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     Loughton Parish Council 
         c/o 17, Mossdale, Heelands, Milton Keynes, MK13 7NE 
         
        Telephone: 07779261364 Email: parish.clerk@loughtonmk-pc.gov.uk 
 

 
Tuesday 9th April 2013  

 
Debbie Kirk  
Senior Planning Officer, Strategic Applications Team 
Development Management, Chief Executive’s Office 
Milton Keynes Council 
Civic Offices 
1, Saxon Gate East 
Central Milton Keynes 
MK9 3EJ  
 
Dear Ms Kirk 
 
Planning application : 13/00266/OUT : Land at Bradwell Road, Loughton, Milton Keynes 

We have attempted to engage positively with this planning application and to explore ways that the 

Applicant can achieve what it wants but in a way most beneficial to the local community. We have 

engaged with local people in holding public meetings and opportunity to discuss and debate the 

proposals. We have given full consideration to all the arguments which have been made. 

The Parish Council has considered all the consultation comments in relation to the above application as 

they appear and can be accessed via the public access planning portal. On Monday 8th April 2013 it 

met for a second time for the exclusive purpose of considering this application and the issues which 

arise in it.  

Now that all the representations have been submitted we have been able to make a summative 

assessment of the application and write to explain our position and the reasons for it. We would be 

grateful if this further letter would be taken into account in this application. 

This is an application for outline consent and as such we will focus on the overall position rather than 

matters of fine detail and in particular focus on the questions as to (1) whether the application should be 

granted in its present form, and (2) if permission is granted then what conditions should be attached 

thereto. 

Should permission be granted in its present form? 

We strongly contend the application should not be granted in its present form for the following 

reasons:- 

(1) The application does not comply with the local plan & core strategy and the design for the area 

As the Landscape Officer has pointed out, this application does not comply with the local plan in that 

the land is mainly dedicated to open space and community use, wildlife corridor & trees and vegetation, 

and forms part of the linear park. The linear park is specifically dealt with in the Core Strategy and is to 

be protected.  This application therefore fails to comply both with the local plan and the Core Strategy. 

In the letter of Mr Rawlings of Savills dated 25th March 2013 he says that there will still be some open 

space at one end of the new estate and some space on the opposite side of Bradwell Road which is 
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part of the Lodge Lake area. This is totally inadequate a justification.  The grant of planning permissions 

would mean a huge area of open green space – mainly precious park land – being lost. 

This park land was designed as part of the setting of Lodge Lake and as a green buffer between the A5 

& railway line on one side and Lodge Lake on the other side. Lodge Lake is a centre for local outdoors 

recreation and is the “jewel in the crown” of our local area. This application would totally destroy the 

setting of Lodge Lake and ruin forever an area of beauty and the natural environment which would be a 

grievous loss to local people.  

There have been a totally unprecedented number of representations received through the planning 

consultation from members of the public. These representations have all strenuously objected to the 

application on the grounds that the quality of life of local residents will be adversely affected by the 

development through the effect of the destruction of the setting of Lodge Lake. If permission was 

nevertheless granted this would be an appalling example of Milton Keynes Council riding roughshod 

over the wishes and interests of local people.  

The “statement of community involvement” submitted by the Applicant clearly is embarrassingly mis-

judged when compared to more than 140 public representations submitted – not a single one 

supportive of the scheme.  

We appreciate there would be some benefit to be gained by the development of a new Badminton 

Centre at the Bowl, however the benefit to be gained is clearly insufficient to justify such a draconian 

development scheme. There is an excellent racket sports facility available only 10 mins away at the 

David Lloyd centre and this has excellent Badminton court facilities, and will still be better overall than 

the proposed new Badminton centre. The overwhelming view of local residents is that the damage to 

the setting of Lodge lake is in no way compensated for by the new facility.  

It seems the major driver for the new centre is from MK Council itself which wants to promote itself as a 

supposed “International sporting city”. This is essentially a vanity project for MK Council officials and 

members to posture themselves as being important in UK Sport. We urge the Development Control 

Committee to restrain those ambitions of vanity and to focus instead on whether the application 

complies with planning policy and is supported by local residents. 

MK Council is already considering applications to extend the time for developers to complete the 

western expansion area – showing developers have a lack of appetite due to the state of the economy 

to develop. It would be better if those areas were developed first rather than allowing developers to be 

diverted into developing Loughton – which is becoming seriously at risk of losing its character as a 

good place to live due to inappropriate development. 

(2) Suitability of the site, density & development design 

The design of this outline proposal has not been determined by what an appropriate design would be to 

develop this particular site. Instead, the driver of design has been how the maximum amount of money 

can be made. This has resulted in a totally inappropriate design being submitted for outline approval 

and we submit that this should clearly be refused. We do not consider this is a suitable site for such a 

location. In particular :- 

(a) The density of development is far too great. 104 houses on this site is a completely 

inappropriate and would blight the landscape. Whilst we have no objection to some 

development of the existing Badminton centre site this should be done consistent with the 

local area – which is characterised by a good deal of open space and a good level of 

spacing around the buildings. There should be a mix of buildings and design and more 
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creativity to create an area of interest. The proposed design greatly clashes with that typical 

development of the area and is clearly hugely overcrowded. There is inadequate gardens 

provided and the houses are far too close together. The houses should not encroach on the 

park land which is open amenity land. The site is not amenable to development in this way. 

 

(b) The design of the estate is sterile and driven by the maximisation of developable revenue 

rather than creating a good place for people to live. The DCC should reject the design of the 

massed serried ranks of houses created for the sole purpose of profit – rather than creating 

a place of good urban design and a great place to live. We agree with the Senior Urban 

Designer, Matthew Clarke’s comments of 5th March 2013 :- 

“-this isn’t an obvious site for residential development. The site is 

relatively isolated from facilities and sits within a landscaped setting 

- I’m uncomfortable with the proposed change of use (across the 

whole site) and the proposed density 

- there is no guarantee that this development will be of a high quality 

in terms of layout and appearance, and make a positive contribution 

to the character of the area in which it is located 

- the layout indicates blank side elevation of garages fronting 

Bradwell road. These blank elevations potentially result in a poor 

frontage to the street and break the continuity and enclosure of the 

street 

- the proposed cul-de-sac to the north-west of the site has a layout 

where dwellings overlook the rear  of the dwellings on the Bradwell 

Road [and] this results in poor enclosure of the street and potential 

security issues for future residents 

-there are a lack of visual landmarks and spaces which help 

orientation, these help people to find their way around and add to the 

quality of the development” 

 

(c) We are concerned the site will suffer terribly from noise blight. This area has never been one 

designated for residential development because of the proximity of the A5 and the west 

coast main railway line (as recently extended by an additional track in each direction) and it 

is also located right next to the Daytona race track. We already receive complaints from 

local residents as far away as Church Lane in Loughton about noise from Daytona. We are 

concerned that if this residential development were to go ahead there would inevitably be a 

clamour from residents to prevent Daytona from operating. This would adversely affect local 

business and recreation opportunities. The gardens of all of the houses on the site will be 

blighted by noise pollution and we do not consider this is an appropriate location to establish 

a large dense residential development. 

 

(d) There is inadequate provision for affordable housing and inadequate proposals for s.106 

payment in lieu 

 

(e) The tree and landscaping proposals are objected to. We agree with the comments of Senior 

Landscape Architect Mark Haynes who said on 2nd April 2013:- 

• There needs to be a 20m wide landscape/wildlife corridor 

• There needs to be an appropriate design to retain the trees along Bradwell Road as 

part of a tree structure 
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(f) There is no provision for a suitably sized children’s play area within the development 

 

(g) The height of the 3 storey apartments will tower over the surrounding areas and ruin the 

views across the area. The original design principles of the new town included that no 

building would be higher than the tallest tree. The new apartments which are to be built on a 

raised bank would breach this policy if allowed. 

 

(h) Bradwell Road was not designed or built as a residential street. Senior Highways Engineer 

A E Swannell’s observations dated 8th April 2013 raise a number of serious concerns about 

the suitability of building such a residential development at this site. These concerns have 

not been adequately addressed in the outline application:- 

 

“-Bradwell Road is a local distributor road that leads to Loughton 

Village and connects with city grid road Dansteed Way (H4) at its 

northern extent. The road is not a residential road and was built by 

MK Development Corporation to city road standards hence its 

width of 7.3m for the vast majority of the site frontage…..As a form 

of vehicle restraint it has 45 degree splay kerbs on each side with 

a kerb face of 160mm. The kerb type and face is not 

recommended for residential development……It is not considered 

a safe type of kerb in this situation……Additionally the current 

kerb face of 160mm does not lend itself to natural transitions for 

dropped kerbs to individual dwelling accesses 

-the road is subject to a 30mph zone…..[but] ….Installation of ATC 

equipment found that the 85th percentile traffic speeds are 

37.5mph in both directions 

-…the road width should be reduced to 5.5m as part of this 

development to provide something that is more in keeping with 

residential standards and to assist in lowering the traffic speeds 

-In the case of pedestrian access the current arrangement has not 

been improved upon and this is unacceptable and one that I need 

to object to given the potential safety hazard that exists…” 

 

(3) The heritage assets 

The Conservation Officer has delivered, we would contend, the final nail in the coffin of this scheme 

in his submission dated 20th March 2013 which pointed out:- 

“....the proposed scheme .....completely removes the original threshing 

barn. This removes the relationship between the two buildings leaving 

the farmhouse as an isolated survival without any of its farm buildings. 

The total loss of the barn causes harm to it as a heritage asset and the 

setting of the adjacent farmhouse. 

The propose scheme is an arbitrary one, accommodating the retained 

farmhouse in a standardised plot. It makes no deviation from the 

standard layout to leave the building as a feature of Bradwell Road, 

indeed it aligns it with and behind the new housing proposed, which 

would have the effect of disguising its survival amongst the numerous 

new dwellings. It would convey no real sense of presence or stature and 
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any concept of rural survival would be entirely lost by the dense, 

regimented layout shown. It should be noted that the building has even 

been shown with no vehicular access. 

The wider scheme continues to harm the setting of any retained heritage 

assets and whilst the barn and farmhouse could both be retained, they 

would need to have a much wider amount of green space around them to 

continue to play any part in the streetscene. The houses along Bradwell 

Road are mostly shown to have gables to the front, a very assertive form 

for a dwelling, this would exacerbate the harm caused by the proposal” 

This submission by the Conservation Officer is a powerful submission which is convincing in its 

argument that the outlined scheme is harmful. We were disappointed that the Conservation Officer 

was subsequently cajoled by the Head of the Planning Department to write a further submission 

referring to the perceived “benefit” from the development of the new centre. 

The demotion of the ancient threshing barn would be unprecedented destruction of a valuable and 

beautiful heritage asset. It would leave the farmhouse isolated and damage it too. The farmhouse 

should not be contained in the proposed development where it would be disguised. It deserves a 

much more creative approach. 

Conclusion : Is this sustainable development? 

The NPPF requires the development to be sustainable. That means not causing harm and that the 

future will be better rather than worse.  

Many of the statements submitted on behalf of the Applicant are glib arguments, lacking in real 

meaning to attempt to argue that a plainly profit-driven scheme should be permitted when this is a 

classic example of unsustainable and harmful development. The Applicant is intending to leave the 

Bradwell Road site altogether and therefore will not be there in the future to contend with the 

problems which the development may have caused. It is local residents who will remain and live 

with the development who are best place to judge whether the application is truly a sustainable one. 

Their clear view is that it is not. Having listened carefully to all the arguments both for and against 

we are of the view the application amounts to unsustainable development and therefore should be 

refused. 

The problems with the application are so profound that we cannot see how these could be resolved 

by merely applying certain conditions to the grant of permission. The application would need 

substantial revision if it were ever to be granted permission and therefore we contend that as the 

application is clearly unsustainable it is inevitable that this application in its present form must be 

rejected.  

If however, contrary to our main contention, the DCC was minded to give permission; we contend 

that the following conditions should be applied:- 

1. The numbers of houses should be dramatically reduced, to no more than 30 

in a wholly revised design which is more sympathetic to the setting and 

thereby sustainable 

 

2. The development should be contained in the main to within the site of the 

existing Badminton centre site, preserving as much as possible of the park 

land and open space, trees, vegetation, with a 20m wide wildlife corridor 
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3. The current proposed plan needs to be completely re-worked to make a 

more creative and interesting scheme with better gardens and access, and 

to create buildings more spaced apart. 

 

4. The barn must be preserved and worked into a new scheme which affords 

more space around the farmhouse and barn and creates an appropriate 

setting for them 

 

5. An adequate children’s play area must be provided within the estate 

 

6. There must be much larger parking facilities and no access from Bradwell 

Road directly into properties fronting it. 

 

7. The junction of Bradwell Road and Dansteed Way will need significant work 

to make it safer such as a roundabout. We are not convinced that the 

difficulties reported by residents of presently negotiating the junction have 

been understood. 

 

8. 30% Affordable housing should be included and “pepperpotted” through the 

site and not concentrated in any one area in accordance with the policy 

adopted by MK Council 

 

9. Bradwell Road should be narrowed to 5.5m and re-designed to avoid 

unacceptable safety hazards which will otherwise exist with significant traffic 

calming measures and more than one pedestrian crossing facility. 

 

10. The outline plan must be revised re the lack of a wide footway the length of 

Bradwell Road in front of the development as this will cause vulnerable road 

users to be forced into the road or close to it and present an unacceptable 

collision hazard. The redway should be extended along the front of the 

development. The comments by the Crime Prevention Adviser about other 

negative aspects of the design – the lack of defensible space, vulnerability of 

properties to access from an inactive cul-de sac, lack of secure parking for 

the apartments must be addressed through major design revision 

 

11. The trees along Bradwell Road should be retained as part of a tree structure 

design – an adequate design should really be available before outline 

permission is granted. 

 

12. A significant portion of the development gain should be committed to s.106 

agreement and secured for local community benefit. 

We have no doubt that there will be enormous pressure on the DCC to allow this application. 

However we urge the DCC to resist such pressure and to ensure it ensures that any development is 

sustainable and avoids harm to this area. 

Yours faithfully 

Loughton Parish Council 


