NORTH CRAWLEY Neighbourhood Plan

IMPLEMENTATION GROUP
Minutes of the Implementation Group Meeting held on 24 October 2023 in The Institute
	Group Members
	Nic Sadeghi (C), Steve Garner (DC), Jan Weatherley (S), Derek Harpur, Gary Baxter
	ACTION

	In Attendance
	Nic Sadeghi, Steve Garner and Derek Harpur (IG); Kirsten Johnstone and Tom Graham (Astrum Homes); Richard Burke and Jack Casey (Lone Star).
	

	Apologies
	Jan Weatherley and Gary Baxter
	

	
	The meeting began at 10.30am
	

	
	After a welcome and introductions, KJ presented the plans for plots H4 and H5. She explained that Astrum would be designing and building both parts of the development. Astrum purchased H4 a couple of years ago and will be building H5 on behalf of Lone Star.
	

	
	The IG thanked the visitors for, in large part, reflecting the NP design guides in the proposals. The IG noted that in the NP guides it was expected that there would be bungalow(s) in the plan and that building would be 1.5 storeys maximum. The Astrum plan has zero bungalows and only 20% of 1.5 storey buildings. It was especially noticeable on plot 1 and 2 where an existing run of bungalows is followed immediately by a 1.5-storey and then a 2-storey property. The IG felt this would make them stand out too much.
The IG cited the rationale for seeking a 1.5-storey maximum, which the Steering Group had ensured was included in the policies for all the development sites in the NP, and the desire to avoid setting any precedent for departing from that: ‘Houses that have been built to full two-storey height have a markedly higher roofline than the surrounding dwellings. They are inconsistent with the character of the area… Similarly, it affects how the houses will sit in the landscape, given that most of the sites are rural fields. Setting developments into the landscape… [is] intended to be in-keeping with the area.’  
KJ agreed to consider these points. 


	KJ

	
	KJ explained that final investigation into the presence of Great Crested Newts would only take place near to the date of development commencing and that a suitable licence will be obtained, given the high likelihood of their presence. This is done through the Nature Space Partnership and involves establishing a safe barrier around the development
	

	
	The IG felt that parking across the whole sites would be “tight”, despite the minimum requirement of spaces being met. Concern was raised at the likelihood of cars parking on the road in front of plots 1 and 2 blocking the road and limiting vision when turning out of the site onto Orchard Way. KJ pointed out that the road on the plan was required to be wider than that shown on the design guides which caused severe restrictions on the flexibility of design, especially for plots 1&2. This is a matter of Highways policy and she was unsure of what could be done, but would consider the point. 


	KJ

	
	Surface water management was an important consideration in the scheme and KJ and JC both commented that the development would fully mitigate any surface water run-off. It was possible that some collaboration with site H3 might be possible to additionally use the natural pond there.
Anglian Water will, of course, have the opportunity to respond to the planning application, and raise any issues regarding adequate infrastructure for surface water and fouling. JC pointed out that such developments can provide an opportunity for the betterment of existing provision in this regard.

	

	
	KJ explained that the plan encompasses the required agricultural access from H4 to Lye Field. It is also envisaged that the agricultural access from Chicheley Road (running behind No. 28 Chicheley Road and Nos. 1 and 3 Orchard Way) would be cleared and made more presentable. The trees along the side of that access are on site H3 and will not be affected.
	

	
	The IG asked if the Maslin name could be incorporated into the street names. KJ explained that Milton Keynes City Council (MKCC) will ask the Parish Council (PC) to approve any street names, so we can make our case then if the name Maslin has not already been accepted by them. 


	

	
	There is a tree on the corner of what will become the entrance to the new development (alongside the pumping station) that is likely to have its root system disrupted by the installation of the road. It is, in part, on PC green space land and permission was requested to remove the tree and replace it with another more suitable species of tree. SG agreed to raise it at the next PC meeting but felt that, in the spirit of give and take, the PC would likely support this in exchange for movement on some of the other points raised. 


	SG

	
	The IG raised the issue of the PROW that exists through H4 and asked how accurate the plot of this was, as it was a frequently used footpath and is therefore fairly high profile. KJ noted that the current well-worn track used does not in fact follow the exact plot of the footpath on MKCC’s maps. She agreed to discuss this with MKCC’s footpath officer and respond accordingly. This point only impacts on where the entrance into plot H3 would be, as the new road through H4 is wide enough to cover both the official and de facto footpath routes. KJ confirmed that Astrum will liaise with H3 to ensure the footpath entrance flows seamlessly from H4 into H3. 


	KJ

KJ

	
	SG raised, on behalf of the PC, that it is usual practice with developments such as these that a “development grant” would be made to the PC for the benefit of the community. KJ agreed to consider this point. 


	KJ

	
	The plans showed a wildflower meadow to the north of H5 to be incorporated into the scheme. It was pointed out that this was not within the settlement boundary and that this should be made clear; perhaps by showing the settlement (development) boundary clearly on the plans. The meadow was welcomed by the IG though, and KJ explained that it was part of a planning requirement to increase Bio-diversity. The extent of the proposed wildflower meadow had yet to be agreed with the landowner. The IG pointed out that there was no access for machinery to be used to maintain the meadow. Also, once the meadow boundary has been agreed, steps need to be taken to ensure it is defensible against future development. KJ and RB agreed to consider these points.

	KJ
RB

	
	The IG asked what timescales could be expected for development to begin. KJ and RB confirmed they want to submit plans to MKCC during November if possible and hopefully start the build in the first half of 2024. The IG asked to be involved in discussions regarding the site logistics, as part of their remit is to minimise the disruption caused by the various developments within the NP. This was agreed. 


	

	
	Finally, the IG offered to help with any public consultation developers may wish to undertake. RB explained that most consultations now take place online, followed up with paper copies for those unable to join video consultations. JC explained that they also sometimes undertake leaflet drops to advertise the upcoming video consultation. The IG felt that was a suitable approach to consultation and would help if they can. 


	

	
	The meeting closed at 12.00pm. 


	

	
	Date and time of next meeting:

9 November 2023 at 7pm in The Village Hall
	

	
	For general enquiries 

ncnp@northcrawley-pc.gov.uk


	



