Consultation Response to the Planning Inspectorate
Planned Submission Plan:MK Oct 2017
Summary
● We do not support the draft of Plan:MK Dec 2017.
● Policy SD14 should be dropped completely i.e. remove any notion of expansion East of the
M1, in favour of supporting the government policies and aspirations in relation to the current
housing crisis via (i) policies/reforms within the Autumn Budget statement and (ii) the Oxford to
Cambridge Arc project.
● The M1 motorway should formally be stated within the Plan as a natural barrier to
development East of the M1 as identified in the original “New Plan for Milton Keynes 2005” as a
“major inhibiting factor” to development.
● Milton Keynes Council (MKC) is currently acting in complete contradiction to housing policies
and reforms contained within the 2017 Autumn Budget statement with regard to expansion East of
the M1. There is currently sufficient land-supply and approved planning applications to satisfy the
demand for housing in MK without having to expand East of the M1.
● MKC is not supporting government policy and recommendations from the National
Infrastructure Commission regarding housing and commercial development focussed around the
Oxford –MK- Cambridge Arc, specifically along East-West Rail and the Oxford to Cambridge
Expressway whilst pursuing development East of the M1
● We believe that the current draft will fail at Public Examination when it is tested against the
following criteria – has it been positively prepared, is it justified, is it effective and is it consistent
with national policy?
● The notion of applying for £75m of HIF funding to support expansion to the East is flawed
and not the product of sound thinking – it seems to be a knee-jerk reaction to the possibility of “free
money”. It would be far more effective to bid for funding for development focussed around areas
associated with the East-West corridor. It may also promote wider support from the electorate.
Backgound
● This whole consultation is meaningless without a projection of how the population will grow.
Whether and where houses are built, in practice, depends on how many of them are actually
necessary to meet population demand. No evidence-based housing demand exists beyond 2031 and
there has not been any MKC debate or decision. Half of new UK housing demand originates from
immigration but whatever government is in office, it is highly likely that levels of immigration will be
reduced, with a consequent reduction in housing demand.
● A doubling of the size of Milton Keynes (MK) is totally contrary to current central
Government plans to re-balance population and economy between the North and the South. The
South-East of England is already the most densely populated territory in Europe, with exception of
Malta, and our infrastructure is struggling to cope even with the current population levels remains in
the EU, it is highly likely that levels of immigration will be reduced, with a consequent reduction in
housing demand now that we are in the throes of Brexit.
● We consider the aspiration of an ultimate population of 400,000 in the MKC area is
optimistic and runs the risk of diminishing the living experience of most residents of MK in the
process
● From a purely financial perspective, the Head of Finance at MKC has said that for every
1,750 houses built (the current housing target), MKC faces a net increase in cost of £1 million. While
there will be offsetting economic benefits, this will be outside the MKC budget i.e. in the private
sector or in public services not administered by MKC such as the NHS. This begs the question of how
the increase in population can be financed

● More housing in the urban area would have many advantages both in social integration and
in public transport infrastructure. MK is just too spread out and loses coherence. A tighter centre
would give greater opportunity for an integrated transport system. This should be the preferred
option because it will enhance the Borough whereas most other options detract from it. The Budget
statement Autumn 2017 supports urban densification amongst a range of other policy reforms.
● “26500 new homes will be provided over the next 15 years – almost 20000 have planning
permission with 7600 earmarked for development”
Our research indicates that MKC currently have actual currently approved planning applications
indicating 31000 potential dwellings in the "pipeline”, which effectively satisfies the requirement for
26500 homes until 2031.

● Due to the duty to cooperate and cross boundary developments we suggest that all new
housing built within approx. 8 miles of CMK, should be considered to be part of the population of
MK regardless of which local authority it is in. This is because new residents will rely largely on the
facilities of the MKC area so for example, residents of any development near Aspley Guise or
Newton Longville area will naturally look to MK for health, social & leisure facilities.

● We are concerned that Plan:MK does not appear to make sufficient provision for
hospital/healthcare improvements given the current demand and annually increasing head of
population in addition to any new residents

● Currently, Milton Keynes offers both a city location for young people (which needs
investment to make it more vibrant), and beautiful villages to attract families who don't want to be
part of a city environment but want city facilities nearby – the latter would disappear with the
expansion engulfing these villages, even if they were protected by a buffer zone. Unnecessary and
opportunistic development in remote rural areas should be resisted with investment focussed in line
with government policy - see section on the Autumn Budget statement 2017.
● Flood plains in the Ouse Valley – we are concerned about issues arising from flooding along
the river which is becoming a more regular event. Increased density of housing/ employment
opportunities in this area would only exacerbate this issue where development would add to
increased surface water run-off
Appropriate rural development

● We support prudent and controlled development of approx. 1,000 houses across rural
areas in line with neighbourhood plans. This approach will ensure that the development is
of an appropriate scale and location and encourages and enables the rural communities of
the Borough to ensure the sustainable growth of their towns and villages.

● We urge MKC to resist pressure for expansion to the East of the M1 from self-interested
landowners and developers when it can be demonstrated for the time-being that
estimated housing needs can be satisfied from other identified potential development
areas described elsewhere in the draft.
Future expansion alongside infrastructure

● Plan:MK’s direction of expansion should follow in line with the proposed infrastructure
development of East West Rail and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway. This will be a

positive step to promote economic growth along the increasingly important “Oxford Cambridge corridor” and also aligns the plan to the findings of the MK Futures 2050
Commission, something that MKC has bought into and supports unequivocally. The
improved public & private transport possibilities promised by the East-West rail & the
Oxford- Cambridge Expressway make development in the southern parts of MK much
more sensible than to build East of the M1.

● Development to the south and west also has a number of benefits mainly because
Aylesbury Vale Council also wishes to develop on adjacent land. The benefits of scale from
the two authorities working together in terms of road infrastructure (e.g. link dualling the
A421) would be significant though, again, protection must be offered to existing villages
such as Whaddon, Nash, and Beachampton by a green belt.

● Future development of the city towards the suggested “400,000” by the MK Futures 2050
Commission must be supported by appropriate infrastructure including communications
and healthcare.

● Support the regeneration in Bletchley and older city grid squares to improve the housing
stock within these urban areas.

● Additionally MK must strive to develop and refresh itself to create a buzz and atmosphere
as a city for people and serving people whether they live, work or simply just visit.
Creating an inviting atmosphere, pedestrian friendly with ability to move not just between
other cities, business centres and retail/leisure activities but also for city-dwellers to move
between MK-based leisure and retail centres and of equal importance, the urban and
rural environments

● Currently MK is “tired”, none of the areas of interest link together particularly well –
station, The Hub, intu, Theatre District. Stadium MK has leisure and retail attractions and
Kingston Centre has a range of shops and restaurants but none are linked particularly
well. The centre is not as thriving as one would expect given all the investment in the area
since many leave (commute out) come the evening rather than living locally and have easy
access to key areas. Having a better designed station with a rapid transit system
connecting all points of the compass would incentivise people to venture into MK rather
than just heading home to the outskirts

● Organic growth starts with urban regeneration first and should not be an afterthought
when there are no other options and the current fabric of central MK has declined so far
making redevelopment uneconomic

● Linking regeneration to existing and active development activity such as towards the
south-west must be able to capitalise on existing economies of scale – grid road
extension, infrastructure extensions, transit systems, cooperation with neighbouring
authorities

● There is scope for modest growth (around 10%) in towns and villages, which will preserve
their character and continue to provide a genuine rural and village choice for families

● Developing large remote and decentralised locations only serves to tempt people to stay
where they are rather than to attract them into central MK. MK must become a “need to
location” rather than a “want to location” to visit

Strategic Site Allocations Policy SD14

● The New Plan for MK (2005) identified that sustainable development East of the M1 would
be a challenge primarily due to cost, hence it could not be considered a long-term sustainable
approach – this is in direct conflict with the National Planning Policy Framework.
● Additionally, even at that time, it was identified that an improved link over the M1 was a
prerequisite since congestion would grow and use of public transport would not increase.
● “Land is allocated at Milton Keynes East, for a comprehensive new residential and
employment development to meet the long-term needs of Milton Keynes. Development will not
commence until after 2031 unless the Council's bid to the Government for infrastructure funding is
successful. In that circumstance, the development of the site will be allowed to proceed within the
plan period as an additional source of housing and employment land supply” The SRA designation
of draft Plan:MK Jun17 has in effect been placed into abeyance meaning as it currently stands MKC
get two big bites at the cherry. Policy SD14 should be dropped completely in favour of supporting
the government policies and aspirations in relation to the current housing crisis and the Autumn
Budget statement and the East-West corridor.

● Irrespective of funding it is simply not an equitable situation to expose the Eastern area to
the potential development due to failings to satisfy estimated demand elsewhere in the borough.
Having the potential opportunity to go east, under certain circumstances, provides no incentive to
extract the maximum potential from other, easier to develop, sites in the central Milton Keynes
area.

● It seems unfair that there are a number of possible caveats that are yet to be decided after
the consultation period for Draft Plan:MK ends. These are key issues that should be part of a
complete and more joined up approach to development in Milton Keynes – currently it appears
rushed, badly managed and disjointed in its approach to this most important of strategic plans for
the area. Any development should be focused on the Expressway in the south and if more housing
should be required these should be sourced from various urban regeneration schemes.
Intensification and redevelopment in the urban areas
We are in favour of the other development intensification and redevelopment in the urban
areas because






Central MK is losing its identity as a city because of its sprawl – greater density and city
centre identity connected to MK Central railway station is desperately needed to satisfy
the need of the commuter both to and from MK.
People want good commercial office accommodation, with adjacent retail and leisure
facilities all within walking distance from their home – this can only be achieved by
redeveloping the centre of MK around the railway station to deliver 21 st century needs
to the growing population of MK
Regeneration and invigoration of MK will attract young professionals to live and work in
MK, which will have a positive effect on the local economy















The needs of the young commuter are best served by affordable residential
accommodation within walking distance of the railway station, with the option of highquality build to rent development
Keeping homes, work and leisure together with an efficient and modern transit system
allows access to (i) surrounding areas outside of central MK; (ii) neighbouring retail and
leisure hubs e.g. Stadium MK
It reduces the amount of potential Greenfield development
Developing under-used and run-down urban areas improves environment,
attractiveness and appearance
Urban regeneration supports more sustainable communities and associated benefits
such as public transport, green transport initiatives and lowers car use especially single
occupancy vehicle movements
Such developments are usually faster to complete and commission than for Greenfield
sites.
Renewal of poor quality housing estates (aligned with government policies)
Excellent opportunity to renew current and near future brownfield sites
Infrastructure already in place, notably, transport, sewerage, utilities, etc.
Plan:MK needs to fit in and coordinate with the complete range of initiatives for Milton
Keynes Borough including 2050 Futures and competing with cities such as London,
Birmingham and Manchester.

Autumn 2017 Budget statement
The Budget statement contained a number of specific sections which we believe are relevant in
challenging proposals not just contained within draft Plan:MK Oct17 but also from a national
perspective.
Housing:
1. The only sustainable way of making housing more affordable in the long term
is to build more homes in the right places – building East of the M1 is simply not the
right place – lacking in infrastructure and being physically isolated from central MK and
transport (road and rail) links.
2. Introducing planning reforms that will ensure more land is available for

housing, and that better use is made of underused land in our cities and
towns. The Budget confirms the government’s commitment to maintain the
existing protections for the Green Belt – opportunistic developments in remote
locations/Green Belt such as East of the M1 are simply not supported under these guidelines

3. Increasing the supply of housing in the right places brings productivity gains.
It supports flexible and responsive labour markets, enabling people to work
where they are most productive, and allows successful towns and cities to
become even more productive by realising agglomeration economies – planning
development East of the M1 creates a “dormitory” development, the key employment areas
are MK, Bedford and towns along the M1 corridor. No mass local employment forces a mass
transit of people to places of work in other places.

4. Increasing housing density in urban areas – To ensure that our brownfield

and scarce urban land is used as efficiently as possible, the government will
consult on introducing minimum densities for housing development in city
centres and around transport hubs, with greater support for the use of
compulsory purchase powers for site assembly policy changes to support the
conversion of empty space above high street shops, policy changes to make it
easier to convert retail and employment land into housing a permitted
development right to allow commercial buildings to be demolished and
replaced with homes – MKC do not appear to have scoped or demonstrated any
activities in the above areas but seem intent on simply giving an opportunity for developers
to start ill-conceived developments in unsustainable remote locations forgetting about the
urban setting as a primary focus.

5. Ensuring that planning permissions are built out faster. The government is

determined to ensure that land released for housing is put to the best use. It
will consult on strengthening the Housing Delivery Test with tougher
consequences where planned homes are not being built, by setting the
threshold at which the presumption in favour of development applies at 75%
of housing delivery by 2020 – from our inquiries it is clear that that there are a
significant number of approved planning applications that have not been started, many that
can be classed as banked or stalled for reasons unknown, yet applications for other
opportunistic developments are still being fed into the system.

6. Review of build out – The government will set up a review panel, chaired by

Sir Oliver Letwin, to explain the significant gap between housing
completions and the amount of land allocated or permissioned, and make
recommendations for closing it – this situation is supported by point 5 above.

7. Register of planning permissions – The government will develop a central

register of residential planning permissions from local authorities to improve
information on where permissions are held and progress towards them being
built out – there is evidence nationally of “approved planning application banking” where
building has not started.

8. The reforms above will ensure that there is more land for housing, but the

private sector and local authorities will need support to ensure homes get
built on that land as soon as possible. The government will strengthen the
ability of the Homes and Communities Agency (to be renamed Homes
England) to use investment and planning powers to intervene more actively in
the land market – the government obviously recognises there is a problem with the
current market and MKC must acknowledge this rather than aggravate the situation by
proposing development in unrealistic areas.

9. Increasing the Housing Infrastructure Fund – The government will invest
further in infrastructure through the NPIF to support new housing in highdemand areas. The Budget commits a further £2.7 billion to the competitively
allocated Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) in England – MKC are looking to bid

for £75m of funding to support development East of the M1 for infrastructure forwardfunding. £25m would need to be earmarked to build a new crossing over the M1. £25m
would be better spent on other smaller infrastructure projects elsewhere with shorter lead
times and resulting in quicker build start dates.
10. Estate regeneration – The Budget provides £400million of loan funding for

estate regeneration to transform run-down neighbourhoods and provide new
homes in high-demand areas – there are areas in MK which need regeneration and
could support urban densification without creating unpleasant visual and socio-economic
impacts.

11. Strategic planning in the South East - To ensure that this investment is welltargeted and helps grow the economy, the government will support more
strategic and zonal planning approaches through housing deals in the South
East, where housing need is at its most acute. As a first step, the
government has agreed a housing deal with Oxfordshire, part of its wider
strategic investment in the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor – see
below.
Strategic East-West Connectivity
Source: NIC report

The Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor faces a chronic undersupply of homes made worse by
poor east-west transport connectivity. Two of the least affordable cities in the UK lie within the
corridor, and the area as a whole has consistently failed to build the number of homes it needs.
That shortage puts sustained growth at risk. It is already increasing costs for businesses and
diminishing their ability to attract employees at all levels – including the recruitment and retention
of globally mobile talent.
Investment in infrastructure, including enhanced east-west transport links, can help to address these
challenges, but it must be properly aligned with a strategy for new homes and communities, not
developed in isolation. This means local authorities working in partnership, and with national
government, to plan places, homes and transport together
Planning for East West Rail and the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway should be taken forward urgently.
These are once-in-a-generation investments that will deliver substantial national benefits and, if
designed properly, can provide the foundations for the corridor’s long-term prosperity: unlocking
housing sites, improving land supply, and supporting well-connected and sensitively designed new
communities, whilst bringing productive towns and cities closer together.
The success of the area has fuelled exceptionally strong demand for housing across the corridor and
in its key cities, which has not been matched by supply. Lack of housing supply is leading to high
house prices and low levels of affordability, for both home ownership and private rental. The ratio of
median house prices to earnings is 13:1 in Cambridge and 12:1 in Oxford making them two of the

least affordable cities in the UK.
This situation is exacerbated by poor east-west transport connectivity and limited ‘last mile’ capacity
into certain centres and other employment locations. In contrast to strong north-south radial links
extending from London, east-west trips across the corridor are di cult, slow and unreliable. As a
result, commuting between key hubs on the corridor is almost non-existent and the area does not
function as a single labour market.
Meeting the corridor’s housing and connectivity needs is a significant financial and planning
challenge. It will require radical thinking to enable new and expand current settlements at the scale
needed. Crucial to this will be creating settlements that build on the attributes that make the
corridor an attractive place to live and work
Measures to enhance local connectivity and reduce congestion to enable better journeys within the
key urban centres in the corridor and to provide wider access to major new road and rail links.
Priorities for any additional, non-transport infrastructure investment needed to unlock housing and
support growth
In developing and delivering these recommendations, the Commission will promote and build upon
the best ideas from within the corridor itself

The Commission has examined how different types of development can be planned to deliver
significant new housing across the corridor drawing on domestic and international examples
and best practice, and to examine the role of infrastructure in enabling such development. This

could include looking at densification urban extensions, and new garden towns, cities and villages.
The report emphasises that housing and employment development should gravitate towards the
route of East-West connectivity both rail and Expressway (though the latter is not ratified as yet)
follow a general route south of both Buckingham and Milton Keynes and north to Bedford near M1
J13
Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
The general route mirrors the East-West Rail project swinging south of MK to M1 J13 then north to
Bedford.
As this work is taken forward, the delivery of new homes and communities should be recognised as a
core objective of the scheme. The importance of this objective should be reflected in work to
develop and assess route options. It is vital that national and local government work together to
develop Expressway options as part of a wider plan for jobs, homes and infrastructure.

With regard to developments East of the M1 the closest access to the proposed Expressway is via
North Crawley, Cranfield and the A421. What sort of road upgrades will be included in any
development to cope with the additional volumes of traffic trying to access the Expressway.
A further consideration is once we reach past North Crawley we are now in Central Beds – what
incentive is there for that authority to fund road improvements for a development that sits wholly in
North Bucks. This could mean access to the East-West corridor is constrained via the closest
Expressway access point.

In this light mass development in areas remotely placed away from the E-W corridor, e.g. East of
the M1, seem wholly inappropriate and misguided and should not be included in Plan:MK since
this will very likely fail the soundness test when presented to the Planning Inspectorate for
examination.

