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31 s t August 2018 

 

Neighbourhood p lanning  

C/O Development P lans Team 

Milton Keynes Counci l  

Civ ic Off ices  

1 Saxon Gate East  

Centra l Mi lton Keynes  

MK9 3EJ  

 

 

Dear Sir  /  Madam, 

 

RAVENSTONE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN  

REGULATION 16 SUBMISSION DRAFT CONSULTATION 

 

These representat ions have been prepared by Rural So lut ions Ltd, and submitted on 

behalf  of our c l ients ,  Mr & Mrs Paci f ic i  /  Abbeymi l l  Homes, who have land interests in 

the vi l lage of Ravenstone.  

 

They fo l low the submiss ion of representat ions to the Regul at ion 14 consultat ion 

ear l ier this  year .  

 

Our cl ient supports the pr incip le of the Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) ,  

and the P lan’s overa l l  ob ject ive to ensure that development in the par ish is  

appropriately managed moving forwards . However , they have some concerns regard ing 

robustness of the proposed approach to housing del ivery in the v i l lage. The comments 

with in set out our concerns and suggested remedies , including ident i f icat ion of a s ite 

for hous ing development.  

 

I f  you require any c lar i f icat ion  or addit iona l information , please do not hes itate to 

contact me.  

 

With k ind regards 

 
 

Shel ley Coffey 

Associate Director  

shel ley .coffey@rura lsolut ions .co .uk  

01756 796199 
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Chapter 10 . Hous ing  

 

1.  Overal l ,  we support the ambit ion of the Neighbourhood P lan (NP) to del iver  the 

levels of  hous ing to meet the needs and asp irat ions of  res idents in the v i l lage ,  

whi le respect ing the r ich histor ical fabr ic of Ravenstone.  

 

2 .  We note the NP concludes that such leve ls of hous ing would not be del ivered 

through rely ing on windfal l  s i tes within  the exist ing sett lement  (paragraph 10.6) .  

The NP has therefore determined to ident i fy land to al locate for hous ing purposes .  

 

3 .  The NP reports that overa l l  there was support for such s ites to be previous ly 

developed land rather than greenf ie ld s ites ,  and for such s ites to be smal l  sca le  or 

inf i l l  in character , rather than large  s ites ,  thus respect ing the character and 

appearance of the v i l lage  (paragraph 10 .6) . We support these gu iding pr incip les .  

 

4 .  During our Regulat ion 14 consultat ion we expressed ser ious reservat ions with the 

robustness of the s ite select ion process . This concern was twofold ; f irst ly ,  

regard ing the consultat ion process as our cl ient ,  a landowner in the vi l lage , had 

not been contacted as suggested by the plan , to discus s land that might be avai lab le 

for development ; and secondly the suitab i l i ty of the ident i f ied hous ing s ite ‘PHA1’ ,  

in part icu lar .  

 

5 .  Our Regulat ion 14 response then put forward our cl ient ’s  s ite for cons iderat ion.  

The comments from our Regulat ion 14 representat ion in re lat ion to promoting 

the s ite for al locat ion are inc luded in Appendix A of this  representat ion for the 

benef it  of the examiner .  

 

6 .  We note that the Regulat ion 16 P lan does now include reference to this  s ite -  

now referred to as PHA4 - and assesses it  under the same cr iter ia as the or ig inal  

three s ites which underwent cons iderat ion .  

 

7 .  We have severa l comments regard ing th is  s i te assessment .  

 

8 .  Primar i ly this  relates to the assessment of the s ite as a Greenf ie ld s ite . The current 

use of the s ite is  an equestr ian use ; i t  hosts a col lect ion of  stable bui ld ings and a 

range of associated paddocks .  

 

9 .  With reference to Annex 2 of the Framework , the def in it ion of prev ious ly 

developed land is  ‘ land which is  or was occupied by a permanent structure 

inc lud ing the curt i lage of the developed land’ .  A recent appeal decis ion in the 

borough 1 establ ished that a co l lect ion of paddocks associated with a stable bui ld ing 

                                                
1 7 Appeal Ref: APP/Y0435/W/17/3178790 

Land to the Rear of Castle Road and North of The Glebe, Lavendon, Olney MK46 4JE  



 

 

 
 

 
 

3 

 

was al l  cons idered previous ly developed land  (the ful l  dec is ion is  contained in 

Appendix 2 of th is  representat ion) .  We therefore d isagree with the NDP’s 

assessment that our c l ient ’s s ite is  a greenf ie ld s ite .  

 

10.  I t  seems there is  some genera l confus ion in the plan as to the def init ion of 

previous ly developed v greenf ie ld land as it  is  noted that s ites PHA2 and 3, which 

are s ites occupied by agr icultural bu i ld ings ,  were assessed as  brownfield land , 

whi lst  i t  is  c lear from the def init ion in the Framework that prev ious ly developed 

land does not include agr icu ltura l land and bui ld ings .  

 

11.  We quest ion therefore whether this  e lement of the plan preparat ion is  cons istent  

with the Framework, and therefore compl ies with bas ic condit ion 1 .   

 

12.  Secondly, there are other incons istenc ies between the assessment of our s ite 

PHA4 and the ad jacent s ite PHA1 proposed f or al locat ion .  

 

13.  For example , the s ite assessment introduces the s ite as ‘wel l  related ’ to the 

exist ing sett lement boundary , whereas s ite PHA4 is  descr ibed as ly ing outs ide the 

boundary, and that the sett lement  boundary would have to be extended to include 

this  land for development. That is  the same as PHA1, which a lso l ies outs ide the 

exist ing sett lement boundary . I t  is  a lso noted that our cl ient was also verba l ly 

adv ised by the Chair of  the Par ish Counci l  pr ior to making any submiss ions relat ing 

to his s ite that no land outs ide the ex ist i ng sett lement boundary would be 

cons idered for development, which has not been the case with the inclus ion of 

PHA4.  

 

14.  Similar ly ,  s i te PHA4 is  adjacent to the exist ing the sett lement boundary and 

extends no further than that boundary to the south edge of the s ite , and a lso to 

extents to the north should PHA1 become inc luded with in the sett lement 

boundary. The assessment with regards th is  matter is  therefore incons istent  

despite the c lose proximity of the two s ites ,  a nd the s imi lar it ies in their  

relat ionsh ip to the ex ist ing def ined sett lement boundar ies .   

 

15.  Again , the assessment on PHA1 refers to the low-qual ity appearance of the 

exist ing bui ld ings which do not make a pos it ive contr ibut ion to the sett ing of the 

nearby her itage assets .  This assessment would equal ly apply to s ite PHA4, but no 

s imi lar assessment is  made of the impact on the her itage assets .   

 

16.  Final ly ,  i t  is  commented that including s ite  PHA4 in addit ion to the ‘preferred 

al locat ion ’ i .e .  PHA1 would resu lt  in a l locat ion of more dwel l ings than the major ity 

of vi l lage res idents supported.  
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17.  First ly ,  i t  is  commented that s ite PHA4 should be assessed on the bas is  of i ts  own 

merits and on an equal foot ing against the other prev ious ly submit ted s ites ,  not 

on the assumption that  s ite PHA1 had a lready been chosen to come forward.  

 

18.  Furthermore , the resu l t ing al locat ions would total 11 dwel l ings compared to the 

‘up to 10’ dwell ings suggested as supported by the community consultat ion.  I t  is  

not cons idered that a s ing le addit iona l dwel l ing would result  in a p lan s ign i f icant ly 

out of step with community aspirat ions .  

 

19.  Furthermore, no engagement was forthcoming from the NP Steer ing Group 

regard ing putt ing two dwel l ings on the s ite should it  be cons idered that 10 

dwel l ings should be the absolute maximum.  

 

20.  Therefore ,  in summary,  whi lst  we welcome the acceptance that the s ite should be 

cons idered in the plan, we quest ion whether genuine cons iderat ion has been given 

to its  inc lus ion as an al locat ion . I t  is  noted that the s ite assessment proforma 

ident i f ies no technical bars to development ( for example in respect  of f lood r isk ,  

access , impact on views or her itage assets  etc ) .  I f  i t  is  accepted as per our 

representat ion that the s ite should be cons idered a prev ious ly developed s ite in 

its  ent irety ,  then the remaining sole reason for not al locat ing the s i te appears to 

be the object ion to the al locat ion of one addit iona l dwel l ing over the expressed 

preferred number o f dwel l ings .  

 

21.  In addit ion , notwithstanding these comments  at 6 above, we a lso retain some 

concerns regard ing the suitab i l i ty and v iab i l i ty  of proposed al located s ite PHA1 . 

 

22.  The s ite current ly provides for the only bus iness space in the vi l lage.  The existence 

of this  space contr ibutes to the v iab i l i ty of the vi l lage as a sustainab le v i l lage and 

somewhere that people can l ive , work and play. We consider the loss of the 

bus iness units would be to the detr iment of the vi l lage . We note the Consultat ion 

Statement refers to pending ret irement of the current occupiers thus suggest ing 

the employment s ite is  redundant . However ,  no cons iderat ion seems to have been 

given to reta ining the s ite to meet employment needs of  future generat ion s in the 

vi l lage .  

 

23.  The inclus ion of th is  a l locat ion is  therefore cons idered to fa i l  to meet Bas ic 

Condit ion test 3 to contr ibute to the del ivery of sustainab le development.  

 

24.  I t  is  a lso understood that the s ite is  in mult ip le ownersh ip and  that the value o f 

the land would not accommodate the owner ’s  aspirat ions in respect of value for  

their ind iv idual un its from a s ite conta ining 8 houses . This is  due to mult ip le factors  

inc lud ing a need for demolit ion , contaminat ion remediat ion costs and the need for  

a road at adoptable standards etc .  
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25.  We do not cons ider that a robust  NP should rely on a s ing le s ite to del iver the 

ident i f ied hous ing requirement  i f  there are doubts about that s ites del iverabi l i ty .  

I f  i t  does there is  a r isk that the plan fa i ls  to meet the Bas ic Condit ions test  2 in 

not result ing in sustainable development , as  it  would fa i l  to meet a key socia l  

aspect of susta inable development as def ined by paragraph 8 of the Framework , 

to ensure that a suff ic ient number and range of homes can be provided to meet 

the needs of present and future generat ions .  

 

26.  In such a circumstance ,  the robustness of the plan would be enhanced i f  addit ional  

s ites should a lso be ident i f ied . The del ivery of such  addit ional s ites could be 

phased over the p lan per iod i f  i t  is  cons idered that cumulat ive ly the ir concurrent  

del ivery would be detr imental to the vi l lage .   

 

27.  We understand that s ite PHA1 is  proposed for the del ivery of e ight houses . 

Combined with an addit ional three units on Horseshoe Farm, we cons ider this  is  

st i l l  in the sca le of development that the vi l lage survey suggests would be 

supported by res idents .  

 

28.  We note on this  matter the NP methodology for establ ishing that up to 10 houses 

would be supported by the ‘major ity ’  of res idents is  subject ive.  I t  s tarts from the 

premise that 33% of res idents voted for between 1 - 5 dwel l ings , which is  the 

largest category but not a major ity .  The NP then suggests adding the next category ,  

5 –  10, with a further  20%, g ives  a major ity (53%) and therefore i s  the chosen 

f igure. However , s imi lar ly ,  adding the respondents in support of 10 to 15 (19%) 

would equal ly have g iven a major ity ,  th is  t ime of 52%. With the vot ing for 5 -10 

and 10-15 categor ies  being a lmost ident ical (20% and 19% respect ive ly) this  

perhaps suggest a f igure in the mid-range of 12 to 13 would be more ref lect ive of 

overa l l  v iews .  

 

29.  Whilst  we acknowledge that  the sett ing of a number for al locat ion in this  way is  

not an exact sc ience , we suggest the inclus ion of our cl ient ’s  s ite at Horseshoe 

Farm, taking the number of proposed al located dwel l ings to 11, would be in l ine 

with the numbers supported by respondents to the survey .  

 

30.  The neighbourhood plan then also includes a pol icy for windfal l  inf i l l  

developments .  

 

31.  We note however that paragraph 10 .17 of the NDP states that ‘ there are few 

inf i l l ing opportunit ies left  in the v i l lage which would not have s igni f icant adverse 

effects on either the character of  the vi l lage,  the sett ing of a l is ted bui ld ing,  or an 

important gap v iew’ .   

 

32.  We therefore quest ion whether the pol icy is  s l ight ly tooth less in its  current gu ise.  

A suggested amendment could be to extend the pol icy to a l low proposals ‘with in 

or immediate ly adjacent ’ the sett lement boundary. This may al low more scope for 
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development whi lst  the other cr iter ion in the pol icy would st i l l  ensure s ites  

proposed for development were appropr iate in al l  other respects .   

 

33.  Without any amendments to Pol icy H3 it  seems clear that windfal l  development 

cannot be re l ied upon to br ing forward housing  development ,  again fa i l ing to 

contr ibute to meet ing Bas ic Condit ion 2 as discussed at paragraph 23 above.  

 

Genera l Comments  

 

34.  I t  is  ment ioned in genera l that references to the National Planning Pol icy 

Framework should be updated to reference the current 2 018 vers ion.  

 

Bas ic Condit ions Statement  

 

35.  I t  is  commented that paragraph 4 .3 in the Bas ic Condit ions Statement inc ludes no 

recognit ion of the socia l role of providing suff ic ient hous ing meet the needs of 

present and future generat ions .  
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Appendix A: Extract from Regulat ion 14 Representat ion  

 

Alternat ive Housing Site at Land at Horseshoe Farm  

14.  As discussed at point 6 above, our c l ient owns land within and adjacent to the 

vi l lage , known as Horseshoe Farm.  

 

15.  Within th is  landownership is  prev ious ly developed land current ly occupied by 

stable bui ld ings and associated paddocks which could be made ava i lab le for  

development .  See the enclosed plan.  

 

16.  The s ite would be accessed via the exist ing Horseshoe Farm s ite and i t  is  envisaged 

could del iver three good s ized fami ly homes to complement the exist ing two 

dwel l ings at Horseshoe Farm.  

 

17.  The s ite is  a natural in f i l l  p lot s ited to the north of the res ident ia l  propert ies at 

The Close and the south of the bus iness park ident i f ied as s ite PHA1.  

 

18.  The s ite would provide a natura l inf i l l  and rounding off of the north eastern edge 

of the vi l lage . I f  developed it  would extend the vi l lage no further than the exist ing 

easter ly extremit ies of the vi l lage.  

 

19.  The s ite wou ld involve the development of  a brownf ield s ite and accord with 

res idents wishes to protect wider greenf ie ld and agr icu ltural land from 

development .  

 

20.  The vi l lage sett lement boundary could be amended to inc lude the part of the 

Horseshoe Farm s ite current ly  outs ide the sett lement l imits ,  s imi lar ly to as 

proposed for the PHA1 s ite .  

 

21.  Wider landownership to the east of the s ite would a lso a l low for addit iona l 

enhancements to be del ivered in conjunct ion with any development including 

landscap ing and an extended publ ic access footpath to l ink in with the exist ing 

footpath network in th is  part of the v i l lage .  

 

22.  The s ite is  not ident i f ied as an important  open space or af fect ing an important  

view. Its  development would a lso not adversely a f fect the sett ing of the 

conservat ion area or any l is ted bui ld ings , subject to a sympathet ic and high-qual ity 

des ign being brought forward .  Guid ing pr inc iples for the s ite ’s  development could 

be set out with in a pol icy within the NP.  

 

 

 


