
 Question/Comment 

1.  Thank you for the recent pamphlet updating the village on the progress the committee has made. I’d like to take this opportunity to thank everyone involved 
for the work and commitment put in thus far. The proposed sites and number of dwellings seem appropriate and acceptable to us. 

2.  Just to say what a great job you and the Steering Group have done in bringing the Final Site Assessment to the village. 
Thought the AECOM report thorough with robust clear explanation. 
 
Looking forward to the final stages now and getting our Neighbourhood Plan in place. 

3.   
Thanks and a very professional job you have all done…… 
More important I think it should cover and deal with concerns on where and how many homes could be built.  It’s also good you could have proper debate 
with consultants and reach an amicable conclusion as you all know the locality.  Let’s hope it clears the next hurdles quickly and be adopted. 
 

4.   
A really well prepared document that sets out all the information very clearly.  Well done to all the team.  We look forward to supporting it when we get to 
the referendum. 
 

5.   
As someone who opposed the original neighbourhood plan in particular site 6 on the High Street due to it being enlarged into the slipe which I was against. 
On reviewing the revised neighbourhood plan I will be voting in favour due to the steering group taking on board the views put forward. 
I would like to express my thanks on all the hard work and effort in your own time during these challenging times. 
 

6.   
A huge amount of hard work & effort has gone into this, many thanks 
 

7.  Thank you very much for the many hours spent meeting, discussing, analysing and communicating. The Update is very thorough and informative. My main 
comment is that I think that developing more land to the North of the village would lead to distinct lack of balance around the village centre. The exception 
being site 3 as development would replace a previous dwelling and would improve a derelict area. 

8.  Site 9 in Folly Lane, 7 dwellings.  
Folly Lane is a very narrow road which is already suffering greatly from an excess of traffic using it as a "rat run" shortcut to Cranfield, and ever larger 
vehicles, including even in the past few days articulated lorries (which are deemed as not suitable by council road signs). Indeed the road up the hill towards 
Hurst end has been damaged so badly by heavy vehicles that the deep sides of the actual road are exposed. These ruts are in some cases well over 6 inches 
deep and will present a real danger of serious damage to the underside and wheels of any low car that may go into them accidently, and are a real safety 
hazard to passengers in those cars. 
 
It is obvious to anyone who walks down Folly Lane that parking is also a serious problem. Road side grass verges are already badly damaged and a permanent 
eyesore in the winter months. More houses means more cars, the conclusion also is obvious. 
 



7 dwellings on site 9 seems excessive for such a small site, adjacent a narrow country lane, when what seems to me to be the most suitable site in the village, 
site 4 along Orchard Way, now only has 5 dwellings proposed.  It seems maybe that because such a protest was made about this site, that big compromises 
have been made to the detriment of others? 
 
I have no real problems with any of the other proposals, Helen, and I think you and the team have done a really fine job of putting this all together, and I 
compliment you all for this. 
 

9.  The change of recommendation for Site 9 (now apparently marginally suitable for development under the new Plan) appears to be fundamentally against the 
findings of the Group’s own investigations. Furthermore, there are other powerful arguments against developing this site, not all of which are cited in the 
report: for example, if this site were recommended, because of the high costs associated with its development, there would inevitably be future pressure to 
build only high-profit and therefore probably high-cost dwellings here, which would not serve the needs of a younger population of future residents. 
Alternatively, there would be pressure to build higher density/larger numbers than the recommendation suggests, in order to cover the costs to Developers 
on this site, to say nothing of any costs to be found from public budgets. I fear the only person(s) to benefit from development here would be the 
landowner(s). We have been here before. 
 
A further argument against, which I have not seen rehearsed is the visual impact of any development looking from the east-west section of Church Walk, 
towards Folly lane. The walker would now be faced with a modern Development with concomitant loss of banks and hedgerows (and therefore wildlife), 
which would detract from the other magnificent rural views from this section of Church Walk. Pedestrians do regularly stop here for the views. 
 
Development here would also make it more difficult to continue to resist infill between Church Walk and Folly Lane. 
 
Finally, the route for pedestrians/schoolchildren from Folly lane to the School, which is already dangerous to negotiate would become increasingly so with 
the increase of road traffic. 
 
The necessary remediation work, which would inevitably precede development, would destroy the rural character of this section of the village for no 
significant benefit to the community, and I hope the recommendation will be re-considered. 
 

10.  We’ve read with interest the NC Neighbourhood Plan that has been delivered to our house today. It’s very clear and easy to understand. Thank you and the 
team for all your fantastic efforts. If at any point you need leg power to help distribute leaflets or booklets etc. please let us know. We would like to help. 
 
We are extremely pleased to see that both Pound Lane and most of the sites off Folly Lane are considered as unsuitable sites.  
 
We are, however, nervous of the Site 9 proposal. Anything more than one or two more new houses in Folly Lane would be really quite detrimental and 
damaging to the rural feel of the area. There are already plans for new house next to number 38. We have no issue with that, but seven dwellings on Site 9 as 
well would be far too many and worrying to us as residents, as we already know the impact of traffic in what is an already over-used road. We are not 
“NIMBIES”, but really do have the best interests of our village as a whole at heart and would like our views taken into account please. 
 



We would also like to ask if anything can be done at all to limit the number of vehicles using the Folly Lane as a rat-run to Cranfield? At peak times, (even 
during lockdown, floods and ice), there is far too much traffic using it as a short cut. The answer to us seems obvious. These are our thoughts: 
 
Firstly, would like to see the speed limit reduced from the national speed limit down to 30mph for the whole of Folly Lane as far as the junction at Wharley 
End.  
 
Secondly a couple of speed humps or rumble strips between where the Site 13b on the neighbourhood plan is and Hurst End Farm would surely act as a 
deterrent to drivers in a hurry. It would also make it far less likely for Hurst End Farm traffic to access Folly Lane at the residential end. 

11.   
I would first of all like to say a big thank you for all the hard work that has gone into pulling together the neighbourhood plan – I know that it has been no 
mean feat especially given COVID and the associated issues in being able to meet up.  I realise that it is a bit of a thankless task and that you are never going 
to be able to please everyone but I recognise the hard work that has gone in and appreciate the communications. 
 
With that said I do have some comments about the plan itself – I am happy to discuss if any of my points are unclear: 

• I note that the sites have been evaluated as suitable, available or achievable.  With this in mind I would question why the sites that were selected for 
the original neighbourhood plan have not been included.  Just because there was opposition to some of the sites does not mean that they should not 
be included as opposition is not a criteria that has been named – I daresay that there will be levels of opposition to any site included in the plan.  
Specifically I refer to the extended area opposite Orchard Way (a smaller area has been proposed as site 4) and the Slipe (again, a smaller area has 
been proposed as site 6). 

• With regards to site 5, this has only been considered with access from Pound Lane – however is it not possible to consider access from Kilpin Green?  
I appreciate that this would require access across a corner of the recreation ground but given that access across designated green space has been 
considered for site 4 then this should also stand for site 5? 

• There are also other inconsistencies in the assessment of other sites.  It is unclear to me why site 9 is considered feasible for access down Folly Lane 
when none of the other sites that require access down the lane are considered feasible.  The document suggests that there is a footpath but this 
does not extend the length of the lane and therefore people have to walk in the road from the end of Church Walk up to the High Street (which is a 
regular occurrence).  In addition the width of the road on this same section does not allow for two cars to pass each other without pulling into 
driveways or onto verges and it is difficult to see traffic coming up and down the hill from the high street turn which often leads to issues and I have 
seen people become very abusive to one another.  By increasing the traffic down Folly Lane this will surely add to the existing problem, which is 
already dangerous enough.  People already drive too fast down the lane and it is used as a cut through to Cranfield therefore any further increase in 
traffic should be avoided.  I would also like to understand how, when it was evaluated as unsuitable by the previous consultants, that it has now been 
evaluated as suitable by the current consultants?   

• I would also like to point out that site 9 has three (not two) TPOs for sycamore trees (the third being on the boundary with 8 Folly Lane – this tree is 
the responsibility of the landowner, not of 8 Folly Lane. 

 

12.   
The ‘Neighbourhood Plan Update’ document is an interesting read and has obviously covered a lot of ground and taken a great deal of time and effort. As 
you would expect a lot of the ‘February 2021 report was covered by the previous attempt to create a ‘Neighbourhood Plan’ but with a few more areas 
nominated for consideration. I was surprised at the number of areas being considered off Folly lane but appreciate the idea of balancing developments 



equally to each side of the High Street. However, I find the report struggles to justify any of the areas off Folly lane due primarily to the fact that the lane is 
only approximately 1.5 average cars wide, and apart from the initial twenty yards or so of the immediate road area leading off the High Street, is too narrow 
to support additional traffic.  
Anyway, to get down to the area of most concern, site 9, I have noted down the potential issues that the initial report and the update document have 
pointed out in respect of this site.  
The words ‘marginally suitable’ and ‘dependent on highways dept.’ is just a starter.  
‘Folly Lane would require a significant upgrade’ 
It is inaccurate to imply that there is a pathway that runs the length of Folly lane as it only runs part of the way up the hill.  
The site is higher than the road, up to 5 feet in places.  
‘Highways authority define lane as too narrow’ 
Within defined ‘Open Country’ policy D55 of Plan:MK 
Potential archaeological site (ridge and furrow as prominent as Slype). 
On Historical Environment Record 
Grade 3 ‘Very good Agricutural Land  
Natural England listed 
Removal and re-siting of telegraph poles 
Current agricultural agreements  
It does seem to have a great number of issues to overcome before it can be realistically put forward as an option. Even if it were agreed within the village 
would a developer want to take on the task of persuading a number of agencies to allow the development to progress and I dread to think of the cost of 
making the road meet current standards which would almost certainly involve compulsory purchasing parts of current residents’ gardens. I believe this could 
lead to quite a legal battle and potentially halt the whole plan going any further.  
Just for the record why is the ‘Slype’ not being considered (site 6 on first neighbourhood Plan). It seems to have been deliberately left out, with no reasons 
being given as to why, even though being approved first time round.  
Also have noticed that for some of the consultants’ comments have been shown as red for one site and the same comments as amber for another, which 
doesn’t seem consistent or correct to me.  
I obviously appreciate the effort that goes into these projects but the content needs to be accurate and consistent across the documentation.   
 

13.  Thank you for providing access to the reports and a summary leaflet with respect to the latest proposals.  
 
I would like to give some feedback on the site proposals, as whilst I agree with the majority of the findings from the AECOM report, I feel there are some 
failings around the full appreciation of the physical site constraints surrounding site 9 (Folly Lane). 
 
Whilst the assessment of this site has identified that the current track which provides access to the field is both unadopted and also not suitable for 
upgrading for 2 way access and therefore could not be used as access to the site. It fails to fully appreciate that in order to provide an alternative site access 
the required visibility splay of 2.4 x 43m would result in a significant amount of hedgerow needing to be removed which would be further increased by the 
steep gradient of the site whilst also being constrained by trees with TPO’s it is unclear if there is in fact enough room for this to be achieved.  
 



Access to this site would lead to direct vehicle to vehicle conflict exacerbated again by gradient. Alongside risks to pedestrians due to the constrained nature 
of the site and loss of pavement. This would prevent pedestrian access from the bottom of Folly Lane to the footpath on church walk preventing safe access 
to the village centre and amenities. Additional trips, no matter how small, (there will be approx. 7 am/pm peak hour trips from 12 dwellings) will create risk 
to both pedestrians and other road users due to constrained nature of Folly Lane.  
 
There is not room for 2 vehicles to pass one another along this stretch and with it being on a gradient and there being no designated safe passing places 
other than private driveways or field access makes this both a dangerous and impractical prospect.  
 
These factors combined would result in 'cumulative residual severe harm' in transport terms therefore deeming this site unviable for a development of this 
nature. 
 
In addition to this the designation of the site as a Heritage indicates possible archaeology and will require higher level of investigation and reporting which 
may also lead to the site being financially unviable for redevelopment with the increased costs of this on top of the access issues to be overcome. 
 
I am in agreement with the findings relating to the other proposed ‘viable’ sites within the village, all of which are much more suitable in respect to safety 
and transport terms. 
 

14.   
We don’t seem to be able to find any reference to the suitability of Site 13 in the plan update. Have we missed something? We can see 13a and 13b, but not 
13. 

15.   
Having received the updated neighbourhood plan booklet recently.  As we live on the border of the village, we have noticed the increase in traffic ever since 
the new Cranfield estate was built. 
 
We agree with fighting site 7 as the traffic is bad enough as it is, without having more traffic to contend with. 
As for site 6, we agree with a possibility of three dwellings and no more, as long as they are in keeping with the surrounding properties. 
 

16.  Despite there having been massive show of feeling against the development of the landlocked site in Orchard Way, we were very disappointed to see that it 
is still included in the proposals despite the level of opposition. It still remains landlocked. 
I do not see that it is the responsibility of the steering group to find access. 
The inclusion of site 2a is clearly a good thing, it's the only site in our opinion, that will not face opposition. If this goes ahead, together with Maslins land and 
Orchard way, it will mean that most of the new development will be lumped together on one corner of the village. 
The plan doesn't seem to take into account, people's desire to have little bits of infill within the village rather than pushing everything beyond the settlement 
boundary. 
I don't understand why site 5 has been excluded on the grounds of unsuitability and site 9 included when Folly Lane carries far more daily traffic and 
pedestrians are hardly safe walking there, traffic is likely to increase as Cranfield airport continues its growth.  
I urge the SG to remove the Orchard way site to reflect village opinion and to preserve community cohesion. 
 



17.  (1) I am concerned that the majority of comments on the draft proposals will be dominated by nimbyism and wonder how the Steering Group is 
going to evaluate comments and contributions in an impartial manner. 

(2) Although this is clearly not the final document, it would be valuable if an emphasis was made on how the proposed developments benefitted the 
village as there is always the danger that developers would wish to construct expensive and most profitable houses that do not satisfy the needs 
of young families, especially when the SG recommends a smaller number of houses should be constructed on a site than has been requested by 
the site owner (e.g., site 3). 

(3) Site 1.  The assessment is very negative about this site. However, factors that are not brought out in this assessment are that (i) although in open 
countryside, it is adjacent to the settlement boundary. (ii) It is closer to the centre of the village than many of the other sites under consideration. 
(iii) The existing houses along Chicheley Road are already prominent when approaching the village and are not particularly architecturally 
distinguished. How much worse would a single row of houses be, if designed to blend in with the environment? (iv) Many of the landscape 
arguments do not apply if the development were restricted to a single row of houses adjacent to Chicheley Road. Why did such an option (single 
row of houses) not receive a more favourable response in this draft plan? 

(4) Site 2a and 2b. The evaluation of this site appears to be unduly favourable in the draft proposals and full account has not been taken of the 
following: (i) The first sentence of the assessment should state that the site is in open countryside (like site 1), rather than leaving this to the end 
of the assessment. (ii) The site is the furthest away from the centre of the village (is this not an important criterion?) and further accentuates the 
sprawl of the village to the North. (iii) Most residents of Little Crawley would not recognize coalescence with the village as an important 
advantage, and indeed if coalescence is a priority for the SG, there are significant advantages that are not mentioned in other sites in coalescing 
to Brook End and Folly Lane. (iv) The site boundary with Orchard Way appears to represent a natural break to the development of the village to 
the North so it is difficult to see why the SG made such favourable comments about this site. (v) Building 15 houses on a site that is suitable for 
30 implies that the houses will be larger and unsuitable for village families. (vi) The most significant advantage of this site is that it appears to 
have the lowest ‘NIMBY’ profile, but that alone does not justify the favourable response in the draft proposals. 

(5) Site 3 (Maslin’s): I agree with this assessment, but should the development of this site not be undertaken in conjunction with site 4? 
(6) Site 4 (Orchard Way): To preserve the amenity value of the wide verge and mature trees, I think the SG should reserve approval of this site unless 

the landowner can demonstrate access through Site 3. As well as incumbering residents of Orchard Way with a building development, it is unfair 
also to take away the amenity value of part of the current strip of land registered to the Parish Council. 

(7) Site 5 (Pound Lane): I am assuming that like Site 4, this is Grade 4 Poor Agricultural Land? I do not understand the objections of the MK  Traffic 
and Development Officer as being the principal reason for rejecting this development and wonder if a proper assessment has been undertaken 
taking into account of the following: (i) A small development (single row of houses adjacent to the Rec) is not going to substantially increase the 
traffic density along Pound Lane. (ii) It is only the first couple of hundred metres of Pound Lane that would be affected. (iii) The Council has 
previously approved an expansion of several new dwellings at the bottom of Pound Lane. (ii) Mitigation could be provided by the construction of 
a passing space if judged necessary. (iii) The traffic problems appear to be far less serious than those posed by the development of the Folly Lane 
sites 9, 10 or 11. 

(8) Site 6: Is the proposal for a terrace-type development (to match the adjacent terrace), for which more than three dwellings might be 
appropriate? 

(9)  Site 7 Church Farm Field. The boundaries of this site appear to have been selected to ensure automatic rejection (as summarized in the 
assessment). But why was not an alternative proposal evaluated, comprising dwellings in Church Farm Field, parallel with the boundary of the 
Slype – with the Slype allocated as a village amenity? This option appears to be a serious omission from the draft plan. Such a development 
would have the significant advantage of being the closest to the centre of the village. 



(10) Site 8 Field South of Church Walk. ‘Development might dilute the agricultural character of this area’. But surely this comment applies to other 
sites, especially site 2. 

(11) Site 9 Folly Lane. I agree that this site should be considered for development, but if traffic management problems can be solved for this site, why 
cannot they be solved for site 5? 

18.  Folly Lane is a rat run that will only get worse when Cranfield expands. The road is really only a single car width and the document says it is high quality farm 
land. Creating an access road or widening the lane to make it safer would surely make it uneconomic for any developer to consider. I cannot see the logic of 
making a difficult situation worse by building potentially 7 dwellings. 
 
The land off orchard way is poor farm quality and there is already infrastructure in place. In my view there should be 15 houses built on that available land on 
site 4 and perhaps this time some people will wait and see what any developer proposes to plan a development before jumping to conclusions about the 
impact on their own or others property. 

19.  I quite agree that site 1 might not be suitable for development because of its size, the same would, therefore, also apply to site 7 on the Cranfield Road since 
both building areas could in years to come be hugely enlarged, which cannot be desirable for an historic country village. Site 2b, however, bordering on the 
existing new estate would be a natural enlargement to this modern estate, containing only modern houses, the same applies to sites 3 and 4 on Orchard 
Way. 
  
Site 6 on the High Street, surrounded by dwellings of an historic character and some quite typical for North Crawley's architectural style, has been judged 
suitable for up to 3 dwellings, and personally I would think that a semi-detached house, following on from Kit's terrace at the Cranfield side of the village, and 
in the same style would be suitable, which would also then make it possible to retain some of the space now used as allotments. A single dwelling on the 
opposite end of the row as an infill between the terrace and the semi-detached dwelling, and replicating that style would then complete the site. Exits onto 
the High Street, however, should be extremely limited, considering the already existing traffic congestions in the morning and evening rush hours. Also, it 
would be desirable to retain the existing wood-clad garage building of Mr. Stapleton's in situ, since it is now attractive and well-weathered, making a pleasant 
and ideal construction leading from countryside into the historic part of the built-up village. I furthermore also strongly agree with the guidance on this area 
in the recent Conservation Area Review. 
  
To my great relief, and to that of many of my neighbours, I note that the Slype is no longer being considered in the plan and should definitely remain 
undeveloped as part of the open countryside. 
  
Site 2a the Lower Croft site has also been considered suitable for development and it is mentioned at the end of the paragraph describing this site, that the 
plot is potentially suitable for approximately 30 dwellings although "residents would prefer smaller developments rather than one big one", and that 15 
houses have, therefore, been proposed. 
  
So, of the 5 suitable sites a total of 33 dwellings is reached: site 9 - 7 dws., site 6 - 3 dws., site 4 - 5 dws., site 3 - 3dws., and site 2b- 15 dws. Also it is 
rumoured in the village that the Boswell Estate has plans to erect 2 further dwellings on the High Street adjacent to No. 45, bordering on the path through 
the love gate, which would then bring the total up to 35 houses, not counting the recently-built house near the comer on Chicheley Road which would make 
it 36. 
  



I think one of the most important considerations must be to strictly limit exits from dwelling onto the High Street in order to not have increased traffic jams 
as it is difficult enough in the mornings and evenings to endure the slaloms from gaps between parked cars in order to negotiate the main road and not make 
it infinitely worse. 

20.  My first comment on the report, having looked at the sites that were put forward to the consultant for examination, is that one site, The Slipe (site 6 on the 
first NP) has not been considered. On the first NP this site was put forward as a feasible option but has not been put forward at all this time. Why is this? 
 
I strongly disagree that site 9 is suitable to be included in the NP and set out my reasons. 
 
Assessment of Suitability. 
Physical Constraints. 
The site is described as gently sloping. To the southern end of the site this slope becomes more pronounced and steep. The photo of the site quite clearly 
shows the bungalow bordering the top of the field at a much higher level. The site is above the level of the road, in places by as much as 1.6 meters. This was 
one of the features that excluded this site from being taken forward in the first NP. But there is no mention of that fact here. 
 
In the section asking if there is vehicle access to the site the report states “The site has agricultural access onto a track off Folly Lane. The current access onto 
a private track is not suitable for upgrade to two way vehicular access due to the location close to Folly Lane.........”. This entire paragraph is shown in amber. 
The exact same wording is used for the same section of report for site 10 and is highlighted in red. It has been decided that site 10 is unsuitable for 
development. Why in this inconsistency? 
This section goes on to state that Folly Lane is narrow. It does not say how narrow. The Lane along all this section and further towards the High Street is too 
narrow for vehicles to pass. There are signs at each end of the entrance to the Lane indicating it is unsuitable for HGVs. I will enclose evidence of damage 
done by vehicles trying to pass one another. 
 
In the section asking if there is pedestrian access to the site the report states “Yes, the site is served by a footway along the western side of Folly Lane” and is 
highlighted in green. This is not accurate. The footpath only starts where the western end of Church Walk meets the Lane. Therefore it does not run the 
whole length of the site. Should this then be in green?  
 
In the section asking if there is existing cycle access to the site, or a potential to create suitable access the report states “Yes, there is potential to create 
suitable cycle access” and is highlighted in green. Folly Lane is too narrow to have 2 vehicles pass one another. Creating cycle ways on Folly Lane would 
seriously compromise the width of the road. Therefore, should this be green? 
 
In the section asking if there is any utilities infrastructure crossing the site, i.e. power lines etc. The reports states “there is an existing telephone pole within 
the site”. This statement has not been highlighted at all. I believe there are 4 poles along the hedgerow and that 3 of them support the overhead power. 
Surely this should be in amber or red? 
 
Heritage Constraints. 
The question asked is whether development of the site would cause harm to a designated heritage asset or its setting. This has been given an amber reply 
that “Some impact and mitigation possible”. This field is adjacent to the site of Haudlo Manor c1200 but this is not mentioned. Why are these comments not 



highlighted in amber? The proposed changes to the Conservation Area should not be taken into account at this stage as it may not happen and it should be 
pointed out that the PC have objected to any changes.  
 
Next the question is asked whether development of the site would cause harm to a non-designated heritage asset or its setting. The answer in green is “No 
identified non-designated heritage”. This site has signs of ancient ridge and furrow agriculture but this report fails to mention it. This in my opinion is a 
serious omission. 
 
Planning Policy Constraints. 
The question asked: Is the size of the site large enough to significantly change the size and character of the existing settlement? The answer is given in green 
as “No. however, development of the site would elongate the village to the south and form ribbon development with homes on Folly Lane”. In the past any 
planning application forming this type of development, i.e. Brook End, has been objected to by the PC and MKC. Why has this been given a green light when 
ribbon development has been so strongly objected to in the past? 
 
Assessment of Viability. 
This acknowledges that the telephone poles would have to be relocated. I believe these to be power lines. Exactly how would that happen without great 
cost? I think if that were to happen the whole of Folly Lane would have to be assessed for relocating the overhead power. 
In conclusion, site 9 is in my opinion unsuitable for development. The road is not wide enough for two vehicles and is used as a “rat run” (the description of a 
Parish Councillor in an objection to planning at number 7 Folly Lane) to Wharley End. A great extent of damage is done to the Lane already by vehicles trying 
to pass one another. The site is above the level of the road and has a steep slope.  Access to the site is unviable. Hedgerows would have to be removed. 
Power lines would have to be moved. The southern end of the site is on a sharp bend with houses on either side of the road, very close to the kerb. There is 
only a very limited length of pedestrian pathway on one side of Folly Lane. The location is close to a historic site but this has not been taken into account. Use 
of this site would cause ribbon development. 
 
I am concerned that none of the NPSG live south of the High Street. I appreciate that this is the fault of the residents that live in that part of the village. But I 
am worried that the problems listed are not fully appreciated by those who do not live in the vicinity of The Folly Lane sites. I also feel strongly that before 
the residents of the village are asked to vote on their preference for sites that we are given the opportunity to discuss the findings of the consultant and the 
SG at an open forum. 

21.  The NP has to be considered as a long-term strategy for controlled, sympathetic growth of the village over time. Not just a short-term fix to avoid imminent 
or future speculative development. The NP is intended to provide a 15 year roadmap for such growth, to be reviewed every 5 years. As such, when selecting 
appropriate sites for development this time around the NP needs to be forward looking to anticipated expansion over the next few decades. Otherwise, we 
will go through similar pain when a new NP needs to be agreed in the future. When reflecting on the current sites available, focus should be given to which 
sites could offer sustainable, controlled growth in years to come, rather than just meeting a quota of 35 dwellings for this time around. As is evident from the 
current available sites, very few fall into this category. 

22.  I have now studied the draft Village Plan. Although it largely follows the earlier version I think that, generally speaking, it is well considered and worthy of 
taking forward. Congratulations to all those who have put it together. 
 
In the "What happens next" section on page 18 is the comment "the final sites must allow for the development of about 30 to 35 dwellings". When the 
questionnaire was completed some years ago, the villagers had felt under threat from various possibilities emanating from Milton Keynes Council. These 



appeared to include the absorption of the village into the town of Milton Keynes or the creation of growth villages within the Council area, including North 
Crawley. The original village plan was to be a defence against these threats. I now understand that these threats no longer exist (at least for the immediate 
future). If I am right, what is the necessity for providing for 30 to 35 dwellings? 
 
However, I am in favour of some low cost housing being provided as I feel that the influx of younger people would help to give fresh impetus to us. I assume 
that steps would be taken to ensure that any planning consents would provide for such low cost housing. 
 
I am not fully in the picture so far as the comments about access to Site 4 are about. I understand that the Parish Council own the land between Orchard Way 
and the site. If this is the only possible access then, under the Stokes v Cambridgeshire County Council decision, the land has considerable value, possible one 
third of the value of the site with the benefit of planning consent. Of course, if alternative access could be obtained, this would no longer be relevant. It has 
been mentioned to me that the land could be designated as village green. 
 
Leading on to Site 2a and 2b I cannot quite follow the comment "full development of the site will significantly reduce the gap between the two settlements 
and lead to coalesces". Why should the settlements not be joined up? 
As I said at the outset, I think that the Steering Group are to be thanked for their hard work, especially during the difficulties of Covid.  
I may have misunderstood certain points. If so I apologise. But I hope that my comments will be considered by the group. 
 

23.  I agree mostly with the proposed five sites for development.  You can sense a but!  I feel that none of these sites should detract from the current situation of 
existing properties.  Again it’s the access to site 4.  As you say in the pamphlet it is separated from Orchard Way by a strip of land in public ownership, where 
a line of semi-mature trees is present and identified as an asset of community value.  This strip of land benefits the route home to most residents in the 
village and it is beautiful right now with spring flowers (planted by residents) and is full of life with birds and their boxes.  Also in residence recently a 
hedgehog, I guess could be more than one, seen on our daily walk.  This route is enjoyed by many who, for one reason or another, don’t want to cross the 
fields. 
 
Have the SG considered using one small site to access a larger one, eg site 12 with access via site 13b.  This would allow a clear wide access from Folly Lane 
and with a smaller footway onto Folly Lane at the opposite end of the site. 

  



24.  We appreciate all the time & hard work being put in from the Steering Group & we’re in complete agreement that having a Neighbourhood Plan is extremely 
important for the village & it’s future. It’s really important that this plan gets through this time. 
 
I read that the “suitable” sites will be put to village vote in March. 
 
Having seen there was a distinctive divide at the last Steering Group meeting (5 to 3 with 1 abstention) about whether those sites deemed “suitable” by 
AECOM were the ones to be putting forward as the options to vote on for residents, I feel this is something that should be highlighted/clarified/discussed 
further with the village. 
 
Noted that getting some independent advice was particularly important this time round following the previous rejected plan & some of the rumoured 
reasons for this. But I assume the reason there wasn’t a unanimous vote at the last Steering Group meeting was that others are in agreement that there is 
still room for challenge & to explore further options/opportunities to potentially make a currently deemed “unsuitable” site a “suitable” option. 
 
The pamphlet we have received doesn’t really suggest there could be any room for challenge before the vote – is this right or is it still open? 
 
Finally - noted the comments & agreed with most of the questioned being raised back to TST on steering group minutes from December 2020. Is there 
somewhere where the responses to those specific questions have been documented for a read? 
 
One of the main themes I remember coming out of the original questionnaire & from chatting to villagers was about people wanting “balance” across the 
village when it came to development sites, with smaller clusters spread evenly. But it does feel that the proposed “suitable” sites are very heavily weighted to 
the North side. Particularly when looking at the map with the radius lines, this also seems to contradict the point where we’re trying to keep developments as 
close to the centre of the village as possible. It seems there are very few options for the South side deemed “suitable” from AECOMs review – another reason 
to perhaps explore opportunities on some of the South sites to get them suitable? 
 
On reviewing the full independent report, I have noted the following points in relation to a couple of the specific sites - 
 
Site 7 Church Farm Field – this seems the most obvious one to challenge being that it could potentially hold at least half of the required dwellings with the 
other half on the North side of the village to keep the balance? 
 
– the comment that “partial development of the site near the road frontage of High Street as proposed would elongate the village to the east” – was it ever 
suggested that the development could be patterned in a different way, say back from the frontage away from the High Street alongside the Slipe edge for 
example? I’m wondering if the conclusions would have been different on some of the points. 
- the comments relating to the views, it is only mentioned that this is an issue if full development or development along the High Street – again would there 
be such an impact if the area to be developed was laid out slightly differently? 
- Agree this site is not currently connected to existing buildings however the Slipe would form a nice green space between dwellings & would keep a flow to 
the rural look & feel as you enter the village perhaps? 
 
In comparison -  



In site assessment for site 2a, there is a lot more reference to assess both “full” & “partial” development opportunities, not detailing exactly where, with 
suggestions of how we could make the site suitable – this doesn’t appear to have been discussed in full when assessing site 7 from the commentary. Maybe 
site 7 could also be split in 2 parts as appreciate it is a larger site to begin with. 
 
Site 9 Folly Lane vs Site 5 Pound Lane – both are narrow, one-lane roads; both I’m sure could hold a single path to one side. Could Pound Lane potentially 
have pedestrian access through the recreation ground also? It would follow a nice pattern of family homes surrounding the recreational space and would be 
more central to the village than say site 2a which is closing the gap on merging the village with Little Crawley. 
 
Site 5 Pound Lane 
Again mention that “the site is adjacent to but appears to be removed from the built-up area” – could we propose the development area to be a different 
shape, say along the edge of the recreation ground, or clustered closer to the buildings on Kilpin Green edge to change the conclusion? 
 
I guess most of my comments above relate to exploring further challenges on each site that has been set currently as “unsuitable”.  
 
There are some sites which most would agree are definitely considered unsuitable, particularly those far out of the existing boundary. 
 
But a few more options to put to the vote would be preferred. At the moment there are only 5 suitable sites with very little flex on how the numbers of 
dwellings could be distributed. 
 
From a personal perspective, we are directly impacted very little whichever way the plan goes, as we are smack bang in the middle of Kilpin Green! 
Comments are merely from a villagers perspective (who’s lived here all her life!) & to hopefully help in getting this plan through the referendum with a YES 
from the majority! 

25.  Many thanks for circulating the recent update. 
 
I found this a very interesting and helpful document. Everything was made very clear and easy to understand. 
 
Congratulations to the team for a very comprehensive, well researched and articulate report.  
 
A lot of work has gone into this already, so thank you for that and for taking the project forward for the village. 

26.  I would like to add the following comments in relation to the recent update on the NP. 
 
I believe the site assessment criteria has not been consistently applied to provide suitable/not suitable sites. There should remain the opportunity for further 
review and questioning, as without it I think several landowners would have justification to feel that their plots have been left out unfairly. Particular 
reference to the site 2a and site 7 findings, when looked at comparatively. Without out further review, this plan will have a majority of sites from the 
previous failed one. 
 
Also, with reference to comments on “defensible boundaries”, if they can be created in one open field then they can surely be created in all? So conclusions 
regarding a complete field size being used are irrelevant aren’t they? 



 
Looking at one point with reference to the questionnaire findings, the number of proposed properties on site 2a goes far above the value identified by the 
village. 
 
Finally, I would suggest that the information regarding “retrospective developments” and the possibility of those being added  to a plan, be made clear to the 
village. 

27.  Thank you for the time you have taken to put this document together and the time spent on the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
1.My first comment is regarding sites 2a and  7. There seems to be criteria that have ruled out site 7 which haven’t been considered / are also applicable to 
site 2a. If an initial development is proposed for 2a, there would be nothing to stop future development of site 2b which would join North Crawley and Little 
Crawley. 
2.The sites proposed are, once again, heavily weighted on one side of the village. Making the high street / church area central to development would feel 
more equal to the village. 
3.My final point refers to the original questionnaire with regards to the villages preference that any site should not have more than 5 dwellings on it so as not 
to change the character of the village e.g. 15 dwellings on site 2a. As well as sites 3 and 4, in addition to site 2a would feel like one large development in itself. 

28.  Following circulation of the North Crawley neighbourhood plan update February 2021 we would like to offer the following comments on the sites which have 
been identified as suitable for development by the steering group. 
Site 3: Maslin Land on Orchard Way and site 4  Orchard Way itself – we would agree with the conclusion that both the sites are suitable and certainly given 
the building of the Kilpin Green in Orchard Way in the 1970s this has the best road amenities and is consistent with the development direction  of the village. 
Site 2a Chicheley Road - whilst we feel the nature of the particular site is very Rural and of natural significance as well as having a an abundance of natural 
habitat which would be of a loss to the village it is feasible to see that this would be a continuation of the development from Orchard Way and therefore 
reluctantly would possibly be sensible. 
Site 6 High Street – this was on the previous proposed village plan and whilst it is only a small site may offer the opportunity for affordable homes on a small 
scale which could possibly include some form of covenant to prevent the properties being extended and then sold at a premium.  
Site 9 Folly Lane – We would not agree that this site is suitable for development. 
Other sites reviewed down for Folly Lane have been ruled out partly due to the access down Folly Lane which is wholly unsuitable. There is access to the local 
school with children walking down school lane leading onto Folly Lane which would be dangerous. 
 New houses would create overcapacity for Folly Lane which would be dangerous to car users, cyclists and pedestrians. The road is already very busy and is 
used as a shortcut through to Nissan and Cranfield College, it is difficult for two cars to pass and there is clearly no room for improvement or widening of the 
road even if this was desirable. 
The access to the site is not suitable, there is a gate towards the top of Folly Lane but for this to be use it would be would need to be widened and this would 
require the removal of a significant amount of historic Hedgerow which provides habitat for a large amount of wildlife, in addition the site is within the 
conservation area and several of the trees already have a tree preservation orders on them so should not be disturbed. 
In addition I believe recent planning applications in Folly Lane have been declined partly due to additional entrances onto the road. 
The current access at the bottom of the field is via and a very small unadopted road and this is unsuitable for additional traffic. If a new entrance were to be 
created again this would disturb natural habitat but in addition would bring cars out onto a very dangerous bend where there has already been accidents 
involving cars, cyclists and pedestrians through the years  
In the village report you have already commented that the highways department have said that the road is unsuitable. 



More cars and Lorries using Folly Lane could cause damage to a number of the older properties which have little or no footings due to their age. 
Increased housing in Folly Lane is likely to bring an increase in surface water, the Lane already struggles with water when it rains, the drains overflow at the 
top of the Lane and the road floods at the bottom, and it is unlikely the existing drains would be able to cope with additional surface water caused by more 
houses. 
Folly Lane is a rural backdrop to the village and certainly could be considered one of the more picturesque parts of North Crawley; it would be a shame to 
destroy this reminder of North Crawley’s historic identity of a typical English village 
We do hope the steering group will find the comments helpful 

29.  We would like to comment on the neighbourhood plan update and in particular in relation to site 9 Folly Lane. 
We see the site is very unsuitable largely due to the rural nature of Folly Lane. 
There is no viable access from the field onto folly Lane without disturbing wildlife habitat by making entrances larger. If the entrance was to be enlarged at 
the bottom of the hill this would bring traffic out onto a very dangerous bend.  
We have lived in folly Lane for a long time and throughout this time we have seen a number of accidents involving cyclist’s pedestrians and cars it does 
become particularly more dangerous during the winter months when we often have to put grit onto the road on the corner to avoid accidents occurring.  
Only recently in 2016 a car came off the road and demolished part of a garage and there is always a danger that this could occur again causing significantly 
more damage to houses. 
The road itself was not built to take large volumes of traffic, there is already significant number of cars that use the road as a short cut to Cranfield College 
and Nissan, the road already struggles to deal with this number of cars and Lorries. 
Increased traffic would cause even more vibration to the properties that boarder Folly lane. Due to the age of many of the older properties in Folly Lane they 
either have no footing or are not up to the same standard as modern housing additional traffic could cause significant damage to these properties. 
More houses would cause additional surface water, the bottom of Folly Lane already floods when there is heavy rain and this would only increase the 
problem. 
Folly lane itself is very picturesque and not very wide from its entrance in the off the High Street right through to Cranfield, it is very difficult for two cars to 
pass and increased traffic would cause additional problems. 
The site itself is very rural and has been used for grazing for as long as can be remembered, it contains lots of wildlife not only would it be a shame to disturb 
this but it would certainly spoil the character of the village to build on this particular site. 

30.  Site 5 (Land North of Pound Lane) 
 
Why is vehicular access considered infeasible (Code RED) on this site when the NC9 site Folly Lane is considered feasible (code AMBER)? Particularly, when 
Folly Lane has far greater traffic congestion than Pound Lane. Both are single track roads with proposed access on a bend. Why can't vehicular access for NC5 
be made through the existing hedgerow on a straight part of Pound Lane? Just as has been suggested for NC9. 
 
Dwellings would have direct access to the village Recreation Ground for safe pedestrian and cycle access. As such, a footpath along Pound Lane should not be 
a mandatory requirement. As an alternative, a footpath could be run from the site westward to join with the walkers path at the back of Kilpin Green. 
 
 
The report states the NC5 development "would elongate the village to the northeast, depart from the nucleated historic settlement pattern of the village. 
Development of the site is likely to change the landscape character of this area and will be contrary to Policy NE5 of Plan:MK." Whereas, site NC2a (Lower 
Croft Field, Chicheley Road) extends equally as far north west but appears not to have these detriments. Why the inconsistency? 



 
 
 
 
Site 2a & 2b – Upper and Lower Croft, Chicheley Road 
 
A development of 30 dwellings does nothing to help 'balance' the village. (An important criterion raised by many residents at the start of the NP process.)  
It simply congests development to the north.  
 
 
Site 7 – Church Farm Field - Cranfield Road 
 
Not having an existing 'defensible barrier' to the south and west should not be insurmountable. Why is it not possible to build one as part of the defined 
development plan? For example, plant a new tree line, or add a new hedgerow. (We should be looking for solutions and not just highlighting problems.) 
 
Could The Slype be added within the Settlement Boundary? Thereby making it possible for a reduced site allocation to run adjacent to The Slype in an east-
west orientation, making the site adjacent to the (new) settlement boundary. 

 

 


