North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium


Response to Milton Keynes “Options for Growth” Consultation

1. Introduction

North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (NBPPC) is a consortium of 15 Parish and Town Councils covering rural North Buckinghamshire.  They are:

Bierton with Broughton
Drayton Parslow

Little Horwood
Mursley
Nash
Newton Longville
North Marston
Soulbury

Stewkley
Swanbourne
Thornborough

Waddesdon
Whaddon
Wing

Winslow TC

We have been established since the year 2000 and were active stakeholders to the Roger Tym study of the Milton Keynes and South Midlands (MKSM) Sub-Region 2000-2002, and participated at the MKSM Sub-Regional Spatial Strategy (MKSM SRS) Public Examination in April 2004.  We are now recognised by Milton Keynes Partnership Committee as being consultees on the emerging Milton Keynes 2031 Plan.

Please note that, in addition to contributing to this NBPPC response, all Parishes reserve the right to respond individually.
2. Summary Comments
1. The response form is a totally inadequate format and, having been designed for individual respondents, is particularly unsuited to organisation respondents such as Parish Councils.  We believe that the tick-box process invites “NIMBY” responses.  Residents living in any particular area, be it within the city, east of city or west of city, will naturally and understandably vote for the “single option” (as called for by ticking only one box) that least affects them, i.e. east will vote for west, and west for east, etc.  The resultant statistical sum total of responses must be considered as both qualitatively and quantitatively unsound.  We also believe that the voting methodology is negated by the admission in the sentence stating: “It is unlikely that one option will be just right, and the preferred option is likely to draw out the best aspects of all the options”.  
2. NBPPC agrees that not one of the six options is right and that more work is required to produce the preferred option.  However, NBPPC believes that any such emerging option must then be fully consulted on prior to adoption.
3. NBPPC believes that a full Urban Capacity Study should have been carried out prior to this consultation.  The wide variation in urban intensification in the six options (3,300 to 17,300) makes it very difficult for “uninformed” respondents to comment on whether 10% or 50% of the required growth should be sited within the existing city.  NBPPC do not advocate overdevelopment which could ruin the attractive features of the city area.  The key question is “What is the optimum level of intensification for Milton Keynes?”  The recommended answer should set out details of assumptions used, dwellings per hectare and so would give a firmer starting point for the six options.
4. In considering the strategic options both within and outside the city, NBPPC believes that full, detailed and transparent sustainability, environmental and traffic/transport assessments should be carried out.  NBPPC is disappointed that although all available sites are identified within one or multiple options, individual sites have not yet been thoroughly and openly tested against one another, therefore ensuring that the optimum solution is achieved.
5. NBPPC suggests that the M1 should be viewed and developed as the “spine” for the extended city, in the same way that the A5 serves the existing city.  We recommend that the planned development of the M1 should be carried out in conjunction with the eastern extension of the city. 

6. NBPPC proposes a hybrid solution as follows:

	EXISTING URBAN AREA (housing numbers taken from Option 4)
	 12,300

	SOUTH EAST OF CITY (close to Jct 13. Housing numbers taken from Option 1)
	   8,600

	SOUTH OF CITY (Bletchley/Fenny Stratford Bypass.  Housing numbers derived from Option 2)
	   2,500

	EAST OF CITY (beyond M1 concentrating on Newport Pagnell and Cranfield areas.  Housing numbers derived from Option 6)
	 11,100

	                                                                              Total number of homes to 2031
	 34,500


3. Comments on the 6 Options
Options 1 and 2 
Without a thorough “Urban Capacity Study” it is extremely difficult for consultees to accept or challenge 17,300 new homes within the city.  NBPPC strongly agrees that protection of the attractive features of the city is an important objective and do not advocate overdevelopment at maximum possible densities.  Whilst the figure of 17,300 must be justifiable (otherwise it would not be put forward as an option) NBPPC has concerns that it may be overstated, and accordingly Milton Keynes residents are unlikely to accept it without further explanation of how and where these homes can be sited and whether they can be achieved within the plan period.  NBPPC is therefore proposing that, prior to an Urban Capacity Study, and for the purpose of this consultation, 12,300 homes (as Option 4) should be the maximum figure within the existing city area.
NBPPC supports the proposal to site 8,600 homes to the south east of the city (Option 1) concentrated on Junction 13 as it infills an area between the M1 Motorway and the Milton Keynes/Bedford Railway Line, where the landscape is already partially damaged and contained.  It is an area generally supported by the Milton Keynes Local Plan Inspector, although we totally endorse his concerns to ensure that coalescence does not occur with the nearby villages.

Land lying between Bletchley and the Fenny Stratford Bypass (within Option 2) is contained, already visually linked to the city, avoids coalescence with nearby communities and could assist with the regeneration of Bletchley.  Developing some 2,500 homes in this location would simply extend the city boundary into an already impacted landscape, but without damaging the important vista across to the Brickhill woodlands.

NBPPC does not support the development of 8,600 homes to the south west (Option 1) as we believe that it creates a potentially isolated new town centred on Newton Longville.  The reference to “supporting a new rail line between Bletchley and Oxford” is both unrealistic, in that the East-West Rail link will not depend solely on Newton Longville’s development, and irrelevant in that the decision on East-West Rail has not yet been announced.  Furthermore, if East-West Rail does not go ahead, it is our view that there is no justification whatsoever for any significant development to the south west of Milton Keynes.  
Option 3
NBPPC strongly objects to 6,900 new homes to the west of the existing city within this option, as it reintroduces land at Area 10.4 lying to the south west of the important Shenley Ridge, extends development behind the listed building at Whaddon Hall and ventures into the historic Whaddon Chase countryside.  This option is totally contrary to the very recent and highly conclusive Planning Inquiry Report that not only removed this area from the MK Local Plan, but suggested that due to precedent arguments and important landscape restraints, the Shenley Ridge should form a long term boundary to this part of the city, thereby protecting the historic and as yet undamaged Whaddon/Nash Valley to the west.  Additionally, the southernmost part of this area (up to the A421) extends development into the historic Whaddon Chase landscape lying immediately to the south of Whaddon Village which, whilst only protected as a Local Landscape Area (as opposed to any National policy), is highly regarded and valued open countryside that is contained within remnant woodland areas.  

NBPPC is also strongly opposed to the proposed 10,400 homes to the south west and our comments made under Options 1 and 2 above also apply to this Option.
Options 4 and 5
We note that Option 4 puts forward 12,300 new homes within the existing city area which seems to be a compromise between the 3,300 homes in Options 5 and 6 and the 17,300 homes in Options 1, 2 and 3.  It is essential that further research is undertaken quickly to justify the final urban capacity infill amount, but currently NBPPC is inclined (for reasons stated earlier) to support a figure circa 12,300 new homes.

Not only do landscape considerations mitigate against 11,100 new homes to the south west of the city (including the unwarranted incursion into the Whaddon Chase countryside), these options push even further south and south west of Newton Longville, which will make integration and journey times to Central Milton Keynes lengthy and unrealistic.

Our comments about expansion to the south west under Options 1, 2 and 3 also apply to this Option.
Option 6
NBPPC has always suggested that there is merit in considering development to the east of the M1 Motorway – a view now supported by the Local Plan Inspector and subsequent detailed studies, although Milton Keynes planners appear to be reluctant to cross the motorway in any of the other Options.  Development between Newport Pagnell and the M1 Motorway and eastwards towards Cranfield is far less sensitive in “landscape terms” and gives the opportunity to expand closer to the existing “magnets” of Cranfield Institute of Technology, Cranfield Airport and Brogbrough Employment Area, and would ensure the continued vitality of Newport Pagnell Town Centre and employment areas.  NBPPC believes that the northern area of Option 6 provides an ideal location for a new sustainable quarter that would not only support Newport Pagnell, but would also be extremely close to the existing city centre and provide an opportunity to realign the A509 (currently a major bottleneck on the approach to Junction 14) and improve Junction 14 at the same time, thereby improving connectivity with the city to the west of the Motorway.  Similarly, we support the growth towards Cranfield, allied to the necessary improvements to Junction 13

However, Option 6 has serious flaws as it fails to show any regeneration/higher density development within the existing urban area apart from a minimal 3,300 homes.  We suggest that the number of 20,800 to the east should be reduced by increasing the density within the city from 3,300 to the 12,300 as in Option 4.

Developing some 11,100 new homes in this general location would offer exciting additional choice by way of  location and demonstrate a commitment to crossing the M1 motorway in conjunction with the envisaged major M1 Motorway improvements that NBPPC understand form part of the Department for Transport's longer term proposals.  NBPPC suggest that the M1 should be viewed and developed as the new “spine” for the extended city, in the same way that the A5 and West Coast main line corridor serves the existing city without any problems.  We recommend that the planned development of the M1 should be carried out in conjunction with the eastern extension of the city. This option could provide a major “stepping stone” to longer term development proposals beyond 2031.
4. Conclusion – The Hybrid Option
Based on our comments as above, NBPPC proposes a potential “Hybrid Option” as follows:

	EXISTING URBAN AREA (housing numbers taken from Option 4)
	 12,300

	SOUTH EAST OF CITY (close to Jct 13. Housing numbers taken from Option 1)
	   8,600

	SOUTH OF CITY (Bletchley/Fenny Stratford Bypass.  Housing numbers derived from Option 2)
	   2,500

	EAST OF CITY (beyond M1 concentrating on Newport Pagnell and Cranfield areas.  Housing numbers derived from Option 6)
	 11,100

	                                                                              Total number of homes to 2031
	 34,500


It is the view of NBPPC that all consultees should be given a further opportunity to comment on any emerging options immediately after all other further studies referred to in our response are completed, and before any such option is submitted to the South East Plan Study.  

Page 4 of 4
January 2006


