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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

MM2 Para 4.6 The expansion of Milton Keynes to a population of 500,000
is not a given. The Council has recently confirmed that “any
plans to grow the city to 500,000 will require in depth public
consultation” to ensure that “the Milton Keynes population
can make informed choices about the future” (Council 28
November 2018). The wording of this paragraph should be
changed to reflect this.

Legally Compliant No
Sound No
Unsound/Positively Prepared No
Unsound/Justified No
Unsound/Effective No
Unsound/Consistent with national policy No
Changes See above

MM11 SD1 We do not think it adequate for an applicant to show that
these fundamental principles have merely been
“considered”. This is a very weak statement in connection
with cardinal principles that govern the planning of MK and
the original wording should be reinstated
Legally Compliant Yes
Sound No
Unsound/Positively Prepared No
Unsound/Justified No
Unsound/Effective No
Unsound/Consistent with national policy No
Changes See above

MM15 SD13 Connectivity with the rest of MK is vitally important to ensure

that the area is seamlessly incorporated with the urban fabric
of MK and “and major roads” should be inserted after “grade

separated crossings of the railway” in the second sentence
of B2.

Legally Compliant Yes
Sound No

Unsound/Positively Prepared No

Unsound/Justified No
Unsound/Effective No
Unsound/Consistent with national policy No
Changes See above




MM18 SD14 Add further bullet point “Improvement of M1(Junction 14) to
accommodate additional pressure upon the junction from
the development”.

Legally Compliant Yes
Sound No
Unsound/Positively Prepared No
Unsound/Justified No
Unsound/Effective No
Unsound/Consistent with national policy No
Changes See above

MM21 ER11 The development of CMK should be sufficiently flexible to
permit leisure developments outside the Primary Shopping
Area without the need for a sequential test as with, for
example, the Ice Rink and the National Hockey Stadium. The
proposed clause should therefore be suitably amended.
Legally Compliant Yes
Sound No
Unsound/Positively Prepared No
Unsound/Justified No
Unsound/Effective No
Unsound/Consistent with national policy No
Changes See above

MM27 Hot Food Takeaways The Council has not addressed the points that we have
raised with regard to units within the Expansion Areas, which
are precluded by this policy. As proposed the policy means
that a very high proportion of takeaway food within these
areas will be delivered by car - either by delivery companies
or by residents fetching them themselves.

The policy raises a further issue. If the “problem” is the
proximity of schools to takeaways then it logically follows
that new schools and expansion of existing ones should be
precluded where they are within 400m of a hot food
takeaway so the policy should be amended to cover this.
The policy should be deleted.
Legally Compliant Yes
Sound No
Unsound/Positively Prepared No
Unsound/Justified No
Unsound/Effective No
Unsound/Consistent with national policy No
Changes See above
MM28 The map provided as MM28 does not identify the location of

the Local Centres in the Expansion Areas. Whilst it
represents the bald facts regarding distances it does not




graphically show the extent to which schools and local
centres co-exist throughout the city.

The Council states that the policy “would not resultin a
moratorium on additional Hot Food Takeaway
provision....including locations such as...a number of district
centres” but this is precisely what would happen in places
such as Stony Stratford and Wolverton because of the nature
of the retail core and the locations of schools. This is a very
blunt policy for an issue where more creative thinking is
required. The policy should be deleted.

Legally Compliant Yes
Sound No

Unsound/Positively Prepared No

Unsound/Justified No
Unsound/Effective No
Unsound/Consistent with national policy No
Changes See above

MM37

L4

The previously-proposed wording of Plan:MK and the
proposed October 2018 amendments represent a
fundamental change to what developers will be required to
do to ensure that areas of open space and green
infrastructure will be owned, managed and maintained for
public use. No justification has been provided for this
fundamental change from arrangements that have proved to
work exceptionally well in the public interest for the past 26
years, through responsibility for ongoing management and
maintenance being transferred to the Milton Keynes Parks
Trust with sufficient endowment to look after this land in the
public interest in perpetuity, without recourse to public
funding, and by title of the land being transferred to Milton
Keynes Council.

Despite the proposed modifications, the revised wording
makes it likely that some or all of the open space and green
infrastructure provided through developments will be
transferred to private management companies that will
charge ongoing fees to householders. These areas will
effectively become semi-private open spaces, for which local
residents will be required to pay fees to a profit-generating
business that will continue to own the land in its private
interest and without public accountability for its fee levels.

The proposed wording of the modification mentions The
Parks Trust as an example of “a responsible maintenance
body”. The Parks Trust is not simply a maintenance body:
that is but one of its functions, just as The Royal Parks
organisation in London is not simply a maintenance body.




The revised wording is ambiguous, and conceals the fact
that it is likely to lead to developers being able to justify
making a smaller financial contribution by retaining title to
the land; and by setting up a management company that
derives funding annually from what will essentially be a
private tax on householders for maintenance and access to
the open space and green infrastructure.

The alternative, for which Milton Keynes is widely respected,
has ensured open space that is accessible to all without any
further call on public or householder funds. This is achieved
by title to the land being transferred either to The Milton
Keynes Parks Trust, or by its transfer to Milton Keynes
Council with a 999-year lease of the land to The Milton
Keynes Parks Trust, and by provision of a financial
endowment to The Parks Trust sufficient to invest to cover
costs of managing and maintaining these open spaces in
perpetuity - an arrangement established by HM Government
in 1992 through its Department of the Environment.

The wording should therefore be amended to ensure a) that
such land is passed into the ownership of either the Council,
the Parks Trust or some similar body with an endowment to
ensure its management in perpetuity, b) that there will be
full unrestricted access rights to the land in question, not just
for the residents but for the general public too and ¢) that
the Council will be a party to the agreement in its role as
public guardian. We cannot take the risk that land that is
deemed to be of public benefit at the time of the original
planning consent then passes into private hands.

Legally Compliant Yes
Sound No
Unsound/Positively Prepared No
Unsound/Justified No
Unsound/Effective No
Unsound/Consistent with national policy No
Changes See above




Policies The proposed allocations for housing sites shown on the

Map - plan are too crude to reflect the nuanced development that

CMK was required in the Business Neighbourhood Plan (BNP).
Figure 16 of the BNP should be used instead to convey the
mixed uses required for these important areas.
The shading of Campbell Park confuses rather than clarifies
given that its only purpose seems to be to show the extent of
the gridsquare, which has not been done elsewhere within
Plan:MK.
Legally Compliant Yes
Sound No
Unsound/Positively Prepared No
Unsound/Justified No
Unsound/Effective No
Unsound/Consistent with national policy No
Changes See above

Policies Legally Compliant No

Maps - Sound No

General Unsound/Positively Prepared No
Unsound/Justified No
Unsound/Effective No
Unsound/Consistent with national policy No
Changes See below

POLICIES MAPS

We have a general concern about the Proposals Maps, which were not available for consultation at
the outset with the rest of the plan and we wonder at the extent to which their availability has been
publicised to residents since. We have neither the resources nor time to look at the whole city in
detail but, from a forensic examination of an area familiar to one of our members (Downhead
Park/Willen Park), we have picked up a number of errors. We feel that these are unlikely to be
isolated examples and suspect that they could be repeated across the city.

We are concerned that there is no set of definitions for the terms used on the Maps: what, for
example, is an “Amenity Open Space” and how does it differ from “Recreation and Open Space”?
We can understand a difference in categorising open space that is available for general public use
(eg incidental open space within residential areas) as distinct from that available for private use
(paddocks, allotments etc) but this distinction does not seem to have been followed within the Plan.
Furthermore, there is a difference in approach between the way that transport corridors are
treated: the gridroads are treated as wildlife corridors (including, bizarrely, the tarmac road
surface) but the redways (which are probably more valuable for such purposes) are not.

We appreciate that it is probably too late within the process to make major changes to the maps.
However, the omission of areas such as Nos 1, 3 and 4 below from any form of protection is of
grave concern to us. Such areas, whilst physically small, are key parts of the local environment and
greatly valued by residents. Their size also makes them the most vulnerable when one has a




Council under financial pressure that receives requests for garden extensions or one-off building
plots. They are precisely the types of areas that should be protected by Plan:MK and we look to
the Inspector as to how this could be achieved, not necessarily just for the particular areas in
question but across the city as a whole.

The photos and comments that follow refer to the map below:




An area of open space similar in nature to Area 8 below without designation but which should be
similarly designated Recreation and Open Space

Clearly open space of some description that warrants protection as Amenity Open Space




Important area of Amenity and Open Space at entrance to gridsquare that helps to establish the
character of the area omitted (NB Trees have been felled due to disease but replacements are
promised - house boundary is approx. 1m from the property).

T———

Redway that runs along the line of a medieval track and should have the status of Recreation and
Open Space, as elsewhere in the gridsquare. Similar in character to Area 9 below.




Area of “white land” - should be included within the colouring for Recreation and Open Space

It is self-evident from the plan that the boundary of the area marked as “Wildlife Corridor” actually
passes through people’s houses and gardens and should be suitably corrected.

ot e P e et 5.?14..

A private area used for cultivation by Camphill Trust, whose main facility lies immediately to the
south. It should have a similar status to paddocks and allotments ie open space that has a scenic
quality but is not available for the general public.




We are uncertain what the colour on the plan represents - the land in question is actually a car park

Boundary between District and Local Park and Wildlife Corridor is illogical and not drawn with
reference to any feature on the ground
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Redway east of Oakley Gardens as reference for 4 above

11

Open space in Oakley Gardens used as reference for 1 above
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