conservation area and the Church were to a

5 AUGUST 2021
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large extent mitigated by conditions that
would be applied to any permission should
it be granted, however a mixed view was
expressed in respect of the parking
provision, some members stating that they
felt that they were unable to support the
proposal due to the significant shortfall in
parking and the potential impact of that on
the town as a whole, and failed to satisfy
numerous policies within Plan:MK. It was
further commented that a controlled
parking zone would require on-going
funding to enforce and other measures
were unlikely to successfully mitigate the
impact.
Some members of the Committee noted
that the absence of objections from the
local business community suggested that
the concerns Committee members held
were not shared by residents.
It was also commented that the proposals
would have a negative impact on the green
space available within Wolverton Town
centre.
Councillor McLean proposed that an
informative be added to any permission, if
granted, to make clear the limitation on the
hours of work that are permitted taking
account of the relevant Environmental
Health legislation, this was agreed by the
Committee by acclamation
On being put to the vote the Motion was
carried on the Chair’s casting vote with
Councillors Alexander, Cryer-Whitehead,
Legg, Priestley, Reilly and Wallis voting in
favour and Councillors Bowyer, Exon, A
Geary, Lancaster, McLean and Taylor voting
against the proposal.
RESOLVED –
1. That the application be granted subject to
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the completion of a section 106 (s106)
agreement
/
Memorandum
of
Understanding (MoU) securing the
obligations and terms set out in the
Committee report, and subject to the
conditions set therein as amended in the
published update report, together with
the additional conditions detailed within
the published update report and those
detailed above, and,
2. That in the event that the s106
agreement/MoU was not completed
within 28 days following the Committee’s
resolution, the Head of Planning be
delegated authority to extend the period
for completion of the s106 agreement,
or, in consultation with the Chair and Vice
Chairs, refuse permission.
3. That an informative setting out the hours
of work permitted by Environmental
Health Legislation be appended to the
permission.
21/00679/FULMMA

5 AUGUST 2021

VARIATION TO CONDITION 1 (APPROVED
PLANS) OF PLANNING PERMISSION
RELATED TO 16/02451/FUL (DEMOLITION
OF ALL EXISTING BUILDINGS AND
REPLACEMENT WITH THE ERECTION OF 184
RESIDENTIAL DWELLINGS COMPRISING 172
ONE AND TWO BEDROOMED APARTMENTS
AND 12 TOWNHOUSES, COMMUNITY USE
[USE CLASS D1] AND FLEXIBLE USE ACROSS
A1, B1A OR D2, PROVISION OF PRIVATE
OPEN
SPACE
AND
LANDSCAPING,
PROVISION OF AN INTERNAL VEHICULAR
NETWORK AND ASSOCIATED HIGHWAY
WORKS AND CAR PARKING) FOR
AMENDMENTS TO OVERALL FLOOR PLANS,
APARTMENT TYPES, COMMUNAL SPACES
AND OTHER ASSOCIATED ALTERATIONS.
MINOR AMENDMENTS TO HEIGHTS TO SUIT
STRUCTURAL GRID, PARAPET SUPPORT,
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FLOOR TO CEILING HEIGHTS AND THE
ADDITION OF LIFT OVERRUNS AT LAND TO
THE SOUTH OF PRINCES WAY AND WEST OF
ALBERT STREET, BLETCHLEY FOR WINVIC
CONSTRUCTION LTD.
The Principal Planner introduced the
application with a presentation. The
Committee heard that there was no update
on the Committee report and published
update paper and that the recommendation
remained to grant the application subject to
the conditions as detailed in the Committee
report.
Councillor Legg, seconded by Councillor
McLean, proposed that permission be
granted subject to the completion of a Deed
of Variation (DoV) agreement securing the
obligations and terms set out in the
Committee report, and subject to the
conditions set therein as amended in the
published update report.
And that in the event that the DoV
agreement was not completed within 28
days following the Committee resolution,
the Head of Planning be delegated authority
to extend the period for completion of the
DoV agreement, or, in consultation with the
Chair and Vice Chairs, refuse permission.
On being put to the vote the motion was
carried unanimously.
RESOLVED –
1. That permission be granted subject to the
completion of a Deed of Variation (DoV)
agreement securing the obligations and
terms set out in the Committee report,
and subject to the conditions set therein
as amended in the published update
report, and,
2. That in the event that the DoV agreement
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was not completed within 28 days
following the Committee resolution, the
Head of Planning be delegated authority
to extend the period for completion of
the DoV agreement, or, in consultation
with the Chair and Vice Chairs, refuse
permission.
DCC21

HINDHEAD KNOLL ALLOCATION
The Committee considered a report introduced by the Monitoring and
Implementation Team Leader (Development Plans) in respect of the
Hindhead Knoll allocation and housing Density changes within Plan:MK.
The Committee heard a summary of the concerns that had been raised
by Walton Community Council.
The Committee heard from Councillor Ferrans who explained that she
had been a member of the Plan:MK Member Working Group (MWG)
when the matter had originally been considered, usually when a change
to the Plan is sought a report is taken to the MWG for consideration, this
matter however had been dealt with as a minor amendment to the Plan
and not put to the MWG. Whilst the Ombudsman had found no fault on
the part of the Council in making the amendment in the manner it had
done, it was not transparent and had resulted in a controversial
outcome.
In this instance it should be noted that the change was site specific rather
than generic and no consultation had been undertaken with
stakeholders.
As this was not good practice Councillor Ferrans asked that the
Committee consider a number of suggestions to setting a process for any
future such proposed changes these being;
a.
That when officers log a capacity, density etc change to the advice
given about a site that effectively recommends a change to a local plan
policy, they annotate the record clearly to show whether the change
logged is the result of a direct past public decision on that site (“prior
decision”) or whether it is the result of an officer’s judgement,
(“judgement”) albeit perhaps informed by other relevant decisions.
b.
That they add at least a phrase indicating the reasoning behind
the change, and the prior decision reference if any.
c.
That they also log their name (to be held internally) in case of
future queries.

5 AUGUST 2021
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d.
That when such changes are submitted to future Cabinet
member, CAG or other member advisory groups or for public
consultation the types of changes be split up in separately headed tables
so that it is clear which are new decisions to be consulted on and
approved and which are the result of prior MKC decisions or typing
errors or Inspectors decisions.
e.
That all changes marked judgements are submitted to the Local
Plan CAG or equivalent for confirmation and then included at the earliest
possible point in public consultation before being included in the Local
Plan.
Councillor Legg stated that he had discussed the issue with the
Development Management Manager and whilst the Ombudsman report
had not found fault with the Council it was clear that the process that
had been adopted to make the changes was not best practice and the
record keeping had been poor. It was further noted that the Cabinet
Advisory Group now met in a public and minuted.
Members of the Committee welcomed the suggestions and Councillor
Geary, seconded by Councillor Lancaster, proposed that the Committee
agreed the suggestions and that they be referred to the Planning
Improvement Board to seek to have the proposals embedded in future
working practices.
The proposal was agreed by acclamation, Councillor McLean asked that
the Chair, write to the Clerk of Walton Community Council to thank the
Community Council for bringing the matter to the attention of the
Committee.
RESOLVED –
1.

That the report be noted.

2.

That the Head of Planning be requested to report the following
recommendations in respect of modifications to the Planning
Improvement Board;

5 AUGUST 2021

a.

That when officers log a capacity, density etc change to the
advice given about a site that effectively recommends a
change to a local plan policy, they annotate the record
clearly to show whether the change logged is the result of
a direct past public decision on that site (“prior decision”)
or whether it is the result of an officer’s judgement,
(“judgement”) albeit perhaps informed by other relevant
decisions.

b.

That they add at least a phrase indicating the reasoning
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behind the change, and the prior decision reference if any.

3.

c.

That they also log their name (to be held internally) in case
of future queries.

d.

That when such changes are submitted to future Cabinet
member, CAG or other member advisory groups or for
public consultation the types of changes be split up in
separately headed tables so that it is clear which are new
decisions to be consulted on and approved and which are
the result of prior MKC decisions or typing errors or
Inspectors decisions.

e.

That all changes marked judgements are submitted to the
Local Plan CAG or equivalent for confirmation and then
included at the earliest possible point in public
consultation before being included in the Local Plan.

That the Head of Planning, together with the Chair write to
Walton Community Council to thank the members for bringing
the matter to the attention of the Committee.

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 9:10 PM

5 AUGUST 2021
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ITEM

3(b)

Minutes of the meeting of the DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL held on
THURSDAY 22 JULY 2021 at 7:00 pm.

Present:

Councillor Legg (Chair)
Councillors Exon, Bowyer, McLean and Priestley.

Officers:

P Keen (Team Leader, East), N Roy (Senior Solicitor - Planning) and D
Imbimbo (Committee Manager)

DCP04

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

DCP05

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
No interests were declared

DCP06

APPLICATIONS
21/01288/FUL

TWO-STOREY SIDE AND REAR SINGLE STOREY
EXTENSION
(PART-RETROSPECTIVE,
RESUBMISSION
OF
21/00604/FUL)
AT
38
COBERLEY
CLOSE,
DOWNHEAD
PARK,
MILTON KEYNES FOR MR QIRJAKO.
The Team Leader introduced the application with a
presentation. The Panel heard that two previous
applications in respect of the proposals had been
refused and both were being appealed.
It was confirmed that the recommendation remained
to grant the application subject to the conditions
detailed in the Panel Report as amended by the
published update report.
Councillor Legg, seconded by Councillor McLean,
proposed that the Officer recommendation to
approve the application subject to the conditions as
detailed in the Panel report be agreed.
In response to a question the Team Leader
confirmed that the provision of a privacy screen
together with the conditioned Juliet balcony was
considered adequate to overcome previous reasons
for refusal of earlier applications. It was noted by the
Panel that despite earlier refusals the work on the
superstructure of the proposed development had
been completed.

22 JULY 2021
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Councillor McLean stated that he believed that the
proximity of neighbouring houses would remain a
problem despite the screen and that he believed the
proposal was an over development of the site.
Councillor Priestley sought clarification as to whether
objections remained from neighbours or whether the
new application was drawn up with their consultation,
the Team Leader told the Panel that there were two
objections but could not confirm whether
consultation by the applicant had taken place.
On being put to the vote the proposal to grant the
application subject to conditions was carried with
Councillors Bowyer, Exon and Legg voting in favour
and Councillors McLean and Priestley voting
against.
RESOLVED –
That Planning Permission be granted subject to the
conditions as detailed in the Panel report as updated
by the published update report.
THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 7:21 PM

22 JULY 2021
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ITEM
Subject:

Appeals Update

Team Manager:

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

6

1.0

Introduction

1.1

This report summarises the outcome of key planning appeals received in the first four months
of 2021/22, covering 1st April to 31st July 2021. A summary of overall performance in such
respects is provided in the 6-monthly performance report forming part of the agenda to this
meeting.

2.0

Planning appeal decisions

2.1

During the above period the Planning Service received several appeal decisions of note. These
are summarised below with any key points discussed so to assist with the future consideration
of planning proposals.
20/02214/FUL (Appeal Ref: APP/Y0435/D/20/3264453)
Demolition of existing garage, two storey front and rear extensions, first floor window opening
in the side elevation, replacement windows, canopy on the front, render and re-roofing of
dwelling at 106 East Street, Olney

2.2

The appeal was considered through written representations and dismissed on 14th May 2021.

2.3

This was a delegated decision to refuse permission due to the extension resulting in
unacceptable overshadowing of a neighbouring property. The inspector acknowledged that
there was already some overshadowing. However, the appeal proposal would worsen this
situation and unduly restrict the level of daylight to both the neighbours’ courtyard area and
dwelling.
20/02966/CLUP (Appeal Ref: APP/Y0435/X/21/3267010)
Certificate of Lawfulness for loft conversion with dormer extension to rear roofslope and
rooflights to front roofslope at 10 Lockwood Chase, Oxley Park, Milton Keynes

2.4

The appeal was considered through written representations and allowed on 26th May 2021.

2.5

This was a delegated decision that stated a Certificate of Lawfulness could not be issued. The
proposed dormer was assessed as being on a side elevation and not of a similar visual
appearance to the windows in the existing dwellinghouse, thus not satisfying allowances of the
General Permitted Development Order (GPDO). Therefore, an express grant of planning
permission would be required. The inspector concluded that the dormer was built on the rear
elevation and the materials used in the side and face of the dormer would match the existing
materials.
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15/00619/FUL (Appeal Ref: APP/Y0435/W/20/3252528)
Outline planning application for physical improvements to the Bottledump roundabouts and a
new access onto the A421 (priority left in only) to accommodate the development of land in
Aylesbury Vale District (reference 15/00314/AOP) on land at Buckingham Road, Tattenhoe
Roundabout, Standing Way to Bottledump Roundabout, Milton Keynes (‘Salden Chase’)
2.6

The appeal was considered through a two-week public inquiry in May and allowed on 26th July
2021.

2.7

This related to a decision made by DCC, contrary to the officer recommendation, at the meeting
on 7th November 2019. There was a solitary reason for refusal that identified there was
insufficient evidence to mitigate the harm of the development in terms of increased traffic flow
and impact on the highways and Grid Road network.

2.8

The inspector considered the design standards for mitigation, transport assessment (TA) and
modelling, future initiatives and development, the travel plan, access design, and mitigation
proposed at junctions where concerns had been raised. Ultimately, he concluded that the
proposal accords fully with the relevant policies in Plan:MK and that mitigation would
adequately address the highways impacts. The decision letter states that “the appeal proposal,
which would facilitate the SWMK development, with the identified mitigation in place would
result in an overall improvement to the highway network”. In addition, “the proposal would not
have an unacceptable impact on highway safety or on the flow of traffic and congestion on the
Grid Road network. The residual cumulative impacts on the road network would not be severe
and there are no highways related grounds for refusing planning permission”.

2.9

Of particular note is the inspector’s comments about:

2.10

▪

the design standards that should be applied to roads within the Grid Road network. He
identified that Grid Roads are not trunk roads. Therefore, “it would be inappropriate
and disproportionate to expect any design of mitigation at the roundabout junctions to
be to the DMRB [Design Manual for Roads and Bridges] standards, particularly as I have
no substantive evidence to show that there are any significant safety issues that need to
be addressed”.

▪

the potential for future development and investment, as identified through the Mobility
Strategy for Milton Keynes 2018-2036 (LTP4) and 2050 Growth Strategy. The inspector
identifies that none of the impacts from these planned initiatives had been allowed for
in the forecast traffic. He was “satisfied that at least some of them would be likely to
come forward in the short to medium term, or at least by 2033, which is the projected
year for the appellant’s assessment. As such, the assessment will have most likely
overestimated the traffic volumes and need for mitigation”.

The Council’s associated application for costs was refused. This was made as the applicant had
effectively submitted an entirely new TA through the appeal in order to justify the proposal.
With the support of Counsel, this was considered to represent unreasonable behaviour that
resulted in the Council incurring additional costs in defending the appeal. Whilst the inspector
accepted that the appellant had served extensive new evidence after making the appeal and
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that this resulted in adjournments and additional work, he concluded the evidence was
necessary and related to the proposed mitigation which had been developed because of
updated modelling.
2.11

Inevitably, there has been considerable cost to the Council in defending this refusal, with the
need for external highway consultants in addition to Counsel and extensive officer time.
20/00551/FUL (Appeal ref: APP/Y0435/W/21/3272728)
Erection of new Temple and Community Hall (Use Class D1) and associated works including
access, parking and landscaping on land at St Agnes Way, Tattenhoe, Milton Keynes

2.12

The appeal was turned away on 26th May 2021.

2.13

This related to a decision by DCC on 5 November 2020, which was contrary to the officer
recommendation. The reasons for refusal related to:
▪
▪

2.14

the negative impact on residential amenity caused by the number of people attending
activities that would be provided; and
an inappropriate impact on the operation, safety and accessibility of the local highway.

Whilst an appeal was submitted requesting an informal hearing, the appellant did not provide
all of the essential supporting documents before the 6-month deadline expired. Therefore, the
inspectorate confirmed that they were unable to consider the appeal. This means that the
above reasons for refusal remain ‘untested’.
19/02771/FULMMA (Appeal ref: APP/Y0435/W/20/3252373)
The variation of the conditions 1 (Approved Plans), 12 (HGV Operating Hours) and 19 (External
Lighting) of planning permission ref. 18/02341/FUL at 1 Yeomans Drive, Blakelands

2.15

The appeal was considered through a two-day hearing in March and a split decision was issued
on 8th May 2021.

2.16

This application was refused under delegated powers in January 2020 and the Council’s reasons
for refusal related to:
▪
▪

the proposed variation to Condition 12 (HGV operating hours); and
a failure to secure Public Art and Carbon Neutrality contributions by legal agreement.

2.17

Being a variation of conditions (s73) application, the principle of the development could not be
revisited, and the Inspector only considered the impact of the matters being varied. The appeal
was allowed in respect of the proposed variations to conditions 1 (approved plans) and 19
(external lighting) only. The Council had not raised any issue with these matters, and they did
not form part of the reasons for refusal.

2.18

However, the Inspector agreed with the Council’s reason for refusal relating to the variation of
condition 12, stating “the proposed amendment to the operating hours would result in an
adverse effect upon the living conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring properties…the
appeal in respect of Condition 12 should be dismissed”. In relation to condition 19 he concluded
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“that the proposed amendments to the lighting condition would not result in an adverse effect
upon the living conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring residential properties”.
2.19

Permission was granted subject to a s106 Unilateral Undertaking to secure financial
contributions in respect of Public Art and Carbon Neutrality (the same sums as secured under
18/02341/FUL). This, in effect, resolved the Council’s second reason for refusal.

3.0

Enforcement appeal decisions
Appeal Ref: APP/Y0435/C/20/3263233
Land adjacent to 25, 27 and 29 Keel Way; 6,7,9,11,13 and 15 Gomez Close; and 44, 46, 48 and
50 Randall Drive, Oxley Park, Milton Keynes

3.1

The appeal was considered by written representations and allowed on 23rd July 2021, with the
enforcement notice quashed.

3.2

Following refusal of an application for the change of use to residential garden land (ref:
20/00787/FUL) by DCC on 2nd July 2020, an Enforcement Notice was issued on 15th October
2020. The requirements of the notice were to:
a) Cease the use of the Land for private garden amenity space; and
b) Remove any enclosures or paraphernalia associated with private garden use.

3.3

The appeal was made under grounds (a), that permission should be granted, and (d), on ground
(d) is that, at the time the enforcement notice was issued, it was too late to take enforcement
action against the matters stated in the notice.

3.4

As is commonplace with enforcement appeals, it is expedient to consider ground (d) before
ground (a) given the need for permission would fall away if ground (d) was successful. The
question to be determined by the inspector was whether the use commenced and continued
for a 10-year period before the notice was issued.

3.5

Letters and photographs provided by the appellant included Street View images captured in
October 2010 showing the site with a closely mown, lawned appearance, and with newlyplanted boundary treatment around many (but not all) of the plots. However, Land Registry
data demonstrated that some of the plots were not occupied by December of that year.

3.6

Whilst the inspector identified that the photographic evidence does not conclusively prove the
use of each plot as garden over the relevant period, he concluded, on the balance of probability,
that the appellant’s version of events was the most likely.
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4.0

Current appeal casework

4.1

The Planning Service is currently dealing with the following appeals of note or awaiting
decisions from the Inspectorate.
19/00124/FUL: 42 Portland Drive, Willen, Milton Keynes
This is a linked planning and enforcement appeal, arising from the refusal of permission by the
Committee in July 2019 and associated EN relating to the development. The public inquiry was
held in January 2021, with a site visit carried out in July. The Inspector has recently sought views
from the main parties on recent changes to the NPPF, and a decision is still awaited.
20/00678/FULMMA: Bletchley Landfill Site, Guernsey Road, Bletchley
Permission was sought for the variation of conditions 2 (operational life), 3 (restoration
sequence) and 5 (final restoration of the site) attached to planning permission MK/806/95 so
to extend the operational life of the site by 15 years with final restoration of the whole site to
be completed within a further 24 months. Permission was refused by the Committee, in line
with officer recommendation, in September 2020. The appellant lodged an appeal in March
2021 with this proceeding by inquiry. An associated appeal against refusal of permission for a
lagoon at the site (ref. 20/00849/FUL) was lodged in April and the two appeals subsequently
linked to be heard at the same inquiry.
Shortly before the inquiry was due to open, the Secretary of State ruled that the conditions
appeal was Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) development and required an
Environmental Statement (ES). Hence, whilst the inquiry opened on 6th July and evidence in
relation to the lagoon appeal was heard over two days, it was adjourned thereafter for the ES
to be prepared and consulted upon by the Inspectorate. Submissions on the ES are due shortly,
with the inquiry scheduled to reconvene on 19th October and will sit for the remaining 8 days.
20/01834/FUL: Land adjacent to Main Road and Cranfield Road, Astwood
Permission was sought for the erection of 5 dwellings. The DCP refused permission contrary to
officer recommendation in February 2021, citing conflict with the emerging Neighbourhood
Plan as the main reason. The appeal is proceeding by exchange of written representations, with
statements having now been exchanged and a site visit awaited.
The appeal is also accompanied by an application for an award of costs, predicated on the basis
of unreasonable behaviour of the Council in refusing permission on the above basis.
20/02959/OUT: Land to the rear of 65 Newport Road, Hanslope
Outline permission was sought for residential development of up to 9 dwellings (8 net) and
associated access road and works, but refused under delegated powers. Whilst in Open
Countryside under Plan:MK, the Hanslope Neighbourhood Plan draws the settlement boundary
to include the site; this Plan becoming part of the development plan more recently. The refusal
instead focussed on the visual and landscape character impacts of the proposed layout and
scale, stating the development “would give rise to adverse disruption to the existing linear
arrangement of dwellings in this area. By adding a new layer of housing with a much higher
density than existing dwellings on Newport Road, it would also result in a significant adverse
harm to the existing suburban character of the area. In addition, as the proposed development
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would break from the existing residential parcel and encroach into the open greenfield…”. The
appeal is proceeding by written representations and a decision is awaited.
20/02598/FUL and 21/00604/FUL 38 Coberley Close, Downhead Park, Milton Keynes
Prior to consideration of a revised application by DCP, two appeals had been lodged under the
fasttrack process against the previous refusals. These appeals remain under consideration by
the Inspectorate with the appellant seeking a position on whether their original or intervening
proposals are acceptable.
20/01529/FUL: Five Acres Nursing Home, Hanmer Road, Simpson, Milton Keynes
Permission was refused by DCP in November 2020 for the conversion of the former nursing
home into a 28-unit House in Multiple Occupation (HMO). Five reasons for refusal were issued,
with the proposal primarily considered to result in a high concentration of HMOs in the
immediate area contrary to the SPD and policy. Furthermore, the proposal was refused over
concerns relating to noise and disturbance from occupiers and vehicles coming and going;
intrusion into root protection zones of a number of significant trees, detrimental to their health
and amenity and biodiversity; inadequate off street parking; and intensification of the use of
the access impacting upon the ease of movement for pedestrians and cyclists. The appeal is
proceeding by written representations, with a site visit and decision awaited.
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1.0

Introduction and recommendation

1.1

The report sets out the 6-month performance of the Development Management team.

1.2

It is recommended that the Committee agree the revised frequency of such reports, as set out
at paragraph 7.2 below (i.e. every 6 months in December and June, covering the periods April
to September and October to March).

2.0

Background

2.1

Statistics are reported each quarter to the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government (MHCLG). These are known as the ‘PS1 and PS2’ returns.

2.2

PS1 largely concerns itself with overall application numbers received, those determined
(including whether delegated or by Committee/Panel), prior notifications and prior approvals,
and enforcement action taken (see below). PS2 concerns itself with the speed of decision
making, including how many are determined within statutory targets or mutually agreed
periods (e.g. by way of a Planning Performance Agreement (PPA)). The PS2 data looks at
planning applications only (i.e. majors, minors and others, as described in the guidance found
earlier in this agenda).

2.3

Government update annually the ‘Improving Planning Performance - Criteria for Designation’
which sets two separate and independent measures against which the performance of local
planning authorities (LPAs) are assessed:
▪
▪

the speed with which applications for development are dealt with; and
the extent to which major decisions are overturned at appeal (as an indicator of the quality
of the decisions made by LPAs).

2.4

The threshold for the speed measure is presently for 60% of a LPA’s decisions on major
applications to be made within the statutory or agreed period, and 70% for non-major
applications, both measured over a two-year period. For the quality measure, this is 10% or
more of a LPA’s decisions on applications being overturned at appeal over a two-year period.

2.5

Corporate Performance Indicators (CPIs) present different thresholds. For major, minor and
other applications, 80% are to be determined within the statutory or agreed period (each
measured separately). Other forms of application, including prior notifications and prior
approvals, certificates of lawfulness and other applications not counted in the MHCLG returns
also carry an 80% performance threshold.
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3.0

Applications

3.1

The data for applications runs from 1st February 2021 to 31st July 2021. Applications received in
December 2020 onwards will have fallen to be determined within the reporting period, and
several vacancies arose within the team around this time, and into 2021. During this period the
number of applications received have continued to increase, following an upturn towards the
end of 2020. Year on year, the number of applications received in 2020/21 was 7% higher than
the previous year, and so far this year this trend indicates a further 4% increase on top of
2020/21 figures (although this projection is based on only 4-5 months of data so far). To
illustrate the significance of the rise, in the first 20 weeks of 2020/21 1,071 applications were
received. The same period in 2021/22 saw 1,412 applications received – a 32% increase in
numbers.

3.2

Performance on major, minor and other applications over the last 6 months:
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3.3

36 major applications have been determined across the last 6 months and, in the majority,
these decisions were made in time. The exception is for July. When examining the data for this
month, just 3 decisions were issued, one of which was determined out of time having the effect
of reducing the performance by a third. This is not considered to represent a downward trend.

3.4

Across the period of 6 months, this results in 92.6% of major decisions being issued within time,
comfortably exceeding both MKC and national targets. This is despite 2½ of a total of 4½
principal officer posts remaining vacant since the start of the year.

Minor applications
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107 minor applications have been determined across the last 6 months. Since Easter, the
delivery of timely decisions has been affected by a reduction in planning and senior planning
officer capacity, as well as limited principal officer capacity to facilitate the checking of
recommendations and subsequent issuing of decisions under delegated powers. Whilst there
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is a very competitive market and it has proven challenging to fill these vacancies, proactive
steps are being taken to add resource at all levels and arrest this trend.
3.6

Across the period of 6 months, this results in 77.5% of minor decisions being issued within time,
exceeding national targets but falling just under MKC targets. Over a longer timeframe of 12
months, performance rises to 88.7%, exceeding both targets.

Other applications
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609 other applications have been determined across the last 6 months and, in the majority,
these decisions were made in time. A similar fall in performance is apparent in May and July,
where similar capacity issues at the planning officer level and limited principal officer capacity
affected the ability to handle high numbers of applications received. Again, whilst representing
a gradual downward trend in the short term, steps are being taken to add resource at all levels.
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3.8

Across the period of 6 months, this results in 86.0% of other decisions being issued within time,
exceeding both MKC and national targets. Over a longer timeframe of 12 months, performance
rises to 92.6%, far exceeding both targets.

3.9

Decisions approved and refused over the last 6 months:

Decisions made
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3.10

The above data demonstrates that 91% of planning applications have been approved over the
last 6 months, up from 89% for the same period in 2020. This partly reflects the proactive use
of agreed extensions of time to resolve objections, where pragmatic to do so, instead of
refusing permission and handling a revised submission or dealing with an appeal. Furthermore,
the benefits of seeking pre-application advice, supported by Planning Performance Agreements
(PPAs) is also reflected in these figures with overall numbers of refusals relatively low.

3.11

66 refusals were issued in the last 6 months. Whilst not directly arising from decisions made in
the same period, given most refusals carry a 28 day or 6-month period in which to lodge an
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appeal (depending on the application type), 31 planning appeals have been received in this
time. This indicates that refusals are generally being issued on sound reasons, with a good
proportion of refusals resulting in revised submissions or no further attempts to secure
permission.
4.0

Appeals

4.1

As reported to the Committee in April 2021, the overall number of planning appeals received
by the Council in 2020/21 represented just 1.8% of all applications determined in the same
period, demonstrating that decision making is generally robust and based on well considered
reports and evidence.

4.2

In the first 4 months of 2021/22, a total of 7 appeals were decided:
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0

0

0
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4.3

Whilst this total alone would indicate a reduction in the number of appeals being made, 37
appeals are under consideration by the Planning Inspectorate. Casework associated with
appeals therefore remains high at the present time, with it likely that last year’s total of 50
appeals will be exceeded. 7 outstanding appeals relate to decisions made by the Committee or
Panel.

4.4

Of the appeals decided, one received a split decision (partly allowed, partly dismissed). For the
purposes of performance, split decisions are treated as ‘dismissed’. This would adjust the
percentage of appeals dismissed to 43%, against 57% allowed. This is still well above the English
average of circa. 25-30% of appeals being allowed. However, it is difficult to project annual
performance at this time on such a small sample, with it noted that in the first three months of
2021, just one appeal was allowed out of 11 decided. Thus, in the calendar year this would
represent 28% of appeals being allowed – aligning with the English average.

4.5

One allowed appeal relates to an enforcement notice whilst another relates to a Lawful
Development Certificate. These are both excluded when it comes to MHCLG performance
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measures, as they do not relate to planning applications. Of those remaining, 40% have been
overturned at appeal so far this year. As a proportion of all decision making and accounting for
the fact that last year relatively few decisions on planning applications proceeded to appeal,
the Council sits well below the 10% threshold for designation.
4.6

It is also noted that of the 3 decisions listed which were made by the Panel or Committee, two
were allowed and the remaining one is only recorded as ‘dismissed’ as it was turned away by
the Inspectorate for being lodged late.

5.0

Enforcement

5.1

Since 1st February 2021, the Enforcement Team have received 361 reports of breaches of
planning control, served a total of 6 notices and closed 412 cases. The average time taken to
reach a conclusion on a case has slightly reduced from 122 days to 109 days on average. This is
despite the Enforcement Team Leader having left post at the end of May, with a new postholder yet to begin with the authority.

5.2

Additional support has been put in place in the form of an experienced consultant resource
and, as of September, a new Senior Enforcement Officer post coming into effect.

6.0

Planning improvement work

6.1

An update on the work of the Planning Improvement Board (PIB), which was formed in January
2020, was reported to DCC on 3rd September 2020. This included the Terms of Reference for
the PIB and an Interim Improvement Plan (IIP), which had been prepared by the Planning
Service to provide a focus for delivering projects aimed at improving the service. The IIP is based
around the following four objectives:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Development and maintenance of robust and effective processes;
Retention of workforce capacity and developed capability;
Reliable IT systems that respond effectively to customer demand; and
To be recognised by stakeholders and customers as a professional and high performing
service that responds effectively to feedback.

6.2

A report on the first year of the IIP was subsequently considered by Audit Committee on 6th July
2021 (Annex A). It set out the objectives of the IIP alongside a summary of key actions by the
PIB. This has included documenting Development Management processes through a ‘Planning
Handbook’ for officers. In addition, a separate ‘sign-off’ guide provides instructions for officers
issuing planning decisions. These aim to provide a toolkit for professional planning officers
within the service and enable established processes to be followed in a clear and consistent
manner.

6.3

Alongside the review of these processes and procedures, the PIB has overseen a restructure of
the Planning Service, development of a new Enforcement Plan and implementation of a Local
Validation List, as well as monitoring performance information.
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6.4

In response, the minutes of the meeting set out that Audit Committee:
▪
▪
▪

▪

Notes the background, scope and progress made on the IIP projects during its first year,
overseen by the PIB;
Supports the continuing evolution of the IIP for the Planning Service under the direction
of the PIB and the actions it has prioritised;
Recognises a need to better articulate the work of the PIB to Councillors and the Public.
It is a critical part in improving the planning service and it is essential that changes are
transparent and open to scrutiny; and
Requests the report be sent to DCC for their consideration.

6.5

As outlined above, a copy of the Audit Committee report is appended at Annex A for DCC’s
consideration. Members are asked to note the progress of the PIB in directing the delivery of
the IIP and the actions it has prioritised. Progress with relevant actions will be reported to
meetings of DCC and included within future performance reports. This will enable the ongoing
work of the PIB to be available and considered by Councillors, members of the public and other
stakeholders.

7.0

Frequency of future reports

7.1

It is noted that performance reports are generally presented to DCC every 6 months and report
on a period covering February to July inclusive, and August to January inclusive. MHCLG
performance and designation indicators are respectively based on quarterly (i.e. April to June,
July to September, etc.) and 6-monthly periods commencing in April and October. MKC
performance is also reported quarterly.

7.2

In continuing to report performance to the Committee on the existing frequency, it is difficult
to properly assess the Council’s performance relative to national thresholds and neighbouring
authorities. It is therefore proposed that future reports cover the April to September, and
October to March periods, with reports usually presented to the December and June meetings
(accounting for time required in April and October to collate and report data, as well as lead
times for reports to the Committee).
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ANNEX A

Audit Committee
06 July 2021
Planning Improvement Board; Background, Scope and Progress
Report on Year 1 of the Interim Improvement Plan
Name of Cabinet Member

Pete Marland
Portfolio Holder for Planning

Report sponsor

Tracey Aldworth
Deputy Chief Executive

Report author

Paul Thomas
Director for Planning, Strategic Transport and
Placemaking
Paul.Thomas@milton-keynes.gov.uk 07867 978652

Exempt / confidential / not
for publication
Council Plan reference
Wards affected

No
Not in Council Plan
All wards

Executive summary
The Planning Improvement Board (PIB), chaired by the Deputy Chief Executive, was
formed in 2020. It oversees improvements to the Planning Service, particularly
operational processes within the Development Management (DM) function. Risks and
issues within these processes were highlighted by the 1 Yeomans Drive planning
application. An Interim Improvement Plan (IIP) was developed following an internal
analysis of processes in 2019 and the PIB meets every 6 weeks to review performance,
receive progress reports and deal with escalations arising from the IIP work. Details of
progress on the IIP and its continuing evolution is included in this report.

MK Council, Civic, 1 Saxon Gate East, Central Milton Keynes, MK9 3EJ
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1. Decision/s to be made
The Audit Committee is asked to note the background, scope and progress made
on the Interim Improvement Plan (IIP) projects during its first year, overseen by the
Planning Improvement Board (PIB).
The Committee are also asked to support the continuing evolution of the IIP for the
Planning Service under the direction of the PIB and the actions it has prioritised.

2. Why is the decision needed?
The PIB and its work has been referenced during the independent review into the
planning application for the warehouse at 1 Yeomans Drive, Blakelands. Examples
of the work of the PIB has been requested at a previous Audit Committee meeting.
On 3 September 2020 a performance report was also presented to Development
Control Committee, which included an update on the establishment of the PIB and
presented the IPP as an annex.
The PIB was formed in January 2020. Its purpose from its Terms of Reference is to
‘Oversee and manage the implementation of the improvement plan following a
number of issues identified in 2018/19 and to respond the recommendations
following the Blakelands review to be issued in 2020’. It is chaired by the Deputy
Chief Executive and core members include the Director for Planning, Strategic
Transport and Placemaking, the Director for Law and Governance, the Head of
Planning, and the Head of Portfolio Office.
The IIP was developed over the March-July 2020 period. It considered relevant
good practice guidance published by the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) which
includes key principles for managing a Development Management (DM) service.
Before this (May-July 2019) officers completed a toolkit analysis provided by PAS
for councils seeking to understand and improve their DM services.
The projects in the IIP were initially focussed on the toolkit analysis but have
evolved over time, responding to any new risks and issues. The IIP was intended to
remain ‘Interim’ until the findings of the independent review were finalised and
could be formally incorporated.
The IIP has 4 objectives:
1. Development and maintenance of robust and effective processes
2. Retention of workforce capacity and developed capability
3. Reliable IT systems that respond effectively to customer demand
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4. To be recognised by stakeholders and customers as a professional and high
performing service that responds effectively to feedback
A report with preliminary findings from the independent review was published in
November 2020. The report addresses 41 issues/ questions (some in multiple
parts) regarding the 1 Yeomans Drive warehouse development. The principal DM
operational issue investigated was the omission of 14 conditions from the original
Decision Notice. The preliminary findings support earlier (January 2020) MKC
Internal Audit recommendations, specifically;
• Augmenting instructions and training for officers signing off decisions;
• Changing the Uniform [IT] system to include checkpoints for sign off officers
(confirming they have checked Decision Notices before issuing);
• Generating reports in Uniform rather than Word so that no conditions can
be lost through ‘cut and paste’;
• Significantly improving the Decision Sheet system following Development
Control Committee (DCC), which should be used to cross check final Decision
Notices.
Under Objective 1 of the Interim Improvement Plan, a comprehensive process
mapping of the whole DM process took place. As a result, end to end procedures
(validation to recommendation on all type of planning application, enforcement,
and Section 106 negotiation), are documented in a ‘Planning Handbook’ for
officers.
There is a separate ‘sign off’ guide, which contains explicit instructions to officers
issuing planning decisions to read the officer report and to match conditions in
Decision Notices to those on the report and the Committee Decision Sheet (where
it has been a Committee Decision) that officers now compile. The procedure
includes gateway checkpoints on Uniform to confirm the sign off officer has
discharged these responsibilities, which can be audited.
Monthly spot checks of Decision Notices, from both Committee determined
applications and officer delegated decisions, have been carried out since January
2020 and reported to the PIB. In that time no errors have been found on Decision
Notices through the spot-checking process. However it should also be noted that
there is always the potential for human error, which cannot be completely
eradicated from the process.
The issue of generating all documents within the Uniform system (to avoid cut and
paste errors) is more challenging to address operationally (for example being able
to generate reports for a Committee meeting). However, a much wider ranging
project addressing the digital requirements of a modern DM service is underway,

MK Council, Civic, 1 Saxon Gate East, Central Milton Keynes, MK9 3EJ

(37)

which is likely to result in significant investment in new systems that will address
such issues. The first stage of this has been an audit of how the existing system is
being used, which will be reported to the next meeting of the PIB.
The preliminary findings of the independent review also highlighted a concern
regarding the process following the Committee decision to secure a public art
contribution through the Section 106 attached to the 1 Yeomans Drive permission.
A review of the Section 106 process map included in the officer Handbook confirms
the requirement to return to Committee for a decision if the originally agreed
Section 106 contributions are proposed to be altered.
In addition to the end to end review of processes and procedures the PIB has
overseen the following work in the last 12 months;
• A restructure of the Planning Service aimed at increasing capacity and
resilience, and to develop a specific resource around IT systems;
• Development of a new Enforcement Plan setting out for the public the
process that will be followed in assessing breaches of planning control;
• Development and implementation of a Local Validation List, specifying
information required to submit with a planning application;
• Consistent and timely monitoring of performance information.
Performance of the DM service against national and local measures in 2020/21
remained consistently high against a backdrop of increasing and sustained demand.
It is likely to be more challenging in 2021/22 to maintain this level of performance
as we have not been able to recruit to all posts in the new structure.
To help the Service focus on key interventions, given the day to day service
demands, the current IIP was re-prioritised earlier in 2021. The following
activities are planned next as a result of this prioritisation;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Improve dissemination of process-related information to officers.
Visually map, challenge and amend DM processes as part of ongoing
continuous improvement.
Launch a revised pre-application and Planning Performance Agreement
process.
Develop the programme of improvements for our planning IT software.
Develop a bespoke training plan for officers and members.
Implement a new Workforce Strategy to respond to the resources and skills
required for the service.
Ensure regular updating of Planning webpages.
Update General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and Data Retention
Practices.
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•
•

Review land charges processes to ensure best practice.
Developing communications and engagement with customers and key
stakeholders led by a new Customer Relations post.

There is also an action in the Council Plan to commission a Local Government
Association (LGA) Peer Review of the Planning Service, in order to ensure that it is ‘high
quality and Trusted’ (Council Plan Action 18). The work of the PIB will be a key input
into that Peer Review and the PIB’s work programme and priorities may change as a
result of the LGA Peer Review.

3. Implications of the decision
Financial
Legal
Communication
Energy Efficiency

Y
Y
Y
N

Human rights, equalities, diversity
Policies or Council Plan
Procurement
Workforce

N
N
Y
Y

a) Financial implications
A key part of the IIP prioritised for action is the investment in new IT systems.
A new system is likely to be a significant investment for the Council.

b) Legal implications
The ongoing review, challenge and development of processes and procedures
is to ensure the Planning Service adheres to both the legal requirements of a
local planning authority and those of data protection.

c) Other implications
Communication: The IIP will introduce changes to the service that requires
communication to customers and key stakeholders.
Procurement: A procurement decision will be required in due course for new IT
systems for the Service.
Workforce: The IIP includes implementing a Workforce Strategy, which has been
developed with HR and the Local Government Association. Additional resources
are also required on a temporary basis to support the Service until the full
benefits of the Workforce Strategy can be realised.

4. Alternatives
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That the PIB is discontinued and the IIP ceases to be a tool to manage change and
continuous improvement in the Planning Service. As an alternative the Service
would need to progress improvement projects on an ‘as and when’ basis, setting
priorities on short term needs. This option is not recommended.

5. Timetable for implementation
The IIP is a rolling programme of improvement work for the Planning Service, with
the longest projects likely to take the next 24-48 months to deliver and embed as
Business as Usual (such as the new IT system).

List of annexes
None

List of background papers
Report for Milton Keynes Audit Committee, Mark Dorfman – External Planning
Reviewer, 16 November 2021
Planning Improvement Board Terms of Reference, February 2020
Planning Service: Interim Improvement Plan, Development Management, July 2020
Planning Handbook, July 2020
User Guide to Issuing Decision Notices in Enterprise, 1 December 2020
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ITEM

8

Application Number: 20/00678/FULMMA
Subject:

Appeal against the refusal of planning permission for variation of conditions 2
(operational life), 3 (restoration sequence) and 5 (final restoration of the site)
attached to planning application MK/806/95 to extend the operational life of the
site by 15 years with final restoration of the whole site to be completed within a
further 24 months at Bletchley Landfill Site, Guernsey Road, Bletchley, MK3 5FR

Ward:

Bletchley East

Case Officer:

Vincent Maher
Planning Consultant (on behalf of MKC)

Team Manager:

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

Parish: Bletchley and Fenny Stratford

1.0

Recommendation

1.1

That the public and press be excluded from the meeting by virtue of Paragraph 5 (Information
in respect of which a claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained in legal
proceedings) of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972, in order that the
meeting may consider the Item.

2.0

Reasons

2.1

A report will be presented to the Committee to provide an appraisal on the Environmental
Statement (ES) provided in respect of a current planning appeal. The report will make a
recommendation as to the intended response to be submitted to the planning inspector on
behalf of the Council concerning the adequacy of the ES.

2.2

As the report is still subject to consideration by appointed Counsel in order to ensure
consistency with evidence already provided as part of this appeal, the effect of publishing the
intended response at this stage could prejudice the ability for effective examination of the
evidence presented by both parties. It is therefore recommended that the matter be
considered as a confidential item.
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ITEM

10

Subject:

Confidential update on Judicial Review matters relating to (a) Blakelands, 1 Yeomans
Drive, Blakelands, Milton Keynes, MK14 5AN and (b) Lidl and Units 1-6 Oldbrook
Boulevard, Oldbrook, Milton Keynes, MK6 2YA

Ward:

(a) Newport Pagnell South
(b) Central Milton Keynes

Parish: (a) Great Linford Parish Council
(b) Campbell Park Parish Council

Report author: Egle Gineikiene
Senior Solicitor – Planning and Highways
egle.gineikiene@milton-keynes.gov.uk
DM Manager:

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

1.0

Recommendation

1.1

That the public and press be excluded from the meeting by virtue of Paragraph 5 (Information
in respect of which a claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained in legal
proceedings) of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972, in order that the
meeting may consider the Item.

2.0

Reasons

2.1

A report will be presented to the Committee to provide an update on legal proceedings in
respect of the above captioned development proposals and associated appeal or application.

2.2

At the time of writing, both matters are subject to legal proceedings in the Courts. It is therefore
recommended that the matters be considered as confidential items.
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