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APPENDIX 2
A2.0

Appendix Full Consultations and representations

All responses and representations received can be viewed in full, online at www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/publicaccess using application ref. 21/00999/OUTEIS. The following
paragraphs summarise those responses and representations.
A2.1

Moulsoe Parish Council

Initial response
Moulsoe Parish Council object to the above planning application and request that the
following comments are considered and the concerns raised are acknowledged before
planning approval is granted.
The delayed arrival of Design & access Statement on the planning portal has hindered proper
assessment of the application. The awkward layout has also made considering the application
very complex. Much of the information about the proposals online was inaccessible to most
people, as the files were so large, and the technical detail within the drawings made it very
difficult for most people to understand exactly what is being proposed.
Roads
Traffic modelling in the application is showing a reduction in peak hours traffic after the MKE
development is implemented. This is not credible. Any person with experience of these roads,
particularly around J14, will tell you that there is heavy to severe congestion at peak hours.
The throughput of traffic is severely impacted by the traffic-light sequencing at J14 and this
can change according to conditions on the M1. The traffic-light sequencing at the Northfield
roundabout can also change and this negatively impacts the traffic throughput at J14. The
route across the M1 at Willen is not a trunk route from A422 and is accessible only by entering
the MKE development area over at least 2 roundabouts. The additional route across the M1
at Willen will reduce traffic to/over J14 in isolation but that will be more than offset by
additional traffic to J14 from the employment and residential areas of the MKE development.
We suspect that additional traffic from other new residential developments at Newport
Pagnell (Tickford Fields) Olney (Yardley Road) and Cranfield (Airfield, Mill Farm and others)
will contribute to increased congestion. This plan does not provide a solution to the
congestion at J14 and the surrounding area but in fact somehow it implies that there will be
a reduction in congestion, which is clearly somewhat doubtful. In our opinion the modelling
is flawed and does not reflect (future) reality.
To support the proposed housing development the road infrastructure must support a much
larger volume of cross-border traffic through Moulsoe. The application acknowledges this fact
in the road layout in the Movement and Access section of the Design and Access Statement
(DAS) where the road layout appears to take account of a “future” route to Cranfield. I expect
the volume of traffic through Moulsoe will increase dramatically unless this route is
implemented in this plan now. If not the road through Moulsoe will be destroyed by the
movement of HGVs and construction vehicles. It is already in poor condition and not fit for
purpose. Also, residents of the village and other through-traffic travelling towards J14 will
have to negotiate a much more difficult route to leave the village. A condition of the HIF bid
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is the provision of a reconfigured section of Newport Rd to a new junction on the Eastern
Perimeter road (Link 101 on DAS). What is shown is a junction onto Link 110, a new single
carriageway providing access to one of the employment areas.
MKC Planning had a tangible involvement with the session of the Southern Urban Expansion
(SUE) stakeholders group in 2018/19. At this it was unanimously agreed that a by-pass for
Moulsoe to Cranfield and beyond was to be an integral part of any project. MKC and MK2050
have aspirations to forge alliances with Cranfield University with development in Cranfield
and the increased opportunities for employment at the Marshalls Aerospace facility. Proper
access to Cranfield is an imperative and should not just be high on the agenda. Moulsoe will
refuse to allow the village to act as pass through/ shortcut for increased levels of traffic to
supporting the local economy when alternative and viable access routes can be planned and
built and should be part of any infrastructure framework.
We are under no illusions that this a big undertaking and requires a degree of cross-border
co-operation but with developments of this size come challenges and infrastructure
investment.
One of the designated construction site access points in the DAS is Newport Rd. From recent
experience with the Costain construction site for the M1 improvements we know that this is
a problem area for the village of Moulsoe. The movement of heavy construction vehicles into
and out of this site caused considerable damage to this road. The vehicles covered the road
in mud and made navigating this part of the Newport Rd dangerous in wet weather. This was
reported to MKC, Highways England and Costain frequently but to no avail. Newport Rd is far
too narrow to support construction traffic access to the site and will cause considerable
disruption to the through traffic. We need to bear in mind that this is the largest single
planned expansion of Milton Keynes since its inception.
The OXCamArc features heavily in the DAS, in this application and in previous proposals
published by St James and the MKC. The application should be re evaluated in the context of
strategic growth since the cancellation of Oxford to Cambridge Expressway project. The
current (to 2031) and future (to 2050) plans lean heavily on this infrastructure for housing
growth. Another feature of the DAS is the future provision of improved public transportation
(Mass Rapid Transport, MRT) based only upon potential road routes through the area of
development. This also features heavily in much of the literature from St James. There are no
funds for this and therefore it doesn't belong in the planning application. This transportation
service follows the road network and would therefore be constrained by it. It is difficult to see
how the MRT is anything but marketing gloss for the MKE development proposal.
• Access to Moulsoe is currently via direct junction the A509 adjacent to J14. Exiting is
controlled by a left hand only exit and a yellow-box. The plans show an exit off the second
roundabout north of J14 form which access to Moulsoe is via a left turn. This will not work –
priority is being given to the industrial area and areas beyond marker B. This will severely
impact access in Moulsoe and cause a tangible risk to villagers using the junction something
that they do not have to cater for now – why are we being exposed to this hazard – the left
hand only exit was implemented to reduce the accident risk leaving Newport Road – the
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proposed design brings this risk back. We request the design is revisited and Moulsoe has its
own exit at the second roundabout.
• We ask for a condition of planning that NO construction traffic will be allowed to pass
through Moulsoe. This to be backed up by an enforced weight restriction for Moulsoe (as for
the possible one for Willen in Appendix D Transport 5 of 6 (5.10.3))
• We request there will be a detailed Construction and Management plan approved by the
MK Council and Moulsoe PC before any permission is granted. This to include improved
advance signage and clear communication regarding any road closures affecting Moulsoe
residents and businesses compared to the current, often under informing, methods currently
being used.
• We are concerned at the various references and roadlines that seem to lead to encouraging
future expansion southwards and northwards before any attempt is made to link round to
Cranfield. Surely in the post-pandemic situation this conflicts with governments stated aims
to ‘level up’ the country by encouraging expansion in the north rather than the south. The
large expansionist aspirations of MK2050 seem at odds with this and no one has properly
explained as yet, how a city designed in the 1960’s on a grid system for 250,000 people can
function satisfactorily with 400,000 existing and future residents.
• A dual carriageway is shown from the new bridge over the M1 to the Brickyard roundabout
and from M1 J14 to halfway along the perimeter road the remainder is single carriageway.
This shows as HIF funded infrastructure. HIF funding is also shown as being used to fund a
road beyond the point at which a direct link to Cranfield would start (in the existing 40mph
zone on the West side of Moulsoe). Why is HIF funding not being used for more dualling of
the perimeter road which would give greater immediate benefit to the area than what is
currently shown?
• The Junctions with existing A 509 look potential bottlenecks at the sewage works & A509 by
the North Crawley Road. There is no clear evidence in the supporting documentation that the
shows the design will be effective. Pyms Stables residents have been told there is unlikely to
be a reduction in traffic on A509. This leads us to have concerns about the design of junctions
and road safety on the part of A509 near there.
• We support the view of Pyms Stables residents that the landscape buffer around the
properties is inadequate as currently proposed.
• Disruption to the travel patterns for existing residents adjoining the site – by road and
redway, during the infrastructure construction phases is likely to be lengthy.
• The scheme may be viewed as premature until substantial progress is achieved towards the
implementation of the transit system. Without clarity on the prospects and potential of
alternative systems and modal-shifts, it will be difficult to assess development proposals and
the impacts – whether sufficient car parking is provided within the development and how
much road traffic will be generated. Without this clarification there remains potential for
traffic congestion and as the development is implemented establishing patterns of unsustainable reliance on private vehicles.
• The application fails to demonstrate how residents and businesses off the H4 / V11 will be
protected from the additional highway traffic arising from the development and the potential
additional commuter traffic which may use Willen Road and the proposed M1 bridge.
• Seven roundabouts were identified by the developer as requiring upgrades to cope with
potential traffic, without providing the traffic modelling, but suggested that monies would be
given to MKC to carry out works at a later date. (Notably Pineham Roundabout). All areas
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have ‘pinch points’ as they are already up to capacity. This road infrastructure should be
planned and implemented prior to the development.
• There are major concerns about increased traffic within Willen, with a common opinion
being that the proposals will cause Willen to become a ‘rat run’. Residents are also concerned
about increased traffic in the roads surrounding Willen and the impact of increased traffic
noise and pollution.
• There are concerns that the data used, particularly in relation to traffic and pollution levels
is not current and does not appear to factor in all the development sites in the vicinity,
therefore, it does not present a true picture of the future impact on the area.
• MK Council had not taken on board any of the concerns that residents had already raised at
the MK Council meeting in September 2019 relating to the Highway Infrastructure Fund (HIF)
application.
Grid Roads
It is notable that those sections of the Eastern and Western grid roads funded through the
HIF grant are to be constructed as dual carriageways, but that all sections funded by the
development are proposed as single carriageways, even where the single carriageway
sections connect between existing or proposed dual carriageways. The HIF funded dualling of
Tongwell St (V11) then links to the existing single carriageway section of the existing A509
London Road funded by the development, before linking to the dualled A422. This fault lies
with the SPD not specifying that the two main arterial grid roads should be fully constructed
as dual carriageways. The entire Eastern link and the upgrading of the retained A509 London
Road to a grid road should be required to be dual carriageways.
Grade separated crossings of the retained A509
The Movement and Access Parameters Plan shows no grade separated crossing of the
retained northern section of the A509 London Road, between the A422 roundabout and the
proposed southern roundabout, where a subway crossing is proposed. This route is proposed
as the main route into Central Milton Keynes, so will be heavily trafficked. A new bridge
crossing of the A509 London Road should be provided in the centre of that section in the
vicinity of Link 512/ green corridor in order to provide a safe pedestrian and cycle grade
separated link between the Riverside development and the rest of the Northern and Central
development, as required in para 4.3.6 of the SDP and shown on Movement Framework
drawing 4.2a. Newport Pagnell Town Council opposes all grade separate crossings and require
all links across the A509/422 to be either underpass or bridge crossings. The siting of one
crossing must be on the corner of Willen Road and the A422, to meet up with existing redway
links in the town. It must be recognised the Newport Pagnell will act as the sustainable town
for the development, providing a host of facilities that the development does not provide for
itself.
Active travel design & provision
• No planned pedestrian/cycle link from existing community of Moulsoe to new community.
• If cyclists aren’t supposed to ride on pavements, why are Redways still designed for both?
This is surely a basic flaw in the active travel proposals in this application
• Study of the design & access statement shows no place on the main roads infrastructure
where there will be a footway separate to the cycleway. It is not apparent that the revised
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Redway standards principles have been incorporated into the design of the active travel
routes
• Where is the foot /cycle-bridge access to coach way that shows in the SPD Highways
document? This is a crucial link that should be in the main infrastructure plan
• An improved cycle/pedestrian access to Newport is needed at the Tickford roundabout, only
1 crossing over the A509 further west is shown currently. The main crossing should be by the
Tickford roundabout. It is not acceptable to say that a bridge is unfeasible because 3rd party
land would be involved, nor is it acceptable to say the provision should be left till the adjoining
application on land by Bloor Homes comes forward. Where Redways cross the roundabouts,
most subways appear to be on only 1 side so cyclists & pedestrians have to swap from side to
side too often. Something more cycle/ pedestrian friendly is needed for lesser roads, with
cycle priority over cars to help promote active travel.
• The Non -Vehicular Movement Strategy diagram shows Redways at the southern end of the
proposed grid roads terminating part way along the roads, not linking to the site boundaries.
Redways as far as the site boundaries should be provided as part of this development to
enable future connections to be made to MK Coachway and the redway network at Brook
Furlong and Brooklands. These links are shown to be provided on the SDP Movement
Framework Figure 4.2b. While the proposed Cranfield link may not currently have any end
destination, the Phase 3 development proposed for this southern section is not due to be
built until 2038-2048, by which time future development proposals will be forthcoming. In
accordance with para 4.3.17 of the SDP "Off-site extensions to Redways will be required
where these connect the site into the redway network"
The Berkeley's application fails to connect internal Redways to the existing or proposed
redway networks in Newport Pagnell or MK City, and proposes no off site connections, thus
preventing sustainable travel opportunities. These connections should be made as part of the
application for infrastructure provision.
Completion of Redway link to London Road Newport Pagnell and beyond
• It must be an essential requirement of this development to provide a grade separated
redway link across the A422 dual carriageway along London Road, as shown on the SPD
Movement Framework drawing 4.2a, and for the continuation of a redway northwards to
meet the planned redway network at Downs Field proposed by the Tickford Fields Farm
development under application 20/00133/OUTEIS. Failure to provide this link would be
contrary to the sustainable travel objectives of national and Milton Keynes planning
objectives. NPPF paras 104,108 &110 and Plan:MK policies SD1(2), SD9 & SD12, CT2 & CT3
promote and prioritise walking and cycling over other travel modes, as does the Mobility
Strategy for Milton Keynes 2018-2036 (LTP4). This route is a strategic link between MK East
and Newport Pagnell and could be accommodated under the existing road bridge, subject to
the acquisition of third- party land both south and north of the A422. Failure to provide this
link would be contrary to these policies and to SDP para 4.3.7 "At grade crossings are not
appropriate on the grid road H3 Monks Way(A422)" and to para 4.3.19 which identifies grid
roads as "major obstacles to pedestrian/cycle movements ".
• The lack of a grade separated link across the A422 to London Road, and redway link to
Downs Field Newport Pagnell would prevent safe and easy access between the residents of
MK East and the many facilities of Newport Pagnell such as Middleton Pool and Gym, public
library, youth clubs, churches and Ousedale secondary school, which will serve MK East until
the delivery of its own secondary school in Phase 2, 2031-2037.
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• The proposed subway link across the A509 London Road to Howard Way is not an adequate
substitute. The current footpaths emerge through narrow gaps either side of an Anglian
Water facility onto an industrial road with no capacity to provide a separate redway link to
North Crawley Road.
Carbon Reduction
The proposed development is unambitious in its carbon reduction targets for its housing and
employment units. They merely follow government minimum targets currently set out, but
do not embrace opportunities to meet the carbon neutral aspirations of the Council, nor the
anticipated increased carbon reduction targets needed to meet national carbon emissions by
2035/ 2050. Given that this development will occur between 2025-2050, the lack of ambition
is lamentable. Plan:MK Policy SC2 and paras 4.6.3-7 of the SDP expects large developments
to consider the integration of community energy networks and a Combined Heat and Power
plant could be accommodated within the employment area, as suggested in para 6.6 of the
Energy Statement, but not included in the application proposals.
Other environmental concerns
• Where is all the soil coming from for the bridges & embankments? – the soil is being largely
generated within the site, but presumably some may come from outside, as may building
materials Moulsoe requests a 7.5t. weight limit to avoid construction traffic coming through
the village and causing nuisance. Access to farms and businesses in Moulsoe to be exempt
from this restriction
• Will the design of houses take account of latest government environmental proposals (on
TV 20/4) section 10 of planning statement says it is envisaged all houses will have heat pumps.
Is this going to be put as a condition of planning? Houses should implement the ‘no gas
heating’ plans on the development from the beginning.
Buckingham Drainage Board
Stormwater cannot be discharged into a watercourse under the Boards control without prior
agreement. The Buckingham Drainage Board (BDB) has objected to the application on the
grounds that no Legal Deed of Agreement in accordance with the Land Drainage Act has been
put in place and that these can take between months to years to implement
Additionally, the BDB ditch by Hermitage Farm, carrying water from Moulsoe, has been
missed off though it does show as a hedge on some plans. Are the BDB aware it seems to be
proposed to be moved or piped?
Flooding
In the absence of an acceptable Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) we object to this application and
recommend that planning permission is refused.
We have reviewed the Milton Keynes East - Environmental Statement Appendix L1 Flood Risk
Assessment (Reference 70057521 FRA-RV1) dated March 2021.
There are items still outstanding with regards to the flood model reviews making the FRA
unacceptable/invalid for the purposes of this application. There is tangible concern about the
long-term flooding risks also reflected by the Environment Agency. The nearest main road is
the A509 near to the Venture roundabout adjacent to Pyms Stables the entire area sits at the
base of a natural bowl in the landscape causing water to collect there. These areas and the
flood plain opposite have been completely flooded on multiple occasions recently including
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land adjacent to the A422 which repeatedly turns into a continuous lake. By paving over all
the surrounding farmland the additional 'run off' will exacerbate this. Newport Pagnell is at
continuous risk of flooding and this will not improve. There is also a long term environment
impact, particularly with all the additional pollution (nitrates and phosphates etc) that will run
off this development into existing water courses and the River Ouzel
Contamination and Groundwater Protection
Site Specific Details
While it is recognised that the majority of the proposed development area comprises
greenfield land, some areas appear to have been the subject of past activities which pose a
risk of pollution to controlled waters. However, we are unable to provide site- specific advice
on land contamination issues at this time as we are prioritising the protection and
improvement of groundwater that supports existing drinking water supplies. If significant
contamination is subsequently discovered that could present a risk to controlled waters. Due
consideration should be given to the impacts that the proposed development may have upon
controlled waters receptors during both construction and operational phases. The potential
impacts on groundwater quality, licensed abstractions and SPZs should be considered given
the environmental sensitivity of the site, including from the proposed surface water drainage
at the site.
Biodiversity
Mitigation measures identified in the Water Framework Directive (WFD) compliance
assessment should be implemented and followed during development. Further WFD
assessment are also likely to be required at later stages of development. Mitigation measures
identified in the ecology report should be implemented and followed. Given the lifespan of
ecological reports, further ecological surveys are likely to be required to provide up to date
information as development of the site progresses.
Terrestrial and aquatic invasive non-native species (INNS) have been recorded locally. What
appropriate biosecurity measures can help to reduce the risk of inadvertently spreading INNS.
What measures are to implemented place during construction phases to protect
watercourses from run-off and/or sediment entering?
What evidence do developers base their improved Biodiversity claims of 70 % on?
Water Resources
Chapter L3.28 of the environmental statement reads;
“In terms of potable water supply and foul water treatment the demands associated with the
development would be provided within the current permits and headroom capacity
associated with the Anglian Water infrastructure and therefore these matters will not be
further assessed”. Clearly this statement shows a lack of understanding of the pressures on
the water environment across the area of this development. While this proposal may be able
to take advantage surface water sources such as Graffham and/or Rutland. It fails to recognise
the in-combination effect of increased abstraction. By using more of AWS surface water
capacity this development could in turn facilitate/require further groundwater abstraction
across the rest of the company's network to make up the shortfall. The failure of this
document to recognise this fact along with no recognition of the overall water stress of the
area is disappointing. The water companies have recently produced Water Resources
Management Plans (WRMP), which set out how the companies will maintain customer
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supplies over the period 2020- 2045. The assessments will show which companies have
sufficient supplies to meet growth but also any strategic schemes that are needed to achieve
this, along with reducing demands and leakage. Has MKC Planning considered the long-term
viability of supplying new developments and how the phasing of growth links to the timings
of the planned new strategic schemes.
The Anglian River Basin Management Plan considered the status of all rivers and aquifers in
the Region. This showed many waterbodies did not have the flow required to support the
ecology and groundwater units not meeting good status. Given the pressure the Chalk aquifer
faces, the EA are likely to apply further reductions in the supplies available to water
companies to prevent deterioration of the water related ecology. Are the council and/or
developer seeking the water company’s assurance that it can meet the needs of growth
without causing deterioration. This applies specifically to the Broughton Brook and its
tributaries which are currently failing WFD targets.
The Environment Agency determines that current levels of abstraction are causing
environmental damage.
Any increase in use within existing licenced volumes will increase the pressure on a system
that is already failing environmental targets. The EA recommends that any proposed
development considers water resources as a key issue and the council recognises the damage
of long term increases in abstraction due to growth. Has the combined effect of growth in the
area and the overall increase in demand for water been taken in account?
New developments should not detrimentally affect local water features (including streams,
ponds, lakes, ditches or drains) this includes both licensed and unlicensed abstractions.
Piecemeal Applications
This piecemeal approach to submission of individual planning applications by the three major
landowners fails to deliver some important infrastructure elements required by the SPD,
namely the completion of the Linear Park northwards up to the A422, and a grade separated
redway link to London Road, Newport Pagnell. This is because land in private ownership
between Caldecote Lane and the A422 is not included in any of the 3 main landholding
applications. This failure to provide the full infrastructure requirements is contrary to
paragraphs 5.1.2 & 5.1.3 of the SPD, Plan:MK policy SD1 and would justify refusal if not
rectified.
As Berkeley's has the more direct linkage to the land north of Caldecote Lane, and is the
majority landowner (80%), it should seek to acquire the third-party land necessary to
complete the Linear Park and redway crossing of the A422 and include these elements into
their outline application. This may also need the acquisition of land north of the A422 to
complete the redway link. It is not possible to require these elements at Reserved Matters
application stage, if not included and conditioned in the Outline application, as suggested on
the detailed highway WSP Drawing S4.
Completion of the Linear Park
Plan:MK policy DS6 defines the Ouzel Valley, from Water Eaton to the River Ouse, as a Linear
Park. The MK East Development Framework SPD para 4.2.17 proposes the formation of the
Ouzel Valley Linear Park as far north as the A422 as shown on the Landscape and Open Space
Strategy drawing, and which "connects to the Linear Park running through the centre of
Newport Pagnell". Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan policy NP8 designates the land north
of the A422 as linear park, with the objective of securing a continuous linear park along the
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Ouzel Valley, in accordance with Plan:MK policy DS6. The exclusion of the third party owned
land from this development, and also from the Bloor Homes proposals, would defeat the
objectives of Plan:MK, the SPD and the Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan.
If the private landowners are unwilling to sell their land needed to complete the linear park
to any developer, then Milton Keynes Council should use compulsory purchase powers to
achieve this strategic planning objective. As the land is within Zone 3 flood plain it has little
development value and would also enable the provision of the redway link along London
Road, and other links within the Future Management of the Open Spaces
The future ownership and management of the Linear Park and all other areas of public open
space should be transferred in preference to the Parish Council or failing this to Milton Keynes
Council or the Parks Trust, in accordance with the current practice throughout Milton Keynes
and Plan:MK policy SD9 (3vi & vii). This management arrangement should be secured in any
S106 Agreement at outline planning stage, and not left to the discretion of the developers.
Community Hub
No one is buying office space at present, so 2000 sq metres of office space is flawed. There is
already a considerably amount of vacant office space in Newport Pagnell and a number of
empty retail shops. The Hub and first 3 form primary school will be provided within the first
phase of development 2024-2030. The secondary school not until Phase 2, 2031-2037, 900
homes trigger point, so there is also a significant potential impact on Ousedale School as
Phase 1 housing is on the northern section, between the Hub and A509.
The HIF forward funding of a primary school in the Hub should meet all the residents' needs,
but the delayed provision of the secondary school until the 900th dwelling will impact
demand for places at Ousedale, as the closest to Phase 1.
Plan: MK Policy NE2 – Protected Species and Priority Species & Habitats
There is a reasonable likelihood of great crested newts being present and therefore affected
by the proposed development.
• The proposed development site is classified as a red impact area for GCN under district
licence mapping tools. This indicates that the development has highly suitable habitat for
newts on site and a high likelihood of GCN being present;
• Natural England Interim Guidance on District Level Licensing (January 2020) stipulates that
development projects falling in the Red or Amber risk zones must demonstrate proposals do
not pose a risk to GCN, or, provide detail on the methods that will be used to safeguard against
such risks, which may include licensing.
• There are c.25 ponds within the site boundary as indicated by the submitted plans and
mapping software;
• There are a further c. 28 ponds within 300m of the site boundary;
• Biological records show that GCN are on the development site;
• Connectivity of suitable habitat in the local area may provide dispersal of GCN from the
surrounding area to the development site;
• Sections F4.92 – F4.99, F5, F6, & F7.229 – F7.250 Chapter F of the Environmental Statement
(Hankinson Duckett Associates, March 2021) outline and identify the risks to GCN arising from
the proposed development and highlight that a mitigation license will be required (F7.243). It
is indicated that a ‘traditional’ licence from Natural England shall be acquired.
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• The Natural England Rapid Risk Assessment Tool (GCN Method Statement WML-A14-2,
November 2017) indicates that potential for an offence to GCN is highly likely at this
development due to the loss of a pond and loss/damage of terrestrial habitat.
• GCN and their habitats are fully protected under the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017 (as amended). Therefore, it is illegal to deliberately capture, injure, kill,
disturb or take GCN or to damage or destroy breeding sites or resting places. Under the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) it is illegal to internationally or recklessly
disturb any GCN occupying a place of shelter or protection, or to obstruct access to any place
of shelter or protection (see the legislation or seek legal advice for full details). Milton Keynes
Council have a statutory duty in exercising of all their functions to ‘have regard, so far is
consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving
biodiversity’, as stated under section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities
Act 2006 (NERC). As a result, GCN and their habitats are a material consideration in the
planning
process.
MKC could refuse permission if adequate information on protected species is not provided by
an applicant, as it will be unable to assess the impacts on the species and thus meet the
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019), ODPM Circular 06/2005 or
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended). MKC has the power
to request information under Article 4 of the Town and Country (Planning Applications)
Regulations 1988 (SI1988.1812) (S3) which covers general information for full applications.
CLG 2007 ‘The validation of planning applications’ states that applications should not be
registered if there is a requirement for an assessment of the impacts of a development on
biodiversity interests. One of following options is required to be undertaken prior to
determination of the application:
1. A suitably worded condition is agreed and used to secure the acquisition of a GCN
Mitigation Licence from Natural England for either the strategic site as a whole, or each
subsequent development parcel.
Or
2. The District Licence scheme (administered by the NatureSpace Partnership) should be
applied for. Under MKC’s district licence, development works that may cause impacts upon
GCN can be authorised as part of the planning process. N.B. The applicant is required to
submit a NatureSpace Report or Certificate prior to determination if this option is pursued.
Justification
With the estimated employment opportunities and warehouse capacity proposed all this
traffic would naturally use Junction 14. There is already warehouse capacity at the Kiln Farm
and Tongwell industrial estates which dwarfs the capacity planned at the MK East
development so why the need for additional capacity here?
There is mention of a future MRT but a mono-rail style system was proposed over 30 years
ago but didn't materialise. It would require significant investment over and above what the
HIF is providing so don't believe funding will be provided for this. My belief is that there are
already a lot of unused retail and business sites within the borough and with MK council
reducing population plans by 100,000 to destroy swathes of countryside for this unnecessary
expansion is reckless.

(11)

We reserve the right to comment further on the outline application for the overall
development as the size of the application has made it impossible to assess it properly e.g.
the PC are concerned at the claims of a 70% increase in biodiversity in the development. We
ask if the fact that local farms have participated in DEFRA environmental schemes has been
taken into account in making these claims?
Revised response
Moulsoe Parish Council have considered the new documents submitted and in addition to the
comments submitted for the original application have the following comments.
A weight limit for Moulsoe is needed to protect the village and listed properties from the
construction traffic from/to MK East and any future Cranfield development, including the
potential relocation of Marshall aerospace. This needs to be in addition to the traffic calming
measures as suggested in the amended s106 Heads of Terms (September 2021).
The dualling of the eastern perimeter road at the outset of the project should be a priority, it
will cost much more with respect to funding and inconvenience if it has to be done at a later
date. Milton Keynes Council needs to demonstrate innovative thinking, forward planning and
factor in the future cost benefits which show them to be forward thinking and ahead of the
curve making Milton Keynes an innovator.
The southern spur should be removed as this is clearly just future proofing a route to an MK
East/Salford Rd future development. Any further development within that area does not align
with The Government's recent statement of 'no more building on Greenfields'.
There should be progressive phasing & provision of sports facilities over the development
(existing facilities in Newport & elsewhere can cope initially). The access to open spaces for
general and casual sport will be needed straight away.
A2.2

Newport Pagnell Town Council

Initial response
The Town Council resolved to support planning application 21/00999/FUL subject to
consideration and revision of the following issues:
1 Piecemeal Applications
This piecemeal approach to submission of individual planning applications by the three major
landowners fails to deliver some important infrastructure elements required by the SPD,
namely the completion of the Linear Park northwards up to the A422, and a grade separated
redway link to London Road, Newport Pagnell. This is because land in private ownership
between Caldecote Lane and the A422 is not included in any of the 3 main landholding
applications. This failure to provide the full infrastructure requirements is contrary to
paragraphs 5.1.2 & 5.1.3 of the SPD, Plan:MK policy SD1 and would justify refusal if not
rectified.
As Berkeley's has the more direct linkage to the land north of Caldecote Lane, and is the
majority landowner (80%), it should seek to acquire the third-party land necessary to
complete the Linear Park and redway crossing of the A422 and include these elements into

(12)

their outline application. This may also need the acquisition of land north of the A422 to
complete the redway link. It is not possible to require these elements at Reserved Matters
application stage, if not included and conditioned in the Outline application, as suggested on
the detailed highway WSP Drawing S4.
2 Completion of Redway link to London Road Newport Pagnell and beyond
It must be an essential requirement of this development to provide a grade separated redway
link across the A422 dual carriageway along London Road, as shown on the SPD Movement
Framework drawing 4.2a, and for the continuation of a redway northwards to meet the
planned redway network at Downs Field proposed by the Tickford Fields Farm development
under application 20/00133/OUTEIS. Failure to provide this link would be contrary to the
sustainable travel objectives of national and Milton Keynes planning objectives. NPPF paras
04,108 &110 and Plan:MK policies SD1(2), SD9 & SD12, CT2 & CT3 promote and prioritise
walking and cycling over other travel modes, as does the Mobility Strategy for Milton Keynes
2018-2036 (LTP4). This route is a strategic link between MK East and Newport Pagnell and
could be accommodated under the existing road bridge, subject to the acquisition of
thirdparty land both south and north of the A422. Failure to provide this link would be
contrary to these policies and to SDP para 4.3.7 "At grade crossings are not appropriate on
the grid road H3 Monks Way(A422)" and to para 4.3.19 which identifies grid roads as "major
obstacles to pedestrian/cycle movements ".
The lack of a grade separated link across the A422 to London Road, and redway link to Downs
Field Newport Pagnell would prevent safe and easy access between the residents of MK East
and the many facilities of Newport Pagnell such as Middleton Pool and Gym, public library,
youth clubs, churches and Ousedale secondary school, which will serve MK East until the
delivery of its own secondary school in Phase 2, 2031-2037.
The proposed subway link across the A509 London Road to Howard Way is not an adequate
substitute. The current footpaths emerge through narrow gaps either side of an Anglian
Water facility onto an industrial road with no capacity to provide a separate redway link to
North Crawley Road.
3 Completion of the Linear Park
Plan:MK policy DS6 defines the Ouzel Valley, from Water Eaton to the River Ouse, as a Linear
Park.
The MK East Development Framework SPD para 4.2.17 proposes the formation of the Ouzel
Valley Linear Park as far north as the A422 as shown on the Landscape and Open Space
Strategy drawing, and which "connects to the Linear Park running through the centre of
Newport Pagnell". Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan policy NP8 designates the land north
of the A422 as linear park, with the objective of securing a continuous linear park along the
Ouzel Valley, in accordance with Plan:MK policy DS6. The exclusion of the third party owned
land from this development, and also from the Bloor Homes proposals, would defeat the
objectives of Plan:MK, the SPD and the Newport Pagnell Neighbourhood Plan. If the private
landowners are unwilling to sell their land needed to complete the linear park to any
developer, then Milton Keynes Council should use compulsory purchase powers to achieve
this strategic planning objective. As the land is within Zone 3 flood plain it has little
development value and would also enable the provision of the redway link along London
Road, and other links within the Linear Park to the Bloor Homes development.
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4 Grid Roads
It is notable that those sections of the Eastern and Western grid roads funded through the
HIF grant are to be constructed as dual carriageways, but that all sections funded by the
development are proposed as single carriageways, even where the single carriageway
sections connect between existing or proposed dual carriageways. The HIF funded dualling of
Tongwell St (V11) then links to the existing single carriageway section of the existing A509
London Road funded by the development, before linking to the dualled A422. This fault lies
with the SPD not specifying that the two main arterial grid roads should be fully constructed
as dual carriageways. The entire Eastern link and the upgrading of the retained A509 London
Road to a grid road should be required to be dual carriageways.
5 Grade separated crossings of the retained A509
The Movement and Access Parameters Plan shows no grade separated crossing of the
retained northern section of the A509 London Road, between the A422 roundabout and the
proposed southern roundabout, where a subway crossing is proposed. This route is proposed
as the main route into Central Milton Keynes, so will be heavily trafficked. A new bridge
crossing of the A509 London Road should be provided in the centre of that section in the
vicinity of of Link 512/ green corridor in order to provide a safe pedestrian and cycle grade
separated link between the Riverside development and the rest of the Northern and Central
development, as required in para 4.3.6 of the SDP and shown on Movement Framework
drawing 4.2a. Newport Pagnell Town Council opposes all grade separate crossings and require
all links across the A509/422 to be either underpass or bridge crossings. The siting of one
crossing must be on the corner of Willen Road and the A422, to meet up with existing redway
links in the town. It must be recognised the Newport Pagnell will act as the sustainable town
for the development, providing a host of facilities that the development does not provide for
itself.
6 Redway provision
The Non -Vehicular Movement Strategy diagram shows redways at the southern end of the
proposed grid roads terminating part way along the roads, not linking to the site boundaries.
Redways as far as the site boundaries should be provided as part of this development to
enable future connections to be made to MK Coachway and the redway network at Brook
Furlong and Brooklands. These links are shown to be provided on the SDP Movement
Framework Figure 4.2b. While the proposed Cranfield link may not currently have any end
destination, the Phase 3 development proposed for this southern section is not due to be
built until 2038-2048, by which time future development proposals will be forthcoming. In
accordance with para 4.3.17 of the SDP "Off-site extensions to redways will be required where
these connect the site into the redway network"
The Berkeley's application fails to connect internal redways to the existing or proposed
redway networks in Newport Pagnell or MK City, and proposes no off site connections, thus
preventing sustainable travel opportunities. These connections should be made as part of the
application for infrastructure provision.
7 Carbon Reduction
The proposed development is unambitious in its carbon reduction targets for its housing and
employment units. They merely follow government minimum targets currently set out, but
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do not embrace opportunities to meet the carbon neutral aspirations of the Council, nor the
anticipated increased carbon reduction targets needed to meet national carbon emissions by
2035/ 2050. Given that this development will occur between 2025-2050, the lack of ambition
is lamentable. Plan:MK Policy SC2 and paras 4.6.3-7 of the SDP expects large developments
to consider the integration of community energy networks and a Combined Heat and Power
plant could be accommodated within the employment area, as suggested in para 6.6 of the
Energy Statement, but not included in the application proposals.
8 Future Management of the Open Spaces
The future ownership and management of the Linear Park and all other areas of public open
space should be transferred in preference to the Parish Council or failing this to Milton Keynes
Council or the Parks Trust, in accordance with the current practice throughout Milton Keynes
and Plan:MK policy SD9 (3vi & vii). This management arrangement should be secured in any
S106 Agreement at outline planning stage, and not left to the discretion of the developers.
9 Community Hub
The proposals for the Hub comprise a maximum of 10,000sqm of floorspace, comprising
(maximums)
1500 sqm convenience (food) retail
2000 sqm comparison (non-food) retail
1000 sqm food and beverage
1000 sqm other non-retail
Plus (maximum)
2000 sqm health
2000 sqm nursery
1000 sqm gym
2000 sqm office
400 sqm community hall
Newport Pagnell Town Council has concerns about this application because of the potential
impact the Hub will have on the vitality and viability of Newport Pagnell High Street. The
development must help to support Newport Pagnell retail provision, not undermine it. The
existing proposal is entirely contrary to the SPD which states that the development must not
undermine Newport Pagnell's High Street. Further it flies in the face of Government Funding
issued to Milton Keynes Council for the express purpose of allowing High Streets to recover
from the Covid-19 pandemic. This development, setting out the community hub as it does,
could create a conflict of interests for Milton Keynes Council in accepting such High Street
Government Funding on the one hand, whilst on the other hand promoting competing
services to the High Street should the current plans stay unchanged. A gym seems
unacceptable and unaffordable, given the proximity of Middleton Pool and Leisure Centre.
No one is buying office space at present, so 2000 sq metres of office space is flawed. There is
already a considerably amount of vacant office space in Newport Pagnell and a number of
empty retail shops.
The Hub and first 3 form primary school will be provided within the first phase of development
2024-2030. The secondary school not until Phase 2, 2031-2037, 900 homes trigger point, so
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there is also a significant potential impact on Ousedale School as Phase 1 housing is on the
northern section, between the Hub and A509.
Conclusions
Overall, the application proposals are considered to be well thought through and should
deliver a high-quality development. The main criticism is the lack of a comprehensive
application for all land within MK East, which gives rise to the failure to complete the Linear
Park up to the A422, and the lack of redway connections both to Newport Pagnell and the MK
City network. These elements have led to a development that cannot be considered to be
sustainable in its transport initiatives. The development skimps on the dualling of the parts of
the two major grid roads not funded
through the HIF grant, as a direct consequence of the failure of the SPD not to require this
future proofing.
The development seeks to provide retail provision that will be of serious detriment to
Newport Pagnell High Street. Provision should instead be made for further medical facility
offers, such as dentistry, physiotherapy, pharmacy, and elderly person service provision
(mobility aids, household lifts, assisted living aids, etc.)
The HIF forward funding of a primary school in the Hub should meet all the residents' needs,
but the delayed provision of the secondary school until the 900th dwelling will impact
demand for places at Ousedale, as the closest to Phase 1.
Prop: PW Sec: RC
Revised response
The Full Council of Newport Pagnell Town Council met on 11 October 2021 and resolved to
issue two responses to MKC on this planning application, one directly from the TPEM working
group as per the minutes of the meeting of 6th October 2021, and the other being the Town
Council response of:
Whilst Newport Pagnell Town Council broadly agrees with the development plan, it objects
to the plan in its current form, and should amendments not be made to change the following
items the Town Council would wish the application to go to DCC for a decision, instead of a
planning officer taking a delegated decision.
Amendments to make the plan meet the material concerns raised by Newport Pagnell Town
Council are:
- Dualling of the whole of the A509 road starting from where it becomes the A422, as it runs
through the MKEast Development moving away from London Road, and adjoining Tongwell
Street.
- Dualling of the whole of the new access road that leads south-east from the A509 in the
North Crawley area, until crosses the newly proposed bridge over the M1.
Both the above roads are accessed from a dual carriageway and lead directly into a dual
carriageway. It makes no sense to have sections of these roads single carriageway.
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- Removal of the entire cycle track planned between points 4 and 5 on the Connectively Plan,
as this creates an unacceptable Toucan crossing at point 4, and a pinch point for cyclists and
vehicles across the bridge over the M1 on Willen Road.
- Enhancement of the cycle track planned between point 3 and 6 on the Connectively Plan to
ensure that this cycle track, and all other cycle tracks are proper redways fully lit, to ensure
they are safe to travel at night.
- All cycle tracks to be undercarriage tunnels or bridges over the A509/422 - no Toucan or at
grade crossings.
- All formalised sports grounds for the MK East Development to be provided for at the Willen
Road Sports Ground Site, including the enhanced area being donated by Bloor Homes for this
purpose, and removal of the sports pavilion and small sports pitch area at the southern end
of the Berkeley's development, which would be far better served as allotments or more social
housing. Willen Road Sports Ground will be able to cater for all formalised sporting needs of
the development. Informal football should be catered for in play areas through the provision
of MUGAs, half MUGAs, and football nets on play areas, not formalised sports grounds with
pavilions which require existing sports clubs to run them.
Newport Pagnell Town Council will provide a speaker at the DCC meeting of MKC.
TPEM response
The Town Council's TPEM Working Group agreed to give qualified support to this application.
Support is subject to due weight and careful consideration being given by Milton Keynes
Council and the developers (Berkeley/St. James) to the fundamental issues NPTC has already
raised regarding this development, namely, issues with at-grade crossings, the dualling of grid
roads, sports ground provision, and redways/connectivity. The Working Group draws the
Planning Officer's attention to the wide range of issues raised that still need to be resolved to
ensure this development meets the highest possible standard and that the future impact on
the Town of Newport Pagnell is given due consideration.
A2.3

Great Linford Parish Council

Initial response
OBJECTION as follows:
Great Linford Parish Council recognises the prospect of development east of the M1 as
approved in the recently adopted Plan:MK.
However, the current application should be deferred pending preparation of a comprehensive
development framework and the studies described below including a traffic study examining
the impact of traffic flows, from the development and the from the wider area east of MK,
and refused or withdrawn in favour of a scheme which shows an integrated approach to the
development of this area, showing the proper provision of community facilities and transport
provisions. There is much concern about the number of ‘reserved matters’ in this application
which contravenes the required ‘master planning’ (policy SD12)
In detail the major objections to the outline application as proposed are as follows:
a) The policies in Plan:MK seek a comprehensive development framework to be
approved before planning permissions are granted, a principle to which the process
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should remain firm. The proposals within this application need masterplanning with
the rest of area within MK East, as required by policy SD12. With different developers
involved the comprehensive framework needs to ensure the integration of issues for
all the homes not just part, so that matters are addressed across the whole area, –
access and traffic movements, the quantum and spread of housing tenure and
affordability, movement and access to facilities, landscaping.
b) A key test of the development proposals is whether the commercial and community
elements are compatible with those in nearby centres such as Newport Pagnell and
Great Linford and avoid unnecessary duplication.
c) Much of the material in the Design & Access Statement, particularly part 3 appear to
contain detailed layout and design proposals. Although this informs part of the current
application especially the strategic road and movement proposals, it should be
clarified whether the layout, character, design and place-making proposals and details
are under consideration as part of this application or, as indicated in the application
description are reserved for later.
d) Although described in detail, the highways proposals the proposals for MK East need
traffic impact assessment for all traffic – not just from the application site or MK East
as a whole but from the commuter traffic from Olney, Bedford , Cranfield and the
Marston Vale likely to use the new strategic network to access the grid road system
and M1.
e) It is not clear what proportion of traffic will use the new M1 bridge and the other
connections into and out of MK, and whether the capacity of Tongwell Street is
adequate and how well the roundabouts at Tongwell and Pineham will cope with peak
traffic periods.
f) Disruption to the travel patterns for existing residents adjoining the site – by road and
redway, during the infrastructure construction phases is likely to be lengthy.
g) The scheme may be viewed as premature until substantial progress is achieved
towards the implementation of the transit system. Without clarity on the prospects
and potential of alternative systems and modal-shifts, it will be difficult to assess
development proposals and the impacts – whether sufficient car parking is provided
within the development and how much road traffic will be generated. Without this
clarification there remains potential for traffic congestion and as the development is
implemented establishing patterns of un-sustainable reliance on private vehicles.
h) The application fails to demonstrate how residents and businesses off the H4 / V11
will be protected from the additional highway traffic arising from the development
and the potential additional commuter traffic which may use Willen Road and the
proposed M1 bridge.
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i) Within the comprehensive development framework there needs to be assurance that
there is capacity at Cotton Valley for sewage and the surface water run-off won’t
adversely affect the Ouzel and Willen Lake.
j) Seven roundabouts were identified by the developer as requiring upgrades to cope
with potential traffic, without providing the traffic modelling, but suggested that
monies would be given to MKC to carry out works at a later date. (Notably the
Pineham Roundabout). All areas have ‘pinch points’ as they are already up to capacity.
This road infrastructure should be planned and implemented prior to the
development.
Revised response
Map 1: MK East Strategic Urban Extension
Summary
i) Plans for the area east of the M1 and south of the A422 are coming forward from three
developers. The whole MK East area will deliver around 5,000 new homes, 105 hectares of
land for a mix of employment uses in two blocks near M1 j.14 and the A422/H3 grid road, plus
schools, open spaces and sports pitches and a linear park. A new bridge over the M1 is
proposed for traffic to Tongwell Street providing a fourth link into the MK grid road system,
along with A422/H3, London Rd / j.14 / H6 and Willen Rd. MK East is designated in Plan:MK
Policy SD12 for a major urban expansion east of the M1, part of the Milton Keynes Strategy
for 2050 and the Oxford-Cambridge Arc.
ii) an application 21/00999/OUTEIS by Berkeley Homes for up to 1200 homes mainly to the
east of the Ouzel Brook, the employment area north of Junction 14, schools, a community
hub, the linear park along the River Ouzel, new green spaces, redways, roads and associated
infrastructure was submitted earlier this year, upon which the Parish Council made comments
(see below para. 4).
iii) Since the original submission for the Berkeley Homes site, there have been a number of
amendments, during April – June and more recently in September, most showing minor
alterations, four updates to site parameters, and a set of drainage and highways drawings
showing alignments, cross-sections and structures.
iv) a MKC Development Review Forum was held 6th September 2021 to receive a presentation
from the second developer Bloor Homes. Map 2 (below) shows the land ownership, Bloor
Homes in blue includes some land north of the A422. Part of the presentation included a
‘masterplan’ for the whole of MK East (see below Map 1).
v) the presentation / masterplan included some details of the third part of the site – the
Newlands employment area adjoining the M1 and A422. An application is expected shortly,
showing large warehouse / distribution units. Recommendations in this report are in paras
3,8 and 15.
Map 2: Land Ownership MK East: Bloor Homes highlighted
Amendments to Berkeley Homes’ proposals
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1. The list of amendments
cover: s.106 Heads of Terms
19th April 2021

Building heights (the tallest
up to 6 storeys in the centre
of the site
And Play area locations
24th April 2021

10th September 2021

Covering letter from applicant
/ agent
Revised Planning Documents
including
Revised Design & Access
Statement

Sets of detailed:
drainage drawings
drainage strategy drawings
highways drawings
highways structures drawings

Response from Environment
Agency, covering flood risk
assessments on the Ouzel and
Moulsoe Stream, and water
resource (in liaison with
Anglian Water) 14th June 2021
Environment Statement
Addendum
Four updates to parameter
plans:
Moving location of eastern
link roundabout,
Alterations to redway
network and to Tongwell St
and over M1 bridge, plus
additional road crossings
across the site,
Minor landscape and green
infrastructure changes,
Building heights.

2. Mostly these show minor alterations arising from consultation responses and updates to
the scheme, notably around relocating the roundabout by 3’ and the associated changes
around it, and the redway links. The highways drawings showing amongst other things
changes to the Tongwell street arrangements removing access to Carleton Gate and retaining
northbound and southbound flows along Tongwell Street. (The amendments are available on
the MK Planning website : MK East page).
Recommendations
3. The Parish Council is recommended to respond to these amendments with a cautious
welcome but repeating the request for a study of the traffic flows around and across MK East
in light of the proposals for Tongwell Street and the Bloor Homes / Newlands proposals.
4. Previous comments (May 2021) from the Parish Council covered
• a comprehensive development framework was required with a study of traffic flows, from
the development and the from the wider area east of MK including the commuter traffic from
Olney, Bedford , Cranfield and the Marston Vale likely to use the new strategic network to
access the grid road system and M1.
• a comprehensive development framework to ensure the integration of all the
developments,
• the commercial and community elements should be compatible with those in nearby
centres such as Newport Pagnell and Great Linford and avoid unnecessary duplication,
• clarify how much details would be the subject of reserved matters applications,
• whether the capacity of Tongwell Street is adequate and how well the roundabouts at
Tongwell and Pineham will cope with peak traffic periods,
• concerns that existing residents adjoining the site would suffer disruption during
construction, and how residents and businesses off the H4 / V11 will be protected from the
additional highway traffic arising from the development and the potential additional
commuter traffic which may use Willen Road and the proposed M1 bridge.
• concerns that the scheme may be viewed as premature until substantial progress is
achieved towards the implementation of the suggested mass transit system,
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• assurance that there is capacity at Cotton Valley for sewage and the surface water run-off
won’t adversely affect the Ouzel and Willen Lake.
Contents of the MK East masterplan within the Review Forum presentation
5. The notes from the Development Forum hosted by MKC 6th September 2021 are shown in
Annex A.
6. Overall, the first sight of a masterplan was welcomed, particularly the opportunity to see
how homes, roads, facilities and open space would be provided across two of the major
elements within the area. The proposals for the Newlands area will be the subject of a
separate application however the representative emphasised the site would be developed to
meet the current demand for large warehouse / distribution units. Within a broadly triangular
site, the layout would place these large unit on the sides adjoining the highways. The site
would be separated from housing to the east by parking areas, a road and landscaping.
7. Concerns were raised during the Forum relating to the impact of traffic from the whole
area would feed into the existing MK grid road system and secondly, whether heavy goods
vehicles from
the employment area would inter-react with the rest of the MK East development, notably
how traffic from Newlands would get to M1 / junction 14.
Map 3
Recommendations
8. It is recommended that comments regarding the layout and appearance of the Newlands
employment area be made when that application is submitted. On the remaining issues
arising from the masterplan, it is recommended that the following are sent to MKC:
• Traffic volumes: has the modelling for the highways’ improvements to the roundabout on
the A422 and along Tongwell Street taken into account likely commuter traffic from Olney etc
or is it just the traffic generated by the new scheme?
• The volume of traffic generated by MK East; the Mass Rapid Transit suggestions remain a
distant aspiration until MKC puts it in the capital programme with cash and commitment (not
so far), and the 2011 census figures for walking and cycling to work in MK are around 10%,
having residential and employment in MK East will mean some people working locally, but
the remainder (80%????) will be driving to work,
• Paths / redways: the legibility of the proposed redways and footways; will they conform to
the MK pattern in a way that everyone understands and make good connections into the
adjoining parts of MK?
• Construction traffic: will volume, routes, time limitations be controlled?
• HGV Traffic: How to direct HGVs to and from the employment areas avoiding disturbance,
pollution, noise etc for residents? The developers made it clear that current demand is for
very large warehouse / distribution sheds, and these often operate 24 hours per day – the
masterplan shows them set back away from the residential areas but traffic to and from
those sheds will be taking the shortest route to junction 14 (right through the middle of MK
East – houses, schools, etc) unless there are barriers which direct bigger vehicles onto the
A422.
Map 4: Newlands Employment Area MK East
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9. The proposals for the employment area at Newlands, for storage and distribution uses with
ancillary offices is shown for information, an application is awaited.
Development proposals by Bloor Homes
10. This shows a scheme for up to 800 dwellings, a primary school, local centre and public
open space – including play areas, playing pitches and natural/semi natural green space.
11. The presentation to the Development Forum emphasised that both outline applications
(Bloor and Berkley Homes) follow the ‘rules’ outlined in the adopted Milton Keynes East
Development Framework SPD. The developers’ design teams have been working in close
liaison regarding layouts, facilities and transport provisions. The Bloor site would include a
Local Infrastructure Link Road connecting Willen Road across to the new grid road over the
M1, a Local Centre and Primary School located in an accessible location along this distributor
road.
12. Willen Road divides the Newlands employment site from the residential site. Both
developers have worked collaboratively with increased landscape buffers and
complementary layouts to ensure these uses site comfortably adjacent to each other.
13. The north west corner of the site is important as it interfaces with Newport Pagnell. The
developer is providing playing fields on land on the northern side of the A422 adjacent to the
existing Willen Sports Ground (as requested by Newport Pagnell Town Council) with a new
pedestrian bridge over the A422 providing access to this expanded sport facility and
potentially the redway system adjoining Monks Way.
14. The comprehensive illustrative masterplan is important in understanding how the layouts,
green infrastructure, roads, facilities and services, pedestrian and cycle routes connect across
the motorway and integrate the various sites.
Recommendations
15. The Parish Council is recommended to
• raise no objections overall to the application by Bloor Homes but
• raise concerns over the potential for HGV traffic to create disturbance in the proposed
residential areas especially with 24 hour operations and safety concerns in relation to
pedestrians accessing the school and local centre facilities, the masterplan / Development
Framework should include fail-safe measures to direct all HGV traffic onto the H3 grid road
• Suggest the footbridge over the A422 should be relocated to better reflect likely ‘desireline’ access along Willen Road / March End Road to reach Newport Pagnell town centre and
facilities.
A2.4

Campbell Park Parish Council

Initial response
The Planning, Infrastructure & Transport Committee of Campbell Park Parish Council
considered this application at its meeting on the 5th May 2021.
The Committee resolved to lodge an objection to the Highways Plans element of this
application. The Committee also wish to request that the consultation date be extended to
enable the Parish Council to consider the proposals further, as this is a complex issue for the
Parish. We also require more time to be able to consult with our residents.
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First revised comments
Further to our letter dated 5th May 2021, we would like to reinforce our objection to this
application, and in particular the proposed Highway Plans. In our last letter we requested an
extension to the consultation deadline in order that we can consider the proposals fully and
also consult with our residents. We have now undertaken a consultation with residents in
Willen and from the responses we have received, the vast majority also object to this
application.
Our consultation focussed on gaining Willen residents views on the Highway Plans and the
proposed changes immediately surrounding Willen. The consultation document presented
questions in a unbiased, factual manner.
This consultation was sent to every home in Willen (just under 600) on 14th May with a return
date of 19th May. The consultation document was also made available on our website. In 6
days we received 105 responses.
We have not been able to analyse the comments received in detail yet, however, the
responses we have received clearly indicate that the proposal to make the access to the
Tongwell Roundabout (the current connection between H4 & V11) from the V11 available to
northbound traffic only, with southbound traffic joining the V11 via a new connection off
Willen Road or via the Carleton Gate roundabout, is incredibly unpopular (82% DO NOT
support this & only 5.7% DO support this). The proposed new bridge linkage over the
motorway into the V11 is also unpopular (80% DO NOT support this & only 15% DO support
this), as is the proposed new large roundabout at Carleton Gate (82% DO NOT support this &
only 12.4% DO support this).
The residents have major concerns about increased traffic within Willen, with a common
opinion being that the proposals will cause Willen to become a ‘rat run’.
Residents are also concerned about increased traffic in the roads surrounding Willen and the
likely impact of increased traffic noise and pollution.
Some residents also commented that much of the information about the proposals online
was inaccessible to most people, as the files were so large, and the technical detail within the
drawings made it very difficult for most people to understand exactly what is being proposed.
We have also received comments highlighting concerns that the data used, particularly in
relation to traffic and pollution levels is not current and does not appear to factor in all the
development sites in the vicinity, therefore, it does not present a true picture of the future
impact on Willen.
We received a number of comments that MK Council had not taken on board any of the
concerns that residents had already raised at the MK Council meeting in September 2019
relating to the Highway Infrastructure Fund (HIF) application. We are aware that there will be
meeting between the Developer and residents on 29th June 2021. Ahead of this meeting, we
will provide the Developer with a copy of our consultation report in order that they can attend
the meeting prepared with responses to the residents’ concerns.
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We intend to carry out further analysis of the residents responses we have received and will
respond to this consultation again with greater detail of the issues we would like MK Council
to consider in an alternative Highway scheme for this development.
Second revised comments
The Planning, Infrastructure & Transport Committee of Campbell Park Parish Council have
considered this application at their meeting on 4th October 2021.
Committee resolved to support the amended proposal and the closure of Carleton Gate in
Willen.
We recently undertook a consultation with Willen residents, sending a consultation
document to every home, seeking their views on the amended plans and the proposal to close
Carleton Gate. The outcome of the consultation was that the majority of residents supported
the closure of Carleton Gate.
A2.5

Broughton and Milton Keynes Parish Council

No comments received.
A2.6

Sherington Parish Council

We understand that this development is included in Plan:MK and that MK Council must allow
for development between the M1 and Newport Pagnell so we cannot object, however the
policies within Plan:Mk outline that a comprehensive development masterplan should be in
place for the whole MK East development before planning permission is sought.
Putting in these planning applications piecemeal without this plan raises concerns. One of the
biggest problems we face as a Parish council is finding out who owns which land and is
therefore responsible for its maintenance, having an overarching plan would alleviate this
problem.
Infrastructure before expansion is imperative.
We would also like to register our concerns regarding the Highways infrastructure both
current
and planned,
- Traffic is already bad travelling on the A509 and A422 at points during the day, if the main
highways infrastructure is not planned until phase 2 what will be put in to place to avoid
disruption on these roads? The potential disruption could be huge and have a negative effect
on quality of life for existing residents and property values in our area.
- What measures are planned to prevent routes through surrounding villages becoming "rat
runs"? We already have major concerns over speeding within the village that have been
largely ignored by MKC. Can you assure us that preventative measures we have requested
will be put into place? We already receive a lot of through traffic traveling to MK from
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Northampton way, we need MKC support to put measures in to place to reduce speeding and
ensure the safety of our residents.
- Can we be assured that construction traffic will never be allowed to use our village as a main
thoroughfare?
- Have studies been undertaken to assess the potential increase in noise and air pollution?
What will be done to reduce these issues?
Flooding
We are concerned that displacement of the water table would increase the likelihood of
localised flooding; more needs to be done to negate this issue before building begins. We
would like to see action on these issues now rather than reaction to problems once building
has already started.
We are mostly in support of development - having a small village school within a federation
of 5 other small village schools in the area that would all welcome an increased uptake - and
a Church with an ageing congregation that could use a boost in population. We realise that
development is important, however, more needs to be done to ensure that infrastructure is
put in place in a timely manner and our already struggling services such as MKGH, Cotton
valley sewerage plant, local GP surgeries and other health services are not put under
increased pressure which would have a detrimental effect on the quality of life for current
residents.
We ask that you take our points, which seem to echo the concerns of others, into
consideration.
A2.7

North Crawley Parish Council

North Crawley Parish Council would like to register significant concerns regarding the traffic
implications to our village of the MKE development. We do not object to the development
itself but fear that, unless changes are made to the proposed layout and signage, that traffic
leaving the M1 at J14 and bound for Cranfield would use North Crawley as the preferred
commuter route.
When vehicles currently leave J14 heading North to Newport Pagnell there is a sign within 15
mtrs along with a right hand turning lane to Cranfield via Moulsoe which is by far the shortest
route. The road layout we have seen implies that a large commercial site is to be built adjacent
to J14 along with a dual carriageway which will bypass the current London Road and join the
A509 on the outskirts of Newport Pagnell.
On the draft layout we have seen the road to Moulsoe appears to be accessed from within
the commercial site and may no longer form a logical and short route to Cranfield. Instead
traffic may be encouraged to use the faster dual carriageway which, from the A509 gives two
alternative routes to Cranfield - one via North Crawley Road and the other via Chicheley - both
of which would draw traffic through North Crawley.
We understand there is a longer term plan to create a “Moulsoe bypass” road from J14 to
Cranfield but we do not know the timeframe for this project.
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Why are we concerned about increased traffic through North Crawley?
Our village already suffers from a tidal flow of traffic to and from Cranfield especially via
Chicheley. It is not unusual to witness this traffic speeding through North Crawley. This
already gives rise to major concerns regarding the safety of children: we have a busy
Children’s Nursery on the outskirts of the village (Wellies) and a popular Infants school (30+
children) within the village centre. Older children catch buses to various schools within
Newport Pagnell and Milton Keynes. As North Crawley First School and the bus stop are on
the southern side of the High St and the majority of children live on the estate to the North
of the High Street, there are a great number of young pedestrians crossing the road at exactly
the same time that through traffic peaks.
We have an attractive and historic centre to our village with many of the older houses
abutting the road but which have very shallow foundations and these properties will
inevitably suffer damage as the road use increases.
If traffic is diverted (or discouraged) away from its existing route via Moulsoe, it will double
the actual mileage such traffic will incur. That is a significant environmental impact that would
seem to be easily prevented.
Our specific requests related to the MKE development are as follows:
1. That the Moulsoe Bypass is brought forward to coincide with the construction of the dual
carriageway linking J14 to Newport Pagnell. (The Parish Council’s preferred option).
OR
2. That the existing route to Cranfield is not obscured by the Commercial Site and that traffic
is encouraged and clearly signposted to drive to Cranfield via Moulsoe village (as is currently
the case).
Additionally
3. That construction traffic related to the MKE development is contractually obliged to avoid
North Crawley at all times.
A2.8

Hulcote & Salford Parish Council

Note: comments made on behalf of Cranfield Parish Council and Hulcote & Salford Parish
Council together with the Central Bedfordshire ward Councillors Sue Clark, Ken Matthews and
Robert Morris
Dear Elizabeth,
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on this application. We apologise for the
late submission of this response.
Cranfield Parish Council and Hulcote & Salford Parish Council together with the Central
Bedfordshire ward Councillors Sue Clark, Ken Matthews and Robert Morris OBJECT to this
application on Highways grounds. This is our joint response.
Background
The Parish Councils and Cllr Clark have engaged in previous rounds of consultation though the
MK futures consultations, the Local Plan process and the Development Brief for MK East and
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have consistently raised concerns about adverse traffic impact on Cranfield and Hulcote and
Salford and the surrounding road network.
The Parish Councils and Cllr Clark along attended and engaged in the Stakeholder Reference
Group for MK East that was held in 2018/19 and regularly raised concerns about the potential
impact of traffic from this development on the highway network within and around Cranfield
and Salford Villages.
Cllr Clark also raised concerns at Local Plan Hearings and the Parish Councils and Cllr Clark
made submissions in response to the Development Brief consultation in late 2019, but our
concerns do not seem to be being listened to or responded to. Regrettably we are making the
same points that we made in response to the Development Brief in 2019 with regard to
concern about the impact of this development on the highway network to from and within
Cranfield and Hulcote and Salford villages, and the lack of interest or assessment of this by
the developer and MK Council.
Traffic Assessment
The Transport Assessment for this application identifies a large increase in traffic flows east
from the site through Mousloe and Cranfield, but no detailed assessment of how the network
will operate either within or around Cranfield and Hulcote & Salford has been undertaken.
The road access to Cranfield from the surrounding road network is relatively poor, with one
route to the west via Hulcote & Salford, one to the east via Marston Hill and one route north
to Junction 14. With Cranfield’s location on the plateau, it is relatively exposed, and in bad
weather access can be difficult. The surrounding road network is one of country lanes, which
are already under pressure from significant development and access to the university and
Technology Park as a significant local employer with about 3,500 people based there.
Rat running between Junctions 13 and 14 and Milton Keynes is a significant problem in
Hulcote & Salford, as is regular flaunting of the HGV ban as HGVs use this route as access to
Milton Keynes. We would particularly like to understand more about how traffic from the
new development, having flowed into Milton Keynes might use the route through Brooklands
and Hulcote & Salford to J13 and vice versa.
We are shocked to learn amongst other forecasted increases that there is predicted to be a
71% increase in HGV movements through Cranfield village (2031 forecast).
The High Street through Cranfield is busy already, especially at peak times, when there is
much congestion from parked cars, school drop offs (Holywell Middle School and the 2 Lower
School sites are centrally located). It is hard to imagine how a relatively large increase in traffic
from MK East will be accommodated without adversely impacting the High Street. This will
also adversely affect pedestrians and cyclists using the High Street. There is a high level of
pedestrian traffic from school children, residents accessing the local shops and dog walkers
and other leisure users. If traffic levels and HGV movements increase significantly there will
be an adverse impact on the environmental amenity, air quality and safety for pedestrians
and cyclists.
This is before the traffic impacts from the Marston Valley strategic site of 5,000 houses are
taken into account, or the traffic impacts of the potential relocation of Marshall Aerospace at
Cranfield Airport, which will also be a significant source of traffic generation.
Already, Marston Hill, the easterly access to and from Cranfield which is a narrow and quite
steep country road is regularly at a standstill at the morning peak times as traffic queues up
the hill into the village to access the University and Technology Park.
Traffic is also at a high volume at peak times on Crane Way, again to access the University and
Technology Park from the East.
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We agree with the comments made in the Highways section of Central Bedfordshire Council’s
letter dated 17th June 2021 from Debbie Quinn commenting on this application, that the
impacts of this development on Cranfield should be assessed, including the junction of
Cranfield Way / University Way,
And that
‘the High Street should be considered as traffic sensitive and treated accordingly (including
assessment within the 2031 forecast, where a 71% increase in HGV movements is predicted)’.
‘Whilst the ES subsequently suggests that the existing pedestrian facilities within Cranfield
are sufficient to class the effects as being slight rather than moderate, the predicted increase
in traffic levels of circa 35% in the PM peak hour is considered sufficient to merit a more
detailed assessment’.
‘Whilst the ES subsequently suggests that the existing pedestrian facilities within Cranfield
are sufficient to class the effects as being slight rather than moderate, the predicted increase
in traffic levels of circa 35% in the PM peak hour is considered sufficient to merit a more
detailed assessment. The extent of any more detailed assessment can then be agreed’.
In the absence of any further information or assessment, CBC does raise an objection to the
application as submitted, due to a failure to demonstrate that the impacts of the development
on the Central Bedfordshire highways network have been adequately mitigated’.
(Extracts from CBC’s letter to MKC dated 17.6.21)
We are disappointed that these requests appear to have been ignored in the updated
transport assessment addendum and associated documents and that there has not been an
assessment of the impacts on the road network including routes to from and through
Cranfield and Hulcote & Salford. We support and agree with Central Bedfordshire’s objection
on this matter.
Regrettably, this has been a consistent pattern and approach from Milton Keynes Council with
regard to consideration, assessment and mitigation of the traffic impacts on Cranfield and
Hulcote & Salford since this development was first proposed.
We would be grateful if MKC would now take our concerns and the concerns of Central
Bedfordshire Council seriously in this regard and carry out the requested traffic assessments
so that appropriate mitigation can be considered.
Potential Future Links.
The Design and Access statement refers to an opportunity to ‘better integrate MK with it’s
countryside to the east of the M1 as well as unblock strategic connections across the M1’ and
identifies a ‘safeguarded route for potential future links for a MRT route’ to Cranfield and
Cranfield University. There is no detail provided. We would like to understand more about
what this might mean and the implications for our villages, and to be fully consulted on any
proposals that may be considered.
Consultation.
As we are a different local authority area residents tend not to be tuned into planning matters
in MK as they would be for Central Beds. Andrew Turner used to keep the Parish Councils and
myself informed, but this hasn’t been happening recently. Residents in Cranfield and Hulcote
& Salford are largely unaware of this development and of the potential impact on their
villages. Please therefore do not assume silence as no comment, and please accept our
comments as representative.
We would be grateful if we could be kept regularly informed and updated as this scheme
progresses.
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A2.9

Councillor Douglas McCall (Newport Pagnell South Ward)

Note: consulted during the first consultation period only due to local elections.
Comments made on behalf of Cllrs McCall, Carr and Alexander.
Thank you for your letter of the 20th April regarding the outline planning permission for the
MK East development between the M1 and Newport Pagnell. This response is from all three
ward councillors for Newport Pagnell South Ward – Cllrs Alexander, Carr and McCall.
We recognise that we can’t object to the principle of the development as it is included in
Plan:MK following the ruling by the Government appointed Planning Inspector that MK
Council must allow development east of the M1.
We believe the following points are key for any development to be approved:
Infrastructure before Expansion
We believe that it is important that the principle of ‘infrastructure before expansion’
introduced by the former Liberal Democrat Administration is followed. Therefore, the bridge
over the M1 and the other outlined highway infrastructure is essential, as is the community
infrastructure such as the schools and community hub. The maximum amount of
infrastructure should be delivered ‘up front’.
Flooding
Many Newport Pagnell residents, and we as ward councillors, are very concerned about the
risk of flooding downstream from this development, ie in Newport Pagnell. The Planning
Authority needs to be convinced that the necessary flood prevention measures are in place,
including balancing lakes if required, to ensure not only no flooding within the development,
but also downstream in Newport Pagnell or elsewhere.
Health
It is important that early contact is made with the Health Authorities to ensure the timely
provision of onsite health facilities, as health facilities in the general area are already under
pressure.
A2.10 Councillor Jane Carr (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
Comments received as above
A2.11 Councillor Paul Alexander (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
Comments received as above.
A2.12 Councillor Scot Balazs (Newport Pagnell South Ward)
Note: consulted during the second consultation period only due to local elections.
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No comments received.
A2.13 Councillor Keith McLean (Olney Ward) (Member of DCC/DCP)
No comments received.
A2.14 Councillor David Hosking (Olney Ward)
We object to this planning application, which forms part of the wider Milton Keynes East
(MKE) development. As ward members, we have consistently opposed MKE as we believe
that this will reduce the quality of life for the communities that we represent, plus the
residents of Newport Pagnell and Willen.
This application is contrary to national policies, designed to protect rural communities and
represents an encroachment into the open countryside. We also believe that the issues of
local flooding and highways mean that the application should be refused, again based on
policies set out in the NPPF.
We will be expanding on these points when we speak at the DCC meeting on 9th November.
A2.15 Councillor Peter Geary (Olney Ward)
Comments received as above.
A2.16 Councillor Sam Crooks (Broughton Ward)
The MK East development for which outline planning permission is sought is not in my ward.
Thus, although I am supportive of it, I have no comments on that part of the application.
By contrast the adjacent road configuration, for which detailed planning permission is sought,
does fall within the ward. My comments are as below. They are guided by two criteria:
• to create the most effective connectivity between the established city and the new
development.
• to safeguard the Willen estate against depredations such as noise, pollution and ratrunning.
Connectivity
I would have much preferred the Council and the developers to have started from a strategic
review of the whole road network on the eastern side of the city. However, this was not
possible on account of the refusal of Highways England to consider modifications to junction
14 of the M1 before 2031, and possibly not even then.
I accept therefore the need for a new bridge, and also its position as there is insufficient landtake further south. In the longer term this is also better suited to the development of the
Council’s mass transit system than the alternative which some have suggested viz the bridge
that links the H4 Dansteed Way to the Willen Road down to the Marsh End roundabout.
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The V11 Tongwell Street will be duelled. I was initially unhappy with this but I understand
from the Council that it will be possible to start an embryonic mass transit system as soon as
the bridge is built and sufficient houses have been occupied. This would involve MK Connect
in earmarked lanes alongside, for example, electric vehicles and cars with more than one
occupant. While it cannot be conditioned I would urge the Council in a side-letter to
encourage the developer to explore a different colour of road surface for these earmarked
lanes. That would highlight the Council’s commitment to carbon reduction and be consistent
with the city’s redway system.
I welcome the retention of the southern leg of the V11 Tongwell Street in the revised
proposals of 10 September. The alternative of a link road of nearly grid road standard through
the western (Bloor Homes) side of the development to carry the significant amount of heavy
traffic exiting the Tongwell Industrial estate would not have appealed to future residents.
The revised proposals include a new redway and leisure route from Tongwell roundabout to
the Coachway. I strongly support this.
But I would ask for an “all reasonable endeavours” clause to accompany the planning
permission (as requested by the Milton Keynes Cycling Forum) stipulating the negotiation of
land ownership agreements to enable the provision of a dedicated bridge crossing over the
M1 south of junction 14.
Safeguarding Willen
There are divided opinions among residents about the closure of Carleton Gate in the revised
proposals. It will negate any incentive to rat-run through the estate in order to avoid traffic
hold-ups at Tongwell roundabout. But residents on the estate’s south-eastern side will be
disadvantaged by having to drive north to exit via Millington Gate. However a Parish Council
survey, hand-delivered to every house on the estate, shows a clear majority of respondents
in favour of the proposed closure.
It is already difficult to exit Millington Gate not least because of the speed of traffic along the
H4 Dansteed Way. It has been suggested that, should Carleton Gate be closed, thus causing
increased pressure on Millington Gate from within the estate, traffic lights might be installed
at the Millington Gate / Dansteed Way junction. Earlier this year, on 24 February, the Council
agreed to include in its capital programme £ 1 million for road safety measures mitigating the
impact of the MK East development on surrounding areas including Willen, subject to the
submission of satisfactory business cases. Should residents support a signalised junction
therefore, and the number of increased traffic movements justify it, a source of funding is
available.
Another significant concern of residents has been noise from the duelled road. I would ask
for a condition that a 3m acoustic fence be installed alongside the V11 Tongwell Street,
temporarily during construction, and permanently before it is opened to vehicles.
Summary
(1)
I support the proposed road configuration as amended on 10 September 2021
including the retention of the southern leg of the V11 Tongwell Street, the removal of the
Carleton Gate roundabout and a new redway down to the Coachway.
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(2)
I urge a side-letter from the Council to the developer encouraging earmarked and
colour coded lanes for the planned new mass transit system.
(3)
I request an “all reasonable endeavours” clause in respect of a dedicated bridge
crossing over the M1 south of junction 14.
(4)
I note the possibility of a request for a signalised junction from Millington Gate onto
the H4 Dansteed Way.
(5)
I ask for a condition requiring the provision of a 3m high acoustic fence.
A2.17 Councillor Kerrie Bradburn (Broughton Ward)
No comments received.
A2.18 Councillor John Bint (Broughton Ward)
Note: consulted during the first consultation period only due to local elections.
No comments received.
A2.19 Councillor Uroy Clarke (Broughton Ward)
Note: consulted during the second consultation period only due to local elections.
No comments received.
A2.20 MKC Development Plan (Policy)
Initial response
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY
NPPF
Para 2: Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be determined in
accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
Para 57: Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions expected from
development, planning applications that comply with them should be assumed to be viable.
Paragraph 64 of the NPPF requires that major housing developments provide at least 10% of
homes available for affordable housing ownership. It is acknowledged that, in a written
ministerial statement on 24 May 2021, Government announced the implementation of its
First Homes Policy and changes to shared ownership provision, which subsequently came into
effect on 28 June 2021. However, under the transitional arrangements of the implementation
of this policy, the new requirement for 25% First Homes will not apply to sites with full or
outline planning permissions already in place or determined (or where a right to appeal
against non-determination has arisen) before 28 December 2021 (or 28 March 2022 if there
has been significant pre-application engagement). It is considered that this proposal will likely
fall within these transitional arrangements and, as such, First Homes would not be required
as part of the scheme. The same transitional arrangements also apply to the changes to
shared ownership policy.
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Para 72: The supply of large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved through
planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements or significant extensions to
existing villages and towns, provided they are well located and designed, and supported by
the necessary infrastructure and facilities.
This response largely covers points of principle, rather than site specific or topic aspects of
this proposal, which will generally be commented on by other colleagues/teams. However,
this response does address some topics such as retail/employment provision.
A. Local Plan, Plan:MK
Policy SD12 (Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension) This is a site-specific planning
policy and the main planning policy for the whole of the Milton Keynes East (MKE) site. The
policy reiterates land is allocated at MKE and is shown on the key diagram and policies map
for comprehensive new residential and employment development to meet the long-term
needs of Milton Keynes. Development of this site can commence once the strategic
infrastructure required to make the site deliverable is funded and is being delivered. In that
circumstance development of the site will be allowed to proceed within the plan period as an
additional source of housing and employment land supply.
Policy SD12 also refers to development being brought in line with all relevant policies in
Plan:MK particularly SD1, SD9 SD10, and INF1 and a Development Framework being prepared
in line with these policies and approved by the Council prior to planning permissions being
granted.
In the case of MKE, several key requirements of policy SD 12 have been met in that:
a) The Council’s Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) bid was successful and funding has been
secured towards the provision of essential infrastructure to serve and deliver this
development.
b) A tariff type agreement is actively being negotiated by the Council and the applicant’s
representatives for the delivery of infrastructure and facilities at MKE.
c) A Development Framework for MKE was adopted by the Council’s Cabinet in March 2020.
The Development Framework and subsequent applications for planning permission establish
the quantum and form of development in more detail, but proposals for development are
expected to meet the nine criteria in policy SD12.
The St James site is the largest parcel of land within the MKE allocation but not all the 5000
dwellings and 105 ha of employment land expected to be developed at MKE will be developed
on this site. Development of the St James site is expected to deliver up to a maximum of 4,600
homes and associated commercial and community facilities and around 403,650 sq.m of
employment floorspace on 80-90 ha of land. It is understood that other landowners such as
Bloor Homes will be delivering a new housing development on their parcel of land east of
Willen Road and Newlands will be delivering a warehousing development on their parcel of
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land west of Willen Road, which will bring the total number of dwellings up to around 5000
dwellings and the development of around 105 ha of employment land.
Policy DS1 (Settlement Hierarchy) Provision of new homes and jobs will take account of the
settlement hierarchy set out in table 4.2. Table 4.2 identifies land east of the M1 as a new
strategic growth area.
Policy DS2 (Housing Strategy) highlights Plan:MK will deliver a minimum of 26,500 net
dwellings across the Borough over the 2016-2031 period and land east of the M1 is allocated
as a strategic urban extension (SUE) to meet the long-term needs of Milton Keynes…
Policy DS3 (Employment Development Strategy) refers to the strategy for supporting the
economic needs of the Borough being delivered by the allocation of new employment land at
South Caldecotte and Milton Keynes East to provide a flexible supply of sites to cater for
future employment needs.
Policy DS5 (Open Countryside) The application site includes additional land not within the
MKE allocation area (para 2.10 of the submitted planning statement). On the eastern edge
of the site the site boundary north of Newport Road has been extended eastwards by 60-250
metres compared to the MKE allocation boundary so technically some development is
proposed in the open countryside. In their planning statement (p.6-7) the applicant’s agent
justify this extension of the site as being necessary for several reasons including:
1) To deliver a better designed scheme following field boundaries and existing
hedgerows rather than cutting across them.
2) To provide land not only for the proposed new grid road and associated accesses
(including to the MKC parcel of land to the north) but also for landscaping and open
space uses along the edge of MKE and a new wood near Moulsoe to screen the
development.
Under criteria A of policy DS5, planning permission for highway infrastructure in the open
countryside can be granted where it is wholly appropriate to a rural area and cannot be
located within a settlement, or where other policies within Plan:MK indicate development
might be appropriate. The case officer will need to consider if the extension of the scheme
onto land in the open countryside is justified in this instance.
Policy DS6 (Linear Parks) Providing a new linear park along the River Ouzel/Lovat linked to
land owned by the Milton Keynes Parks Trust, Willen Lake and Newport Pagnell.
Policy SD1 (Place -Making Principles for Development)
Policy SD9 (General Principles for Strategic Urban Principles)
Policy SD10 (Delivery of Strategic Urban Extensions) The requirement that planning
permission will only be granted for land within a SUE, following the approval by the Council
of a comprehensive Development Framework SPD has now been satisfied
Policy ER1 (Employment Sites in the Borough of Milton Keynes) Table 6.1 to this policy
allocates 105 ha of employment land at MKE for development in line with policies SD12 and
DS3. Most development is expected to be for B8 Warehousing and B2 General Industrial
floorspace. However, there may be some class E development for office and light industrial
floorspace. A planning condition will be needed to avoid class E office and light industrial use
being converted to other class E uses such as shops and restaurants.
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Policy ER9 (Character and function of the Shopping Hierarchy) part B indicates planning
permission will be granted for retail and service uses to serve new areas of residential
development. The scale of retail and service provision provided within new areas of
residential development will be determined in Development Frameworks for those areas to
cater for the day to day shopping needs of the resident population and not to draw trade
from a wider area.
ER 10 (Assessing Edge of Centre and Out of Centre) sets out the retail impact and sequential
tests, for retail and leisure development not on sites specifically allocated for such uses.
However, in this case retail and other development is specifically planned at MKE.
Information in their retail statement for MKE from consultants Lichfields describe MKE as
having a community hub and a local parade with the following main town centre uses. The
community hub has up to 4,000 gross sq.m of shops, non-retail services, cafes/restaurants,
pubs/takeaways, a health centre, nursery and a gym. South of Moulsoe a local parade is being
provided with up to a maximum of 500 sq.m of class E /sui generis floorspace including
convenience and comparison floorspace, restaurant/café and a takeaway.
The applicant’s agent Lichfield acknowledge MKE will generate additional retail expenditure
in the local economy and attract some trade from nearby centres particularly Newport
Pagnell, Kingston and Olney but the overall effect is forecast to be small. Without MKE the
turnover of Newport Pagnell is expected to be £33.86 million by 2032 but with MKE the
turnover is £33.61 million (-0.7%).
However, to limit the impact of the Community Hub on surrounding centres, St James
proposes a planning condition to phase the provision of retail service and beverage
floorspace, to ensure that not more than 3,000 sq.m gross of retail, service and food beverage
floorspace will occupied within the community hub until at least 800 new homes are
completed at MKE. With 4000 sq.m of floorspace being permitted when 1,100 new home are
completed. This approach is to be welcomed and will assist in mitigating any impact from MKE
on surrounding centres.
ER14 (New Local Centres) New local centres are required in new residential development of
500 dwellings or more, located so that the majority of all new dwellings are within 500 metres
walking distance of a Local Centre. In MKE the community hub is the centre for retail and
community uses, it is designed so most dwellings are within a 15-minute walk of it. Only one
small local centre parade is proposed in the south-east of site to serve residents within this
area.
Policy ER16 (Hotel and Visitor Accommodation) A hotel is one of the proposed uses at MKE
mentioned in criteria C3 of policy SD12. However, a hotel is not being provided in this scheme
and no explanation has been provided for its absence. Justification for this will be required.
HN1 (Housing Mix and Density) Proposals for 11 or more new dwellings will be expected to
provide a mix of tenure, type and size of dwellings that:
1. Reflects the Council's latest evidence of housing need and market demand;
2. Reflects the needs of different household types;
3. Avoids the over-concentration of certain types of residential development in an area; and
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4. Takes account of the nature of the development proposal, for example flatted development
or supported/sheltered housing where greater variety of house type, size or tenure may not
be feasible or appropriate.
B. Larger residential proposals … expected to provide a wider mix of tenure, type and size of
affordable and market dwellings, and a range of net densities across the development … to
create and sustain inclusive mixed communities and help deliver the strategic objectives of
Plan:MK.
The applicants have outlined that the precise mix of market homes will be determined on a
phase-by-phase basis as each REM application comes forward, however it is expected that
the provision of flats in the development will be higher than that outlined in the
recommended housing mix of the SHMA which informed Plan:MK (which recommended 2%
of market homes and 19% of affordable homes should be provided as flats), albeit the
applicants do not appear at this time to have outlined any estimates of how much this may
vary.
The applicants have outlined that this divergence is required so as to deliver the number of
units within the allocation and so as the development is consistent with the wider objectives
for the MKE urban extension. As outlined in the supporting text to Policy HN1, the SHMA
recommended mix is not to be applied prescriptively and the appropriate mix of housing
within a development should reflect a range of influences, including site-specific factors,
wider trends, information on household with specific needs at that time, and the strategic
objectives; as such, divergence from the SHMA mix is not itself a reason for objection.
As the site represents a large, greenfield allocation, it would normally be anticipated that the
proposal would, overall, provide a mix closer to that of the recommended SHMA mix; it is
however noted that there are specific reasons as to why higher density and, therefore, a
different mix of units, may be required across certain areas of the site; predominantly so as
to achieve the densities outlined within the MKE Development Framework and some of the
wider objectives of the allocation (for example, delivery of Mass Rapid Transit). Therefore, in
any future REM submissions, where the mix diverges significantly, the applicant will be
expected to justify the reasons for this, taking into consideration the mix of provision across
the wider site as a whole, as well as the specific factors relating to the phase or parcel for
which REM approval is being sought at the time.
In their comments on this application housing colleagues have said a condition needs to be
placed on the outline planning permission to ensure housing mix and tenure is provided at
reserved matters stage in order to be assessed and approved; we would support the inclusion
of this condition, which should cover both market and affordable provision.
Policy HN2 (Affordable Housing) outlines that proposals for 11 or more homes should provide
31% of those homes as affordable housing with an expected tenure split of 25% of units for
affordable rent (including approximately 5% of the total affordable provision at a level broadly
equivalent to social rent) and 6% shared ownership. All affordable housing provision secured
through planning will also be required to be affordable in perpetuity, in line with the
requirements of the NPPF.
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The MKE Housing statement accompanying this application says the proposal will provide for
1,240 affordable housing units, 31% of 4000 dwellings. The tenure split is proposed to be 20%
affordable rent, 5% social rent and 6 % shared ownership. The overall provision and proposed
tenure split are deemed to be compliant with Policy HN2.
A table setting out the proposed mix of the affordable provision by type of dwelling and by
tenure is on page 3 of the Milton Keynes East Affordable Housing document. This is replicated
below with an additional column to provide comparison with the recommended affordable
housing mix outlined in the SHMA which informed Plan:MK (included as Table 7.1 in Plan:MK).
Housing mix within proposed development
Dwelling size
Number
of Strategic
Housing
affordable dwellings Market Assessment
(Exc. Extra Care)
2017 Recommended
Housing
Mix
(Affordable)
1-bedroom flat 126 (11.6%)
10%
2-bedroom flat 138 (12.7%)
9%
2-bedroom
432 (40%)
33%
dwelling
3-bedroom
344 (32%)
38%
dwelling
4-bedroom
40 (3.7%)
9%
dwelling
5-bedroom
0
3%
dwelling
Total
1,080

Number of affordable
dwellings (Inc. extra
care)

254 (20%)
170 (14%)
432 (35%)
344 (28%)
40 (3%)
0
1,240

As outlined above, the proposed mix of affordable housing would see a higher proportion of
flats delivered than is recommended in the SHMA, especially when extra care living is taken
into account (34% compared to recommended to 19%), predominantly at the expense of
larger houses (3, 4 and 5 bedroom) however, without consideration of the extra care units,
the proposed mix is not significantly different. As with the mix of market housing, the
applicants, in their affordable housing statement, have also outlined that the proposed
greater proportion of flats is consistent with the wider objectives for the MKE Urban
extension as outlined in Policy SD12 and the MKE development Framework. Furthermore,
they have also outlined proposed flexibility mechanisms to enable flexibility to be built into
the affordable housing mix to allow for future changes in the local need over the lifetime of
the development.
It is recommended that the views of the Council’s Housing Team are sought and taken into
account when considering the proposed affordable housing mix and the case officer may also
want to seek the views of Adult Services with regards the provision of extra care units to
understand if the proposed mix would assist in meeting local needs.
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Regarding phasing, St James propose delivery of affordable homes will be linked to the
delivery of occupation of market homes. The scheme will be also be designed as tenure blind
with affordable housing ‘pepper-potted’ throughout; and as a minimum, all affordable homes
will be designed to Nationally Described Space Standards. Again, these elements are
compliant with Policy HN2.
Policy HN3 (Supported and Specialist Housing), residential development proposals will be
expected to provide an element of supported or specialist housing to help contribute towards
meeting the needs of older persons and households with specific needs. The Council’s
Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2017 calculated the combined need for supported and
specialist housing accounts for around 15% of all housing needs in the Borough over the plan
period. An Elderly Care home is proposed within this development. Such proposals are
supported by the Council provided they comply with the four criteria in part B of policy HN3.
Policy HN4 (Amenity, Accessibility and Adaptability of Homes) Sets the standards that all
proposals for Class C3 dwellings will be required to meet. The proposal states that all homes
in this scheme are to be designed to national space standards to be demonstrated on a phaseby-phase basis. This should be secured via condition. Details to be provided for adaptable and
wheelchair accessible homes as reserved matters applications come forward taking account
of relevant building regulations and prevailing policy at the time.
Policy HN5 (Self-Build and Custom House Building) B. Strategic growth areas allocated within
Plan:MK, and any proposals for further strategic residential development, will be required to
provide 1 hectare of the site for serviced dwelling plots for sale to custom builders to
contribute towards meeting the evidenced demand for self-build and custom housebuilding
in the Borough. As MKE is a strategic growth area allocated within Plan:MK it will be required
to provide 1 hectare of land across the allocation for this purpose and, as the proposed site
here covers the largest area of the MKE allocation, it should, at least, provide for its share of
this 1 hectare of land.
There is no specific self-build element or location proposed as part of this application; though
the applicants outline that it is anticipated the wider MKE allocation site has the capability to
accommodate the 1ha provision envisaged within the policy and the Development
Framework SPD. This application by St James needs to outline how it intends to make
provision for its share of self-build plots or demonstrate how else it intends to meet this policy
requirement. The provision should also be secured via conditions on the application.
Transport Policies
CT1 (Sustainable Transport Network), Policy CT2 (Movement & Access), Policy CT3 (Walking
& Cycling), Policy CT5 (Public Transport) , Policy CT6 (Low Emission Vehicles) Criteria C: All
new developments required to provide electric charging points in line with standards set out
in MK Parking Standards.
Policy CT7 (Freight) New development proposals that require new junction or motorway
improvements will produce travel assessments to assess the traffic impact of freight into and
out of the site. Comments to be provided by Transport if such an assessment is required. This
policy is omitted from appendix 2 the Planning Policy matrix in the submitted Planning
Statement, is this an omission or it is considered unnecessary to respond to it?

(38)

Policy CT8 (Grid Road Network) sets out criteria for the design of grid roads and refers to the
opportunities for extending the grid road network system and redway network into major
development areas. This development is being provided with grid roads and new redway,
pedestrian and cycle routes linked to the city’s grid road and redway networks.
Policy CT9 (Digital Communications) Refers to the wish of the Council to see all premises on
all new development served by digital telecommunications services to at least superfast
broadband standard but preference for future proofed services providing ultrafast speeds.
This policy requirement appears to have been met, paragraph 6.175 of the Planning
Statement states all new residential and commercial premises will have access to superfast
broadband (>24 MB) with future proofing to for ultrafast provision (>300 MB). The precise
approach, design of ducting and preferred network providers will be detailed at reserved
matters stage.
Policy CT10 (Parking Provision) All developments to meet the Council’s full parking standards
unless mitigating circumstances dictate otherwise. This detail will need to be dealt with and
covered off on applications for reserved matters.
Education & Health Policies. Policies EH1-EH3: With three primary schools (totalling eight
forms of entry) of the four primary schools proposed at MKE and one secondary school (of
up to 10 forms of entry) proposed in this application. The Council’s education requirements
have been met. Primary school one adjacent to the community hub will be delivered early
on in this development. All the primary schools in this application include nursery
accommodation and an additional 2000 sq.m for a nursery is included within the community
hub.
NB MKC’s Education team do not have any objections to the proposed development
Policy EH5 (Health Facilities) Health facilities provision within MKE is a requirement of policy
SD12 and a health hub of up to 2000 sq.m is proposed within the community hub. The health
hub is being funded by the HIF bid and will be delivered early on within the development.
Policy EH6 (Delivery of Health Facilities in New Development) All Use Class C2 developments
and Use Class C3 residential development in excess of 50 dwellings will be required to prepare
a Health Impact Assessment. There is an HIA accompanying this application, which public
health colleagues will be able to comment upon.
Policy EH7 (Promoting Healthy Communities) Part A refers to Milton Keynes Council
commitment to reducing health inequalities, increasing life expectancy and improving quality
of life of the Borough. Proposals should be designed to achieve the aspirations listed in the
policy.
Policy EH8 (Hot Food Takeaways) A. Hot food takeaways (Class A5) within close proximity to
a primary or secondary school will only be permitted if the takeaway is located more than
400m from the main school entrance. The northern primary and secondary school have been
located adjacent to the community hub in order to create a more vibrant centre so this matter
may be one to consider in the future on a reserved matters application.
Other Policies
Policy INF1: (Delivering Infrastructure) New development that generates a demand for
infrastructure, facilities and resources will only be permitted if the necessary on and off-site
infrastructure required to support and mitigate the impact of that development is either
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already in place; or there is a reliable mechanism in place for its delivery… The Council has
recently adopted a new Planning Obligations SPD setting out the Council’s requirements and
expectations for infrastructure and facilities provision.
Flood Risk policies FR1-FR3 most of this site is in flood Zone 1 with a low probability of flooding
but land along the River Ouzel is in flood zone 3. Several consultees have responded that
further information and details regarding the FRA need to be submitted. Policies to be
commented on by other consultees.
CC6 (Burial and Memorial Grounds) The proposed development includes the Development
Framework’s requirement for a 2ha area for burial space or remembrance gardens in the
south-east area of the development.
Colleagues in Conservation and Archaeology will be commenting on Policy HE1 (Heritage and
Development) matters.
Policy D4 (Innovative Design and Construction) Proposals for 50 or more dwellings will be
encouraged to provide 10% of new dwellings that incorporate innovative design features and
modern methods of construction, such as modular / off-site construction techniques.
Residential proposals which raise the design standard in Milton Keynes through innovation
will be supported.
St James are exploring opportunities to delivering an element of the new homes at MKE using
modern methods of construction. Precise details of these to be provided by the applicant as
reserved matters applications come forward taking account of prevailing policy at the time.
Policy CC1 (Public Art). Further details about the Council’s requirements for public art and
cultural activity can be found in the Council’s recently adopted Planning Obligations SPD
Policy CC2 (Location of Community Facilities) sets out criteria for the location of Community
facilities
Comments on the Sustainable Construction aspects of this development have been produced
by Jeremy Draper in the Public Realm team.
B. Milton Keynes Minerals Local Plan
MKE is allocated in both Plan:MK and in the Council’s Mineral Local Plan (MKMLP). Policy 2
(The spatial strategy for sand and gravel extraction) identifies that one of the preferred areas
for the extraction of sand and gravel are the river deposits located along the River Ouzel south
of Newport Pagnell.
Figure 5, the MKMLP Key Diagram shows land along the River Ouzel as the primary focus area
for sand and gravel extraction. Part of the MKE site is shown as a sand and gravel commitment
since completed.
Figure 6 (Permitted sites, minerals allocations and ecological networks in Milton Keynes) This
diagram shows part of the MKE site as Wildlife Corridors and Buckinghamshire County
Biodiversity Opportunity Areas.
Figure 7 Mineral Safeguarding Areas within Milton Keynes shows MKE as a Sand and Gravel
Safeguarding Area. Accompanying text to this figure (para 6.3) stresses that the role of
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Minerals Safeguarding Areas (MSAs) does not mean that these areas will be worked in the
future. Their role is to act as a signpost for developers and planners alike to indicate the
presence of important mineral resources for land use planning.
Policy 18 (Minerals Safeguarding and Consultation Area) says minerals resources of local and
national importance within Milton Keynes include sand and gravel. These resources will be
safeguarded from unnecessary sterilisation by other development through the designation of
Mineral Safeguarding Areas. Planning permission will not be granted for non-mineral
development that would lead to the unnecessary sterilisation of mineral resources within a
Minerals Safeguarding Area unless it can be demonstrated that one of five criteria are met
including:
•
•
•

There is an over-riding need for the development
The development is exempt
The mineral concerned is not of economic value or evidence confirms the absence of
mineral resources, the proposed development is temporary or of a nature that would
not sterilise the mineral resource or hinder future extraction,

Paragraph 5.9 of the agents Planning Statement identifies that the area of the MKE allocation
between Willen Road and the A509 (i.e. the River Ouzel valley) is within a minerals
safeguarding area for sand and gravel extraction and highlights MKMLP policy 18, the
Minerals Safeguarding policy. However, no information has been provided to the Council to
assess this proposal against policy 18 such as firstly, if there has been any investigation of
mineral deposits at MKE to demonstrate if minerals are present or absent at this location.
Secondly, if sand and gravel is present, are those deposits economically important enough to
justify extraction or to use them in the delivery of this scheme? Finally, if there is an overriding
need for the development to justify sterilisation of any mineral deposits. The applicant needs
to provide further information and address these issues. This will enable the Council to
consider if the policy requirements of the MKMLP have been met.
C. Milton Keynes East Development Framework
This was formally adopted by the Cabinet of Milton Keynes Council on 10 th March 2020.
The adopted SPD is a material planning consideration establishing the vision, disposition of
land uses, development principles and infrastructure requirements to ensure the delivery of
MKE in a strategic and comprehensive manner. It sets out how the Council expect the delivery
of MKE to be achieved, this includes the form of future planning applications, guidance on
design and access statements, design codes and an indicative programme for the
development.
If not already covered the only departures or omissions identified from what this hybrid
application proposes compared to the Development Framework are in respect of:
1. Location of the Household Waste site: The framework states that 2ha of land should
be retained for a household waste recycling centre within either the employment
area or adjacent to the park and ride site. Para 6.173 of the Planning Statement says
there is flexibility to deliver the household waste site within the wider MKE allocation
but is not specific about where this site should be provided.
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2. Places Of Worship: The Development Framework refers to the provision of places of
worship being an appropriate use within the local centre or on employment sites
(policy ER7) but the application does not address this issue.
3. Provision for a Mass Rapid Transit (MRT) system: The developer believes that their
proposal complies with policy SD12 (criteria C5) for the provision of an MRT system.
At paragraph 6.119 in the submitted planning statement (para 6.119) they say “To
ensure a future MRT can be developed the proposed development has safeguarded
land and corridor widths where appropriate, such as the new M1 Bridge to enable a
lane in each direction to be reallocated to MRT in the future should this be deemed to
be appropriate.
Comment and review by colleagues within Transport Policy will be required to assess
whether this requirement is being satisfactorily met within the proposals, and
provides the necessary certainty that an appropriate MRT route is being safeguarded,
is being designed appropriately and is capable of delivery
Neighbourhood Plans
There is no Neighbourhood Plan covering this (the Moulsoe Parish) area.
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD)
Apart from the Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension Development Framework SPD
other relevant SPD/SPG for this application include the Council’s Affordable Housing SPD, MK
Drainage Strategy SPG, New Residential Development Design Guide SPD, Parking Standards
SPD, Planning Obligations SPD, Health Impact Assessment SPD. The Council’s Biodiversity SPD
was adopted on the 8 June and the Sustainable Construction SPD is expected to be adopted
later this year, but has been publicly consulted upon and the draft is available on the Council’s
website.
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
• Compliance of the proposal with relevant Development Plan policies and the adopted
Development Framework SPD for the site.
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
MKE is a strategic urban extension to the city and is the largest site allocated for development
within the Council’s Local Plan, Plan:MK. Development of this site will deliver a significant
amount of new housing and employment development and help deliver the Council’s
objectives for housing and jobs. As a large development site many Plan:MK policies are
relevant to the consideration and assessment of this hybrid planning application. However,
the key criteria and principles for the development of this site are set out in policy SD12 and
related Plan:MK policies and further guidance is provided by the adopted Development
Framework for MKE.
The essential precursors for the development of MKE coming forward have now been met.
1. A Development Framework SPD has been adopted giving guidance to the
development of this site establishing the vision, spatial disposition of land uses,
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development principles and infrastructure requirements to ensure the delivery of this
site.
2. A Housing infrastructure Fund (HIF) bid was successful and funding has been secured
for the provision of essential infrastructure to serve and deliver this development.
The delivery of infrastructure particularly of the highway infrastructure proposed in this
hybrid planning application is needed so that the development of this site can be progressed.
Most of the Council’s requirements on this site have been met except for those points
detailed in the recommendations section below.
One of the many issues the case officer will need to consider with this application is if the
extension of the scheme onto land in the open countryside is justified in this instance.
RECOMMENDATION
Analysis of this proposal has identified that further clarity or information needs to be provided
on the following matters:
1. Land at MKE is allocated in both Plan:MK and in the Council’s Mineral Local Plan
(MKMLP). Although paragraph 5.9 of the agents Planning Statement acknowledges
that the area of the MKE allocation between Willen Road and the A509 (i.e. the River
Ouzel valley) is within a minerals safeguarding area for sand and gravel extraction. No
information has been provided in this application to assess the mineral policy issues
raised by this proposal such as if there are mineral deposits at this location and if it is
economic to extract them or use them in this scheme. The applicant has not addressed
the issues raised by part of the site being in a minerals safeguarding area and no
information has been provided to the Council to assess this proposal against relevant
MKMLP policies. The applicant needs to provide further information and address
these issues.
2. A condition needs to be placed on the outline planning permission to ensure housing
mix and tenure across both market and affordable provision is provided at reserved
matters stage in order to be assessed and approved.
3. Clarity is needed on how the 1ha of land for self-build plots and custom build houses
is to be provided pro-rata on this site and others in MKE. The provision will also need
to be secured via conditions on the application.
4. Most employment development on the 105 ha of employment land at MKE is
expected to be developed for B8 Warehousing and B2 General Industrial floorspace.
However, there may be some class E development for office and light industrial
floorspace. To prevent creation of out of centre retail centres, which might undermine
adjacent town centres, a planning condition will be needed to avoid class E office and
light industrial uses being converted to other class E uses such as shops and
restaurants.
5. The St James proposal for a planning condition to phase the provision of retail service
and beverage floorspace, to ensure that not more than 3,000 sq.m gross of retail,
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service and food beverage floorspace will occupied within the community hub until at
least 800 new homes are completed at MKE. With 4000 sq.m of floorspace being
permitted when 1,100 new home are completed is supported.
6. An explanation should be provided why no hotel is being provided as part of this
proposal to meet the requirements of policy SD12 Criteria C3.
7. Policy CT7 (Freight) The applicant should clarify if a travel assessment is being provided
to assess the traffic impact of freight into and out of the site where the development
involves new junction and motorway improvements.
8. A feature of the City is that power cables are placed underground alongside city roads
to avoid overhead power cables. As an extension to the city are the overhead power
lines across the site proposed to be relocated underground or remain?
9. Clarity is needed over the location of the 2-hectare Household Waste site in MKE. Is it
on this site or elsewhere?
10. Are Places Of Worship to be provided at MKE either within the community hub/ or on
employment sites (policy ER7) this application does not address this issue.
11. More certainty may be required over the safeguarding of the route and arrangements
for the delivery of the Mass Rapid Transit system through this development.
Revised response
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY
See earlier submission from Development Plans
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
In our earlier submission on MKE, Development Plans raised eleven points/concerns on this
MKE planning application.
“Analysis of this proposal has identified that further clarity or information needs to be
provided on the following matters:
12. Land at MKE is allocated in both Plan:MK and in the Council’s Mineral Local Plan
(MKMLP). Although paragraph 5.9 of the agents Planning Statement acknowledges
that the area of the MKE allocation between Willen Road and the A509 (i.e. the River
Ouzel valley) is within a minerals safeguarding area for sand and gravel extraction. No
information has been provided in this application to assess the mineral policy issues
raised by this proposal such as if there are mineral deposits at this location and if it is
economic to extract them or use them in this scheme. The applicant has not addressed
the issues raised by part of the site being in a minerals safeguarding area and no
information has been provided to the Council to assess this proposal against relevant
MKMLP policies. The applicant needs to provide further information and address
these issues.
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13. A condition needs to be placed on the outline planning permission to ensure housing
mix and tenure across both market and affordable provision is provided at reserved
matters stage in order to be assessed and approved.
14. Clarity is needed on how the 1ha of land for self-build plots and custom build houses
is to be provided pro-rata on this site and others in MKE. The provision will also need
to be secured via conditions on the application.
15. Most employment development on the 105 ha of employment land at MKE is
expected to be developed for B8 Warehousing and B2 General Industrial floorspace.
However, there may be some class E development for office and light industrial
floorspace. To prevent creation of out of centre retail centres, which might undermine
adjacent town centres, a planning condition will be needed to avoid class E office and
light industrial uses being converted to other class E uses such as shops and
restaurants.
16. The St James proposal for a planning condition to phase the provision of retail service
and beverage floorspace, to ensure that not more than 3,000 sq.m gross of retail,
service and food beverage floorspace will occupied within the community hub until at
least 800 new homes are completed at MKE. With 4000 sq.m of floorspace being
permitted when 1,100 new home are completed is supported.
17. An explanation should be provided why no hotel is being provided as part of this
proposal to meet the requirements of policy SD12 Criteria C3.
18. Policy CT7 (Freight) The applicant should clarify if a travel assessment is being provided
to assess the traffic impact of freight into and out of the site where the development
involves new junction and motorway improvements.
19. A feature of the City is that power cables are placed underground alongside city roads
to avoid overhead power cables. As an extension to the city are the overhead power
lines across the site proposed to be relocated underground or remain?
20. Clarity is needed over the location of the 2-hectare Household Waste site in MKE. Is it
on this site or elsewhere?
21. Are Places of Worship to be provided at MKE either within the community hub/ or on
employment sites (policy ER7) this application does not address this issue.
22. More certainty may be required over the safeguarding of the route and arrangements
for the delivery of the Mass Rapid Transit system through this development.”
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
Most of the amendments to the plans detailed in the Planning Statement (Addendum)
September 2021 detail changes to the highway arrangements including:
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1) Moving the location of the Eastern link roundabout 50 metres
2) Amending the Tongwell Street arrangements by removing the proposed Carleton Gate
roundabout, reintroducing the southbound carriageway along Tongwell Street from the
Tongwell roundabout and the removal of all vehicular access to Willen at Tongwell Street.
St James have clarified in the Addendum some points raised in earlier comments from
Development Plans on topics such Housing mix, Self-Built and Custom Housebuilding homes,
Hotel provision, Household waste sites and Places of Worship, see below.
Unless details have been provided elsewhere there is nothing in the addendum about the
applicant addressing the issues previously raised by part of the site being in a minerals
safeguarding area and provision of information to the Council to assess this proposal against
relevant MKMLP policies. Additionally, as an extension to the city it is not clear if overhead
power lines across the site are proposed to be relocated underground or remain?
It is assumed the case officer will be placing:
a) A condition on the outline planning permission to ensure housing mix and tenure across
both market and affordable provision is provided at reserved matters stage in order to be
assessed and approved.
b) A planning condition to avoid class E office and light industrial uses being converted to
other class E uses such as shops and restaurants.
c) There will be a condition phasing the delivery of retail service and beverage floorspace at
MKE to minimise any harm to the district centre of Newport Pagnell
I am not commenting on the safeguarding of the route and arrangements for the delivery of
the Mass Rapid Transit system through this development. I am also not commenting on if a
travel assessment should be provided, point 7 above, as other colleagues will cover these
points.
Clarification of Points raised previously by Development Plans
Provision of a Hotel: Although Policy SD12 refers to a hotel being provided within MKE, the
St James proposals make no provision for a hotel. This is on the basis that the existing
Holiday Inn on London road provides a wide range of functions and is well integrated into
the MKE scheme. As there is an existing hotel in MKE, Development Plans raise no
objection to the St James proposal not proposing a hotel.
Household Waste Site: the St James agent refer to the employment elements of the
allocation (MKC, Newlands, Bloor, and St James) providing the flexibility for accommodating
such uses. But the agent for the scheme comments (para 3.3 of the Addendum third bullet
point) it is equally likely the Household waste facility would be provided within the MKC
owned parcel of land as indicated by the SPD. To minimise uncertainty over the location of
the household waste site it is suggested the case officer clarify in her report where the
household waste site at MKE is being located.
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Self-Built and Custom Housebuilding homes: Policy HN5 requires provision of plots for self build homes totalling 1ha on growth allocations. The agent’s response is self-build homes
fall within use class C3 and as such the application secures the parameters which could
deliver them via future design codes and appropriately designed reserved matters
application If necessary, provision can be secured by condition. On the basis that Self-Built
and Custom Housebuilding homes can be provided at MKE, no objection is raised to this
aspect of the St James proposal.
Housing Mix: On-going discussion with the MKC housing department have resulted in
revisions to the affordable housing mix being agreed with fewer 2-bed properties and more
3, 4, and 5 bed properties
Place of worship: St James acknowledge the MKE Development Framework SPD referring to
a place of worship as being an appropriate use within a local centre. The agent comments
the application provides for 400 m for community halls and /or community services within
use class F1 or F2 to be provided in the community hub. Places of worship can also be
developed on employment sites subject to certain criteria. The Council’s concerns on this
aspect of the proposal have been addressed and no objection is raised to this aspect of the
St James proposal.
RECOMMENDATION
While no objection is made to this proposal and the clarification from the agent about topics
such Housing mix, Self-Built and Custom Housebuilding homes, Hotel provision, Household
waste sites and Places of Worship are welcomed. It is suggested the case officer clarify in her
report where the household waste site at MKE is being located. The case officer should also
satisfy herself that the points made about minerals planning above are addressed. Lastly, the
case officer should impose conditions on the outline planning permission to ensure housing
mix and tenure across both market and affordable provision is provided, to avoid class E office
and light industrial uses being converted to other class E uses such as shops and restaurants
and a condition phasing the delivery of retail service and beverage floorspace at MKE to
minimise any harm to the district centre of Newport Pagnell.
A2.21 MKC Highways
General Highways comments
The area of land known as Milton Keynes East (MKE) has been identified for development in
Plan:MK and it is covered by Policy SD12 of the Plan. Policy SD12 sets out how the land should
be developed and what supporting infrastructure and facilities should be provided.
A Development Framework SPD was also prepared for MKE, which sets out in detail many of
the parameters for the development of the land.
Policy SD12 and the Development Framework show that the principle of development is
accepted and what quantum and mix of development is expected. They also provide guidance
on the form of development expected and the disposition of land uses.
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Within this context, neither the principle of development, nor the basic structuring of the
proposals will be covered in this application response.
It is worth noting two other Plan:MK policies; SD9 and INF1.
SD9 states that the Strategic Urban Extension should incorporate transport routes and
mobility measures that integrate the Strategic Urban Extension with the existing built up area.
This application fails to do so.
INF1 states that new development that generates a demand for infrastructure, facilities and
resources will only be permitted if the necessary on and off-site infrastructure required to
support and mitigate the impact of that development is either already in place, or there is a
reliable mechanism in place to ensure that it will be delivered.
It goes on to state that this includes improvements for highway schemes such as bus and rail
provisions and enhancement for walking and cycling facilities.
Along with a large number of technical drawings and reports, the application is accompanied
by a Transport Assessment. The TA has been reviewed and a separate response is being
provided.
A separate response is also being prepared by the Transport Policy and Passenger Transport
teams to cover the strategic elements of the transport proposals in respect of public transport
including DRT and MRT, cycle provision and travel planning.
HIF Bid / Pre-App
Some of the infrastructure for the site has been the subject of a HIF bid, prepared and
submitted by the Council. The bid was successful and this has, in part, led to the infrastructure
proposals that are part of the application.
During the preparation and submission of the HIF bid and the pre-application discussions,
much of the basic structure of the site, including key highway links and land uses has been
agreed in principle with the Council.
As a result, some of the proposals, such as the skewed crossing of the M1 and the
downgrading and restriction of Tongwell Street, whilst not ideal, will not be challenged in this
response.
The Application
It is noted that Policy SD12 and the Development Framework include land beyond the current
planning application boundary.
The inclusion of that additional land allows for the provision of links across the A509/A422
amongst other things. The current application is lacking in respect of these connections.
The planning application is part outline and part detailed, with a large proportion of the key
infrastructure being applied for in detail. The Movement and Access Parameter Plan shows
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(hatched) the “Application detailed zone” however, the full extent of the area is not included
within the technical drawings submitted.
The application is also unclear about what elements of existing infrastructure are included.
Works to Pineham Roundabout are described as “potential improvements” to be delivered as
a separate Reserved Matters application. It is not clear how that would work in practice and
why the works would not be carried out as part of the ‘Link 105’ works on Tongwell Street.
This also applies to other works such as the Cotton Valley access.
Consequently, the first matter to resolve is to understand precisely what infrastructure works
are included in the detailed element of the application and what (off-site) highway works are
included in the application.
The off-site highway works need to be clearly listed and the mechanism for implementation,
as well as the trigger point, needs to be confirmed.
Connections
The detailed element of the application does not include some key linkages to adjoining
infrastructure and settlements. Of particular concern is the lack of connections into Newport
Pagnell and the lack of links to/from the southern portion of the site.
In addition to the lack of confirmation of crossing points at the A422/A509, there are no
infrastructure proposals north of this road to connect to provision within Newport Pagnell. A
development of this size must provide full cycle and pedestrian links into
Newport Pagnell Town Centre.
It is understood that these links may be subject to separate discussions in the Tariff / Planning
Obligations negotiations. If that is the case, commitments to those links should still be part of
the overall application proposals.
The only crossing of the A422/A509 that is currently proposed is the footbridge from the
northeastern corner of the development in the general location of Howard Way. This crossing
is only part of the Outline element of the scheme and therefore there is no date or firm
commitment for its provision.
There are no onward links proposed from this crossing and even the connection between the
proposed bridge and Howard Way is unclear.
The application does not include any connections in the area of Junction 14 of the M1. All
pedestrian and cycle movement between the southern part of the site and the rest of Milton
Keynes will involve heading north to use the M1 crossings in the area north of Pineham – a
significant diversion and lengthening of journeys.
Provision should be made in a development of this size for a pedestrian and cycle crossing in
the vicinity of Junction 14. This should be secured via Tariff / Planning Obligations.
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In the meantime, connections should be made between the southern portion of the
development site and Milton Keynes utilising the existing routes and M1 structures for the
Broughton Brook (connection to Coachway) and River Ouzel (connection to Willen).
The latter is proposed as a connection but has no proposed connections to the south / east
into the bulk of the development area.
A509
The existing section of A509 between A509 Roundabout 1 and A509 Roundabout 2 will
continue to be a locally important link, providing access from south and west Newport Pagnell
and some of the development site to Junction 14 of the M1.
Notwithstanding Table 4.2 of the Development Framework, this route requires Redway
provision and is not appropriate for on-street parking, direct access or minimal development
setbacks (1m-3m). This route should (and Links 501 and 510 at either end) should have a
cross-section similar to Link 508 with a verge (min 1.0m) between the Redways and the
carriageway.
Detailed highway infrastructure proposals
The Council’s Highways team is providing technical comments for the submitted drawings,
which should be considered as being part of the overall highway response to the application.
In addition to those technical comments, additional comments are provided below.
General comments
• The bus stop locations are shown as ‘to be agreed’ yet the applicant stated that all technical
details must receive planning permission at this stage.
• Pineham Roundabout works are not shown.
• The downgraded section of Tongwell Street is shown as narrowed by hatching only, this
could lead to undertaking manoeuvres, inappropriate speed, potential for parking and/or
antisocial behaviour. The treatment of the retained section of Tongwell Street needs to be
agreed in detail.
• No details of works to Tilbrook Roundabout are shown.
• There are no proposals for the connection of the proposed Tongwell Street Redway to
existing Redways at Tilbrook Roundabout.
• Some GA drawings and cross-sections do not match, e.g. Link 509.
• Lighting columns are typically located between the Redway and Carriageway, has the
location of columns been agreed?
• The proposals include a good deal of noise fence/barrier, who is approving this detail?
• Link 107 does not have a continuous Redway on the southern side. The Redway stops at a
location midway between two crossings and is not connected.
• Links 108, 501 and 510 should have a verge (1.0m min) between the Redway and
carriageway.
GA Sheet 1
• Pineham Roundabout “potential improvements” are unclear. What are the improvements?
What will trigger them?
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• The proposed amendments to the Pineham / Cotton Valley access road are noted as being
agreed in the Reserved Matters application, yet works affecting that access are in the detailed
application. The provision of a LILO junction needs to be agreed now, including with the
affected parties.
• The access off the V11 to the River Ouzel should be closed. Leisure parking is available
elsewhere and this access will continue to create issues for Redway users. Overspill /
inappropriate parking in this location is problematic. If parking must be retained, a pocket car
park located away from the Redway should be provided and the Redway should be
adequately protected. A grasscrete verge is wholly unacceptable for reasons of road safety
and Redway safety.
GA Sheet 2
• The Redway across the BMX access should be set back to behind the radii of the junction.
• The Redway needs to be protected from inappropriate parking.
• Is there a cross-section for Bridge B1? Does it show a 1.0m clear verge / strip either side of
the Redway?
• The proposed noise fence and lighting columns do not appear to allow a clear 1.0m verge
adjacent to the Redway.
• The combination of crossing location, the highway alignment and the noise fence at the
Carleton Gate Roundabout appears to restrict visibility to/from pedestrians and cyclists at the
crossing point on Carleton Gate. This crossing point must also be designed so that the
minimum width of refuge is 3.0m (or be relocated further into Carleton Gate).
• A Redway connection at Carteret Close between the existing and proposed Redways is
required. (The route along the Parks Trust access is not a suitable alternative).
• A Redway connection on Carleton Gate to the Redway on the western side of Aldrich Drive
is required. One side should be full (3m) Redway, the other can be a 2m footway. The current
taper from 3m to 2m is not acceptable.
• The geometry of the left turn off the new Tongwell Street to the retained Tongwell Street
will be potentially high-speed. This will make users of the adjoining Redway crossing
vulnerable.
• It appears that Links 506 and 106 are transposed in the table.
GA Sheet 3
• The works to Tongwell Roundabout (incorrectly labelled Tickford Roundabout) are not
detailed. Details of these works and their implementation are required at this stage.
• The retained section of Tongwell Street is shown on the cross-section as a 5m carriageway
with 2.3m of hatching. This is likely to lead to inappropriate use of the highway and is not
acceptable.
• The Link 107 / Link 507 corner at the Willen Link Roundabout is unclear. There appears to
be a Redway cul-de-sac here and the crossing of Link 507 is not acceptable as shown.
• The Redway crossing on Link 601 (at junction with Link 508) should be located behind the
radii.
GA Sheet 4
• The pedestrian / cycle route under Bridge B3 does not link to the provision on Link 510 &
108.
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• The crossing of Link 509 at A509 Roundabout 1 is not clear and does not appear to be
acceptable.
• Link 509 shows 3m Redways yet the cross-section shows 2m footways. The Movement &
Access Parameters Plan also shows Redway provision.
• Link 510 includes Redway provision but no indication of continued Redways on the existing
A509 is given.
GA Sheet 5
• Where Link 108 reverts to existing single carriageway the Redways do not continue. These
routes need continuation for cycling – NB Caldecote Lane is a culde-sac and the PROW are
only Public Footpaths.
GA Sheet 6
• The pedestrian & cycle routes cannot simply end at the A509 / A422, certainty of
continuation and type of provision must be given at this stage. Routes must also continue
onward into Newport Pagnell.
• The crossing of Link 505 at the Eastern Link Roundabout 3 does not appear to have an
acceptable layout / geometry for cyclists.
• The forward visibility southbound to the East Link Roundabout 4 on the A509/A422 should
be 295m; this needs to be clearly shown on a drawing in both the vertical and horizontal
plane.
GA Sheet 9
• The crossings of Link 502 and Link 110 at Eastern Link Roundabout 2 do not appear to
provide adequate geometry for cyclists.
• It is not clear why the crossing at Footbridge 2 is not an underpass. Underpasses are much
more preferable for cyclists who will use this crossing point to access the routes and PROW
to the east.
• The junction of Link 503 with Link 110 does not appear to have adequate radii for an allmovement, all traffic junction. These radii should be 15m as per the junction of Link 304 with
Link 110.
• Both these junctions should have the Redway crossing located behind the radii.
• The crossings of Link 110, Link 504 and Link 305 at the Cranfield Link Roundabout do not
appear to have adequate geometry for cycle crossing.
GA Sheet 10
• The crossings of Link 301 and Link 302 at Eastern Link Roundabout 1 do not appear to have
adequate geometry for cycle crossing.
• The crossings of Link 303 and Link 302 at A509 Roundabout 2 do not appear to have
adequate geometry for cycle crossing. There appears to be no crossing provision on Link 501.
• The tie-in of Link 501 to the existing A509 does not include Redway provision on the A509.
• On Link 101, the Redways should link through Subway S8 but not continue southwest
beyond this point until they are provided into the adjoining developments.
Next Steps
At the pre-application stage the applicants were keen to hold a series of meetings once the
application was lodged. No meetings appear to have taken place regarding highway issues
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but perhaps once the applicant has reviewed these comments a meeting would be
appropriate.
Review of Transport Assessment
Introduction
The area of land known as Milton Keynes East (MKE) has been identified for development in
Plan:MK and is covered by Policy SD12 of the Plan. Policy SD12 sets out how the land should
be developed and what supporting infrastructure and facilities should be provided.
A Development Framework SPD was also prepared for MKE, which sets out in detail many of
the parameters for the development of the land. The above application covers most (but not
all) of the MKE development area. A Transport Assessment (TA) accompanies the application
and this document provides a review of that assessment. It should be noted that the
document is a large one (just the text and figures run to 226 pages) and there are a vast array
of appendices. This therefore is very much a summary of the contents. However over the last
few months as the application has been prepared there have been a number of meetings to
discuss the detail of the analysis (e.g. the running of the traffic models, trip generation and so
forth) so the general approach was already known and a number of Technical Notes which
are in the appendices have previously been viewed. It is also relevant to note that although
the TA covers all aspects of the transport elements of the development some of these will be
assessed and commented on by other consultee responses. These include:
i) Public Transport
ii) External Connection
iii) Travel Planning.
iv) Long term plans for park and ride and MRT
This review will therefore only make reference to these where they impact on other aspects
such as trip generation. For ease of reference the summary will comment chapter by chapter
following the TA format.
1. INTRODUCTION
This chapter introduces MKE, the application site and the policy background in simple terms.
There is no need for a detailed review of this here but there are a few points of relevance to
note:
i) The application covers most but not all of the MKE allocation. Completion of the whole site
will require applications from other landowners. (It is understood these are in hand.)
ii) For traffic impact analysis however the whole of MKE has been included, not just the
application site.
iii) The development of MKE depends on the delivery of strategic infrastructure including a
new bridge over the M1 and other new infrastructure in the immediate area. Milton Keynes
Council has been successful in obtaining Housing Infrastructure Funding (HIF) for these
schemes.
iv) It confirms that liaison with relevant bodies (including Milton Keynes Council and Highways
England) has taken place and lists the Technical Notes that have been produced to aid these
discussions. The Technical Notes are in the appendices.
v) A 15% uplift to the total housing allocation was assumed to allow for variability in unit
numbers across various land ownerships.
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vi) It confirms the application is a hybrid with a detailed element for strategic highway and
multimodal infrastructure and an outline application for the large mixed use urban extension.
2. POLICY CONTENT
This section sets out an overview of the relevant transport policy both national and local. This
will not be discussed in detail in this summary but the documents reviewed include:
NPPF (2019)
Planning Practice Guidance 2014
Manual for Streets and Manual for Streets 2
Department of Transport – Circular 02/2013 (of particular relevance for Highways England)
Plan:MK 2016-2031
Mobility Strategy for Milton Keynes (LTP4)
MKE Development Framework Supplementary Planning Document
MK Sustainability Strategy 2019-2050
Imagine MK Strategy for 2050
3. EXISTING CONDITIONS
This describes the location of the site and the existing situation in terms of transport links, the
primary and local road network, pedestrian and cycle network, and public transport (bus and
rail). It also includes a review of personal injury road traffic accidents in the area. Most of this
section is a statement of fact and as the site area will be well known need not be repeated in
this summary. It is however worth noting the conclusions of the personal injury accident
review. This reviews a significant number of junctions and links in the area and although a
number of accidents are noted it concludes that in general there are no significant accident
trends on the local highway network which the proposed development would exacerbate.
4. SITE ACCESSIBILITY TO FACILITIES AND KEY SERVICES
This chapter examines the accessibility of the site to outside facilities by the walk and cycle
modes. However for walking it bases the analysis on the maximum walk distance threshold in
DMRB TA 91/05 of two miles for most people. This is considered too great a range and the
DMRB guidance is in any case very old. More recent advice suggests a lower distance with for
instance Manual for Streets stating up to two kilometres as a guide. The analysis therefore
presents an over optimistic picture. It is acknowledged however that a range of facilities
within the site will be provided as part of the development.
The cycling section also quotes a DMRB recommended maximum distance of five miles which
again is considered too long for most people. However in this section it also takes and uses
the lower figure of 5.3 kilometres from the National Travel Survey which is more reasonable
(most TAs tend to use five kilometres) so the analysis is more meaningful and confirms a range
of facilities within cycle distance of the development.
5. DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS
This sets out in detail the proposed development for the application site. The detail will be
set out in several places in the application and responses so won’t be reproduced in detail
here but the key elements from a transport point of view are:
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4600 Houses
403,650 square metres of Employment
Secondary School
3 Primary Schools
10,500 square metres Commercial Class E1 / Sui Generis
400 square metres Community Hall
Sports Pavilion / Club House
Eastern Link Road
Western Link Road (including new M1 bridge)
In terms of phasing the TA states it is anticipated that construction of the proposed highway
infrastructure will start in 2022 with housing and social infrastructure to follow in 2023/4. The
main development of the site is then set out in three phases with completion of the whole
development in 2048.
The access strategy is set out in some detail in this section. The proposals for non-motorised
uses have been addressed elsewhere. With regards the main highway proposals it is
important to note that this has evolved through Plan MK, the SPD, the Development
Framework and the HIF bid and significant traffic modelling was done for those earlier stages
so although there are some amendments the main principle of the layout have long been
established.
There is some discussion on the closure of V11 Tongwell Street southbound from Willen Road
down to the new roundabout south of the bridge. This was following ongoing discussions
between WSP and MKC and is mainly for design/safety reasons regarding the potential tie in
with the new link over the M1. This has raised some concerns over potential rat-running
through Willen from traffic leaving the employment area north of Tongwell roundabout,
some of whom previously would have headed south down V11. The TA points out that
alternative routes are available via Danstead Way and Brickhill Street or Willen Road and the
main link across to the M1 bridge link. It also points out that if it should become a problem
TROs could be introduced restricting vehicles to access only. The availability for alternative
routes is accepted and it is understood some further model testing is being undertaken to
confirm these routes are more attractive. Nonetheless some kind of traffic count monitoring
programme might well be prudent to confirm an issue is not arising. A TRO for HGVs might
well be advisable although enforcement for cars is more difficult.
The TA goes into some considerable detail on parking. The general approach is to start off
with current parking standards, but over time reduce these as the Council’s Mobility Strategy
impacts on car ownership. However it should be noted that as the main development is an
outline application the Council’s final position on this will be held for the reserved matters
application and a definitive position is not necessary for an outline application. Furthermore
if, as is hoped, the Mobility Strategy does impact on car ownership levels, any parking
standards at the relevant time will no doubt reflect this and so will still be the starting point.
A degree of flexibility must be maintained when the latter parts of the development are more
than 25 years away.
6. TRAFFIC MODELLING ASSESSMENT APPROACH
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Although significant modelling work had been done for Plan:MK and the HIF bid it has
previously been agreed significant additional traffic modelling using the Council’s Strategic
Model would need to be done and these were agreed with Milton Keynes Council and
Highways England during discussions in 2019 and evolved as time went on. The 2016 base
traffic model was updated using 2019 counts in the area around MKE and the future
modelling scenarios were finalised as:
Core
i) 2031 Do Minimum – planned growth to 2031 but no MKE
ii) 2031 Do Something – i) plus potential build out of MKE
iii) 2048 Do Minimum – known committed growth to 2048 but no MKE
iv) 2048 Do Something – iii) plus MKE
Key Planning Tests
v) 2031 Do Minimum plus full build out of MKE
In addition a Paramics Model (a more detailed simulation traffic model) was built for Junction
14 and included the H5/H6 (Northfield) Roundabout. This was to enable a more detailed look
at Junction 14 by Highways England but obviously the H5/H6 junction is of interest to Milton
Keynes Council. The Paramics Model covered the same scenarios but also included a
sensitivity test (agreed with Highways England) with some local adjustment to the model. The
Key Planning Test (2031 with full build out) came about because:
a) It is consistent with Department for Transport Circular which guides Highways England.
b) Given the long forecast year (2048) by which time further development plans will have
come forward, 2031 as the current planned development period plus a full MKE is a useful
input.
It should also be noted that for modelling purposes (and hence subsequent traffic impact
analysis) the full MKE allocation (with uplift) was included not just the application site.
It was agreed that rather than use the general trip rates in the model specific trip rates for
MKE would be used. These have been previously discussed and set out in a Technical Note
TTN3. This follows a fairly standard approach using TRICS and National Census Data but
includes a reduction to reflect MKC’s Mobility Strategy for the longer term. This is reasonable
given the Council’s commitment to this strategy and its impact on car ownership and car use
but means that the role of the Travel Plan in monitoring and ensuring a reduction in car travel
is key. (The targets in the Travel Plan are more robust than assumptions in the trip
generation.)
It should be noted that the reduction only applies to MKE trips not Milton Keynes as a whole.
Assuming therefore the Mobility Strategy has an impact across Milton Keynes the modelling
should be robust.
Trip distribution and assignment is undertaken using the Milton Keynes Strategic Traffic
Model. As a result of the model runs the following junctions were identified as those requiring
review and assessment:
M1 Junction 14

(56)

Northfields Roundabout
Tongwell Street Roundabout
Willen Road Roundabout
Pagoda Roundabout
Woolstone Roundabout
Blakelands Roundabout
Fox Milne Roundabout
Pineham Roundabout
Renny Lodge Roundabout
Tickford Roundabout
Marsh End Roundabout
In addition M1 Junction 13 was added at the request of Highways England.
These junctions have been assessed by inputting the modelled flows into the standard
capacity assessment model for individual junctions with the exception of Junction 14 /
Northfields, as previously mentioned, for which a separate Paramics Model was constructed.
Junction 13 was separately analysed by a link based analysis.
7. HIGHWAY NETWORK – BASELINE CONDITIONS
This section basically provides a picture of the baseline situation at the key junctions using
the 2016 model flows input into the standard junction capacity models. This shows the
following junctions are close to or over capacity already in the peak hours:
Pagoda Roundabout
Marsh End Roundabout
Fox Milne Roundabout
The analysis does not include the Northfields Junction or Junction 14 as they are dealt with
separately in the Paramics model.
The text states the junction models have been validated against the 2019 survey results by
comparison such as modelled and observed queue lengths but no
comparison tables are included. The geometry of the junctions is included in Appendix 0 and
these are acceptable. The only slight question is over the measured entry angles where arms
are close together but the measurement is quire subjective and does not have a material
impact on the capacity calculations.
8. STRATEGIC MODEL OUTPUTS
This chapter looks at the strategic model outputs, mainly in terms of link flows, for the core
modelling scenarios. The main findings are set out in tables 8.1 (2031) and 8.2 (2032) but in
general obviously there is an increase in traffic over the base situation but the redistribution
of traffic due to the new infrastructure means some areas experience a reduction. Overall the
new infrastructure being delivered by Milton Keynes Council appears to be fulfilling its
function.
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There is also a brief description of a comparison of results between SATURN and Paramics
around Junction 14 and the adjustment to the Paramics model (sensitivity test) as a result.
This has been agreed with Highways England.
9. LOCAL HIGHWY NETWORK IMPACT
The model was used to look at Volume over Capacity (VoC) ratios to confirm the list of
junctions to be assessed in more detail. The junctions previously listed were confirmed and
the following junctions were added to the list:
Marsh End Road / Wolverton Road
High Street / St Johns Street
A509 / A422 Chichley Hill
In addition the key new junctions in the development area were tested.
The junctions were tested by inputting the modelled flows into standard junction capacity
models. As a result of this analysis the following junctions were identified as requiring
potential mitigation:
Blakelands Roundabout
Willen Roundabout
Pagoda Roundabout
Woolstone Roundabout
Marsh End Roundabout
Carleton Gate / Tongwell Street (to be improved as part of the HIF schemes)
Pineham Roundabout
Fox Milne Roundabout
Mitigation proposals are discussed in Chapter 12. It is noted that most junctions would be
over capacity without MKE and some would only require improvement post 2031.
The additional Newport Pagnell junctions were tested just using link flows and the analysis
shows no material impacts.
The new junctions are generally shown to operate within capacity apart from where
examination of the flows show the model may have mis-prioritised some routes at the local
level and some reassignment might be required. This is considered further in
Chapter 12.
As previously inferred in general the detailed inputs of the capacity model analysis were
considered reasonable except for some of the traffic signal models (LINSIG) where not all the
outputs appear to be contained in the appendices.
10. STRATEGIC ROAD NETWORK IMPACT
This covers the impact on the Strategic Road Network (SRN) and so is mainly for Highways
England but, due to its interaction with M1 Junction 14, the Paramics modelling does include
the Northfield Roundabout.
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For information for Junction 14 the analysis concludes there is no material impact as the
potential increase in flow is offset by the reassignment due to the new infrastructure.
Similarly it shows no material impact on Junction 13 based on a link flow analysis.
A detailed assessment of the Northfield Roundabout has been undertaken. Flows from the
Paramics model have been input into a LINSIG (traffic signals) model. This confirms the
junction is at capacity in 2016 and gets worse in the 2031 and 2048 do minimum options.
With MKE in place it is still well over capacity but with no material change due to reassignment
with the new infrastructure in place. This junction is discussed further in Chapter 12.
11. SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT STRATEGY
As the title suggests this covers the transport strategy for the non-car modes. Most of this will
be covered by others (public transport, travel plan etc.) but attention is again drawn to:
i) Comment by others on footway connection.
ii) The use of an excessive walking distance on the walk accessibility analysis.
12. TRANSPORT STRATEGY HIGHWAYS
This chapter discusses the potential mitigation of the various junctions. The offset junctions
are summarised in Table 12-1 as follows:
The various junction mitigations have been tested on the junction models. The results confirm
that the proposed improvements do show that junction performance with the mitigation is
as good or better than the do nothing scenario although some junctions are still over capacity.
The modelling of Northfields has confirmed that a strategic improvement package possibly
including J14 will be necessary to account for future MK growth beyond 2031 and suggests
this would need to be reassessed as part of the next Local Plan. It is understood this was
considered acceptable to the Strategic Transport Planning Officers.
It is agreed that the package or measures for off site junctions would be a satisfactory way of
mitigating the direct impact of MKE. However the TA draws attention to the fact that:
i) This is based on the whole of MKE not just the application site.
ii) It includes an uplift on the housing numbers.
iii) Further work is required to identify the relative impact of each of the MKE landowners to
proportion contributions.
iv) It notes alternative schemes, for example favouring public transport, may come forward
instead.
v) It anticipates offsite mitigation will be funded through proportionate contributions via the
MK Tariff applied to the site.
Whilst no issue is taken with the technical analysis undertaken, it is felt that at this stage the
delivery or funding of schemes is still vague and it is felt the Council will need a greater degree
of certainty over contributions. This is an area where clearly further discussions are necessary.

(59)

For the MKE network itself the reassignment previously mentioned is described in detail and
is considered acceptable. However the new A509/EPR roundabout is still shown to be
significantly over capacity in 2048. The TA makes the case that it would be wrong to over
engineer the junction as this might hinder future sustainable transport measures such as
MRT. It does however identify further mitigation which would address the over capacity.
Other transport officers may support this view, but given the modelling already includes an
allowance for the Mobility Strategy, it would be a highway’s view that any new junction for
the development should operate within capacity.
There is a short section dealing with the proposed lengths of dual carriageway which are
basically justified by levels of flow and the early delivery of these would aid early delivery of
MRT.
13. CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC
This section notes a separate Outline Construction Plan has been submitted and a Detailed
Plan would be conditioned with any approval. The chapter gives an overview of construction
access points and levels of construction traffic.
14. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This Chapter summarises what has gone before and ultimately concludes that the application
for the MKE development should not be supported on highway grounds.
The overall conclusion of this review is that:
i) The TA is a comprehensive document, especially in some areas considering the application
is part outline.
ii) It acknowledges a considerable amount of discussion/liaison has taken place prior to the
TA coming forward.
iii) As a result of this, although some points of detail are noted, there are no real issues with
the analysis that has been undertaken. (This is without prejudice to comments on those areas
of the TA being addressed by others.)
iv) There are however at this stage considerable unease over the lack of certainty over levels
of contribution and further discussions in this area are clearly required.
Further comments
Introduction
Further to the Highway Observations dated 7th June, the applicant has provided new and
updated information for much of the application. The revisions and additions have responded
to consultee feedback and as a result many of the areas of concern raised in the previous
highway comments have been addressed.
Rather than go through each of the previous comments in turn, it seems more appropriate to
highlight the areas that will need to be resolved and the mechanisms for that.
The key issues raised in the previous comments fell into 3 categories:
• Off-site works
• Connections
• Infrastructure details
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Off-Site Works
The application was unclear about what improvements to existing infrastructure are included.
As an example, works to Pineham Roundabout are described as “potential improvements” to
be delivered as a separate Reserved Matters application.
Subsequently, it has been clarified that a contribution to off-site works is to be made and that
the Council is developing a programme to implement the appropriate works at the
appropriate time.
This will take place through the “tariff” mechanism and should be secured through the S.106
agreement.
Whilst this approach provides flexibility to respond to changing transport conditions over the
life of the implementation of the development, it does leave a level of uncertainty for other
consultees and members of the public about what improvements will take place and when
they will be implemented.
There is some additional detail in the Transport Assessment, which shows that junctions can
be improved to accommodate the generated traffic. This is further expanded upon in
Transport Technical Note 17 (TTN17) and TTN20. However, some thought should be given to
providing more information about the proposed works and the implementation programme.
Given that the officer responsible for infrastructure delivery is satisfied with the approach
being taken and that funds will be secured via the S.106 agreement, this aspect of the scheme
is considered to be acceptable.
Connections
This aspect of the development proposals has caused concern for many consultees. The
previous comments raised concerns about the lack of certainty about connections to Newport
Pagnell and a lack of connections around M1 junction 14 and the south of the site.
There is an “illustrative crossings plan” in the Design & Access Statement Addendum which
shows 11 connections between the site and the surrounding areas. This plan does feature
crossings in locations referred to in the previous highway comments, shown as 8, 9 & 10 on
the plan. These are welcomed and should help to provide the minimum level of connectivity
required for the site.
A further potential connection at crossing 11 is also shown on the plan. Again, this is
welcomed but its delivery is uncertain. This should be clarified.
Crossings 6 & 7 are proposed as part of the works to Tongwell Street and the M1 crossing.
The delivery of these is more certain.
Crossings 3, 4 & 5 are indicated as being provided by the adjoining Bloor Homes development
and the employment units on Willen Road.
Crossing 2 is proposed using the existing structure under the A509/A422. There are two
potential issues with this crossing; it is in the floodplain and it requires 3rd party land. These
issues need to be resolved to ensure that a suitable cycle and pedestrian connection to
Newport Pagnell is made in this important location.
Crossing 1 is proposed as a footbridge over the A509/A422 and will require an onward
connection through Howard Way.
Consequently, although the site now has the potential to be adequately connected to
surrounding areas, there remains a high level of uncertainty about the delivery of some of
these connections.
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The delivery of crossings 2 and 11 is dependent on 3rd party land, the delivery of 1 requires
highway connections that may be difficult to deliver. Crossings 8-10 will need approvals from
other bodies.
It seems that this is a matter that can best be resolved by suitable clauses in the S.106
agreement. The “illustrative crossings plan” should be incorporated into the S.106 with a
commitment to develop the plan into a strategy and a programme for delivery that provides
adequate certainty for the Planning Authority that the required connections will be made.
The contents of Transport Technical Note 20 (“Connectivity Strategy” Paras 1.1.18 to 1.1.20
would be appropriate to form the basis of this requirement, with details to be agreed as part
of the approval of the S.106 agreement.
Infrastructure Details
GA Sheet 1
• The access off the V11 to the River Ouzel appears to be required for maintenance purposes;
however, the reduction in available verge width due to the highway works will create a
potential issue with parked vehicles. Vehicles currently park on the verge in this area
(primarily anglers) and this can adversely affect the Redway. Reducing the available space will
exacerbate the issue and the Redway must be protected from parking and vehicles driving
along the Redway. This needs to be resolved in the approval of technical drawings for the
highway works. The proposed grasscrete verge is not acceptable.
GA Sheet 2
• The Redway across the BMX access also needs to be protected from inappropriate parking.
Again, approval of technical drawings should deal with this aspect of the works.
• A Redway connection on Carleton Gate between the revised / proposed Tongwell Street
Redway and the Redway on the western side of Aldrich Drive is required. The applicant has
indicated that this link is to be made (subject to necessary approvals); this should form part
of the Tongwell Street highway works.
GA Sheet 3
• Link 107 does not have a continuous Redway on the southern side. The applicant has agreed
to downgrade this Redway cul-de-sac to a 2m footway to the bus stop.
GA Sheet 6
• A drawing has been provided to show the forward visibility southbound to the East Link
Roundabout 4 on the A509/A422. Although there is a small interruption to visibility due to
the central support of the bridge structure for North Crawley Road, the drawing is acceptable.
GA Sheet 9
• The junction of Link 503 with Link 110 does not have adequate radii for an all-movement,
all traffic junction. These radii should be 15m as per the junction of Link 304 with Link 110.
The applicant has agreed to increase the radii.
• The two junctions on Link 110 should have the Redway crossings located behind the radii.
The applicant has agreed to address this.
The issues listed above have been discussed with the applicant and solutions have been
agreed. Given that they can be resolved in the highway approvals process(es), it is not
considered necessary to seek revised details as part of the planning application.
The changes to the scheme at Tongwell Street (removing the proposed roundabout) appear
to be acceptable. The revised Redways and crossings in this location should make adequate
provision for journeys through this part of the scheme.
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Summary
As a result of the changes to the scheme and the additional information about connections,
the application is considered to be acceptable in highway terms. Consequently, subject to
acceptable S.106 provisions, there is no objection to the granting of planning permission.
It is assumed that the usual schedule of approved drawings will be given as part of any
approval. It is also assumed that the development will be required to comply with relevant
planning documents such as Development Framework(s) and
Design Codes.
Furthermore, it is assumed that requirements for phasing and timely delivery of local facilities
will be agreed as part of the S.106 or by condition.
The following additional conditions should be imposed on any consent issued.
1. No part of the infrastructure proposals hereby permitted shall be commenced until such
time as detailed drawings of the layout and construction of the approved works have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory standard of development and to ensure safe and convenient
strategic infrastructure provision is made.
2. No part of the infrastructure proposals hereby permitted shall be commenced until such
time as a construction management plan (CMP) has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The CMP shall provide details of access routes, traffic
management proposals and signing strategy. The CMP shall also provide details of
construction access(es), site compounds, contractor parking and wheel washing facilities.
Where proposals are phased, the CMP shall provide these details for each phase of the
development.
Reason: To minimise the impact of the construction activities associated with the proposed
development on the public highway and highway users.
Stirling Maynard Transportation
for Milton Keynes Council – Transport Development Management
A2.22 MKC Transport Policy
The hybrid planning application seeks outline element (with all matters reserved) for the
new neighbourhood alongside detailed element for strategic highway and multi-modal
transport infrastructure.
Comments from Transport Planning and Policy and Passenger Transport Teams are
combined below and limited to the following matters:
• Passenger Transport
• Mass Rapid Transit and Park & Ride
• Cycling
• Travel Plan
Passenger Transport
Page 142/3 of the Design and Access Statement outlines how the site can be served by a
combination of rerouted existing bus services, a new principal bus services and Demand
Responsive Transit (DRT) services.
The Outline Bus Strategy (TTN11 in the TA appendices) is based on a ‘phased hierarchical
approach’.
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A core route with adequate road space for fixed buses should be provided and basic
infrastructure (such as the raised kerbing) provided to safeguard a route for when build out
is such that it is commercially viable to run a service.
In the interim an extension of the existing DRT scheme is proposed in whatever form (corner
to corner or transfer based) the service is being delivered at the time. This will not be a
separate scheme just for this area but will consists of additional vehicles being brought online to cover the additional requirements in line with build out of the scheme.
The Council does not support the assumption that existing commercial routes can be coopted into the development, nor does it think this should be relied upon, nor will it support
a separate DRT service for the area as this does not support the principles of an integrated
network, that the national bus strategy calls for.
Contribution per household towards supporting DRT and then at the appropriate time
supporting a possible commercial service in getting going, should be £500 per household,
which is slightly under the current cost of a single annual bus pass, to support flexible
delivery of public transport as the development area grows.
Mass Rapid Transit and Park and Ride
Overall, the provision for a potential Mass Rapid Transit routing within illustrative
masterplan is supported. The benefits of the routing are outlined in the Design and Access
Statement and include:
• Serving denser development at the centre of the development and the community
hub
• Sharing the grid road infrastructure and primary street to make efficient use of space
• Flexible to serve future extensions to Cranfield and park and ride.
• Hub located at the centre of a walking and cycling network.
Stops are proposed at the Park and Ride site, Hub, and areas west of green corridor. Where
the MRT will use the grid roads, this should afford it a high level of segregation and speed.
The Grid roads provide some flexibility on the design of the MRT but there is an assumption
that the most likely scenario would entail the reallocation of dualled carriageway in both
directions for MRT use. This could afford the MRT a dedicated lane in both directions from
the upgraded London Road as far as Pineham Roundabout via the new M1 bridge, at which
point its route could proceed to Central MK via the H5 or H6 (as envisaged in the Milton
Keynes Strategy for 2050 concept). This phased delivery of an MRT route is supported, and
likely to be determined by the realisation of the park and ride provision which would reduce
traffic demand on the corridor supporting the reallocation of carriageway space.
The MRT is proposed not to benefit from significant, if any, segregation along the Primary
Street. This raises concern that its speed, reliability and directness could be compromised.
The Design and Access statement notes “the MRT will be highly visible to residents and mix
with localised traffic to ensure minimal severance to the new neighbourhood.” This will
require careful design and consideration so that parked vehicles and delivery /service
vehicles, as well as any congestion, would not delay the MRT service. The proximity of a
primary school and secondary school raises concerns on what the situation would be on the
Primary Street at drop off/pick up times. Either through design or waiting/loading
restrictions the Primary Street would need to be kept relatively free flowing for the MRT to
be an attractive option for potential park and ride users.
The Passenger Transport Strategy (TA Annex) suggested the X5 will be rerouted on the same
route through the Community Hub and Primary Street, as the MRT service.
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Page 91 of the Design & Access Statement shows the extent of new grid roads which will
extend to the Tickford A422/A509 junction via an upgraded London Road. This potentially
offers an alternative or additional MRT route to one through the Hub/Primary Street,
utilising the downgraded A509 section west of the park and ride site. If a satisfactory MRT
service could not be provided to the Park and Ride via the Primary Street, then this Newport
Pagnell Bypass route could be a fall-back option.
The development will safeguard land for a future A509 park and ride site. The park and ride
site allocation to the north of the site at the intersection of the A509 and new grid
road/Eastern Perimeter Road to J14 is acceptable. This location aligns with Milton Keynes
Strategy for 2050 concept of a ring of park and rides at the edge of the expanded city form.
This will enable traffic to access these interchanges in advance of any congestion building up
on the edge of the city, with direct transit routes from this point into the city centre.
Cycling
Given that these are outline proposals and the cycling and walking infrastructure, including
leisure routes, are not entirely clear on the plans, we would expect the development to
meet the connectivity and access requirements specified in the Development Framework
SPD, specifically over the A422 / A509 and the M1 by Junction 14 / Coachway. Additionally,
the developments plans should adhere to the Redway Design Manual and the governments
cycling infrastructure guidance LTN 1/20. There should be coherent, safe, direct,
comfortable, attractive routes for people to walk and cycle around the estate and
connected routes into and out of the estate so that there’s real transport choice and less
reliance on motor vehicles. Cycling should be segregated from motor vehicles. Routes
should be designed for significant numbers of people, catering for non-standard bikes too.
All cycling infrastructure should be completely accessible and inclusive, anyone from 8 – 80
years old should be able to comfortably, confidently and safely get around walking, cycling
and wheeling (powered wheelchairs and mobility scooters).
Improving the provision for cycling is a key expectation of all local highway scheme that are
funded by the government. Cycle infrastructure must join together, it must form part of a
connected integrated network.
Although supportive of the principles of a sustainable walkable neighbourhood, this is
standard practice in most MK neighbourhoods. Walking and cycling connectivity to
surrounding estates for work, school, leisure is essential for any new development.
Connectivity to the surrounding estates for walking and cycling does not appear to be
adequate. There doesn’t appear to be any connectivity to or from the south of the
development, from the industrial estate to the J14 area. The most logical connection would
link (as far as possible) to the H6 Super Route and Coachway. The Redways within the
development in the southern half come to a dead end before meeting the site boundary.
Further clarification required regarding connectivity to Newport Pagnell.
The applicant should clarify how they are safeguarding a route to a possible walking/cycling
crossing of the M1 in the vicinity of M1 Junction 14. An eventual solution could be via a
dedicated bridge to the south of the junction connecting to the Coachway, or through the
A509 intersection with Junction 14 itself. A Tariff funding contribution should be
safeguarded for such a scheme.
The V11 super route should be extended along the north section of Tongwell Street
(perhaps using the southbound carriageway no longer in use) and tie in with the H4 super
rote at H4/Tongwell Roundabout. This provides access to the Tongwell Industrial Estate,
north west of MK, as well as a route to CMK via the H4.
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Some of the pedestrian / cycle links, merge into PROW footpaths, then into leisure routes.
Cycle routes should be continuous and should not merge into footpaths.
Redways at 3m width are not always sufficient. Shared use routes in areas that can expect
higher numbers of people walking and cycling should be wider and where possible
segregated in line with LTN 1/20.
Primary Routes – such as urban streets, around industrial and business parks, shopping
districts, schools and along super routes (main commuter routes parallel to grid roads)
should be minimum 5 metres and include segregation to minimise conflict between
pedestrians and cyclists.
Secondary routes - Redways (shared use routes), still a very iconic and important feature in
MK, should be minimum 3 metres, these are required through residential spine streets,
parks and open spaces, connecting to the main commuter routes, key destination routes.
Travel Plan
I am broadly in agreement with the proposed approach and contents of the outline
residential and workplace travel plans.
The sitewide, outline TP for both residential and workplaces details the below, it is expected
that following occupation for each of the land uses where they meet the threshold at or
above which a travel plan/transport assessment is required, an individual travel plan should
also be submitted.
To be approved they will be required to submit travel plans following the proposed format;
• Review of travel planning policy & guidance
• Overarching and site-specific vision & objectives. Overall objective to increase
sustainable travel and reduce SOV.
• Detail of existing conditions in relation to opportunity for sustainable travel &
accessibility
• Travel planning measures
• Targets
• Monitoring & Review, expected by monitoring surveys.
• Details of management, implementation and funding.
• Look to include emerging trends and uptake in alternative mobility providers.
The travel plans propose to manage the delivery by a Steering Group made up of a Travel
Plan Manager and key stakeholders including MKC and TP Champions from each of the
workplace sites, secured through tenancy agreement requirements. The outline TP details
that a Sustainable Mobility Investment Fund will be used to fund the implementation of the
travel planning measures; this approach is welcome. However, the fund is proposed to be
allocated from the MKC Tariff, it is not our expectation that the MKC Tariff should fund the
Sustainable Mobility Investment Fund. The developer and end user of each site should
fund the implementation, delivery and monitoring of travel plans. It is our understanding
that Tariff has never been used to fund the delivery of a Travel Plan in previous
development sites covered by it, and so should be completely separate from it.
To secure delivery of the travel plan and in line with MKC’s policy, Planning Obligations SPD
2021, we expect the travel plan to be secured by S106 planning obligation, a non-refundable
monitoring fee payment and a refundable bond covering travel plan implementation costs,
which will be refunded upon successful delivery of the travel plans.
The annual monitoring fee to be collected is £1105pa.
The suggested amounts for calculating the bond is approximately £280 per residential
dwelling and for employment sites approximately £400 per FTE, worked out from the
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Employment Density Guide and the overall size of the workplace sites. These amounts are
calculated by looking at the costs involved in implementing a typical travel plan including a
Travel Plan Co-ordinator, implementing travel initiatives and monitoring surveys.
A2.23 MKC Rights of Way
RELEVANT POLICY
National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 98: “Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and access,
including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users”
Plan: MK – Policy CT2 Movement and Access A) viii: “Protect and where possible enhance access to public rights of way”
Plan: MK- Policy CT3 Walking and Cycling
“The Council will support developments which enable people to access employment,
essential services and community facilities by walking and cycling”.
DEFRA Rights of Way Circular 1/09
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
The site includes various public rights of way. Various considerations are required to be made
as regards amending the existing network with a view to improving it overall.
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
1. There are several public rights of which cross the area of the site application, these
are: -

Moulsoe Footpath 2 which travels from London Road in a general east south easterly
direction to terminate at Newport Road, Mousloe.
Moulsoe Footpath 14 which travels upon a bridge over the M1 and heads in a
generally northerly and north easterly direction to junction with A422 Monks Way
Moulsoe Footpath 17 which travels from the A509 in a south easterly direction to
terminate with Mousloe Bridleway 3
Moulsoe Footpath 18 which travels from junction with A509 in a south easterly
direction to terminate with Moulsoe Bridleway 3
Moulsoe Bridleway 3 which travels from North Crawley Road in a generally southerly
direction to terminate with Newport Road, Moulsoe.
Moulsoe Bridleway 19 which travels from North Crawley Road in a south easterly
direction to junction with Moulsoe Bridleway 3
Rights of Way Circular 1/09, Section 7. Planning permission and public rights of way,
sub section 7.8 states that “In considering potential revisions to an existing right of
way that are necessary to accommodate the planned development, but which are
acceptable to the public, any alternative alignment should avoid the use of estate
roads for the purpose wherever possible and preference should be given to the use of
made up estate paths through landscaped or open space areas away from vehicular
traffic.” The proposals align the public rights of way along green corridors and grid
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road green buffers and not directly alongside roads. In light of this it is clear from the
proposals that applicant has taken this guidance into account which is welcomed. The
applicant has also considered the need for Public Rights of Way to be kept separate
from redways and factored this into their design. By providing separate redways and
bridleways for example, the needs of different users and associated different surfaces
are accommodated within the site.
The applicant needs to be aware that any rights of way diversions would need a legal
process called a Public Path Order. In this instance, such an application to do so would
be made under Section 257 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990. The applicant
should be aware that this is subject to public consultation and should objections be
received that cannot be resolved, the matter is referred onto the Planning
Inspectorate.
2. All diverted bridleway routes should be constructed of a hoggin surface, commonly
found elsewhere within Milton Keynes. The Rights of Way team would be happy to
provide construction details to the applicant. The specific details of Footpath surfaces
and the new Bridleway to be provided that travels through Moulsoe Stream Park are
to be agreed with Rights of Way Officer.
3. In the Design and Access Statement page 32, the map key appears to show the wrong
colour for the relevant status of public right of way. Can the applicant please consider
this point moving forwards when producing any future plans to avoid confusion.
4. Design and Access Statement page 141 relates to an illustrative masterplan
highlighting Non-vehicular Movement.
A new Bridleway link is shown crossing a central area of the site, linking to the existing
right of way Moulsoe Bridleway 3 at its eastern end. This is welcomed as it will bring
enhanced connectivity to the rights of way network through pleasant open space.
Travelling in a westerly direction, after reaching a junction with London Road and the
associated new redways, the bridleway continues for a short distance into the new
linear park before terminating at a junction with a proposed ‘leisure route’. Ideally
new rights of way should connect to either another right of way or a highway. Clarity
is sought please regarding whether horses and cyclists will be allowed to use the
‘leisure routes’?
An opportunity exists to extend the bridleway within the linear park to travel south
from this point, and then east to connect back onto London Road. Horse riders could
then utilise London Road, and cyclists and pedestrians the redway, to circle back up
northwards on the London Road to connect back to the bridleway where it travels in
an east-west direction.
There is similarly a proposed new public footpath travelling within the linear park in a
broadly north-south direction between the river and a ‘leisure route’ to the north, and
a ‘pedestrian/cycle link’ to the south that do not connect to other rights of way.
Further discussions with the developer would be welcomed about the status of the
linkages that the proposed new public footpaths connect to.
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5. A structure is shown on page 141 of the Design and Access Statement at the East
Perimeter Road crossing point of Moulsoe Bridleway 3 and the new proposed eastwest bridleway through open space. The map depicts that a ‘Grade separated crossing
integrated with bridge structure’ will be provided, whereas the developers have
indicated separately that this would be an underpass. Can clarity please be provided?
Generally for bridleways, underpasses are the preferred option to a bridge if site
conditions allow.
6. Design & Access Statement page 170 refers to a Riverside Character Area. A new
public footpath is shown to be created within the new linear park travelling east-west,
and a structure is shown over a pond (assumed boardwalk) and a river (assumed
bridge). The Rights of Way team would like to know where the long term maintenance
responsibilities of these structures would lie in the future.
We would also like confirmation regarding maintenance responsibilities of all other
bridges and underpasses carrying rights of way throughout the development. It is
understood such structures would be adopted highway but confirmation of this from
the applicant would be welcomed.
7. Design and Access Statement pages 174, 176 and 178 describe Character Areas. The
plans shown on these pages refer to the creation of areas of Village Greens. Does this
refer to locations to be formally designated as village greens through the relevant legal
processes or is this more of a descriptive phrase to describe a particular landscape
feature?
8. Within the Design & Access Statement pages 198 & 199, a plan is provided for
secondary and tertiary corridors, but any public footpath or bridleway detail are not
included. New or diverted bridleways should have a width of 4m, and footpaths a
width of 2m. If travelling adjacent to a wall or hedge/planting, the footpath or
bridleway must be located at least 1m from the face of a hedge/planting and 0.5m
from the face of a wall. It is hoped these details will be provided within a specific
Rights of Way design scheme which is requested to be set as a planning condition.
9. Design & Access Statement page 200. Three rights of way travelling in a south-east
direction towards Moulsoe are labelled with a number 6 on the map which refers to
‘bridleways’ in the key. Whilst two of these paths are indeed bridleways, the route
labelled with a number 6 furthest north on the map is a public footpath. This is outside
the redline boundary, but worth noting for future maps produced.
10. A cross-section plan confirmation the width of the landscape buffer between the
Eastern Perimeter Road and the diverted route of Moulsoe Bridleway 3 would be
welcomed.
The proposed diversion of Moulsoe Footpath 17 will travel adjacent to the school and other
community facilities. This is welcomed as will offer the benefit of active travel options to
these destinations.
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RECOMMENDATION
The Rights of Way team would like to see the following condition set: 1) Prior to the commencement of development, an access scheme relating to the
affected Public Rights of Way shall be submitted to and approved by Milton Keynes
Council. Such scheme shall include provision for:
i)
the design of access and public rights of way routes and their surfacing, widths,
gradients, landscaping and structures.
ii)
any proposals for diversion and closure of public rights of way and alternative
route provision
Reason: - In the interests of the amenity and safety of the public in accordance
with Policy CT3 of Plan:MK (2019)
The proposals will require permanent diversions of existing public rights of way that cross the
site. It is recommended that the applicant applies for these public path orders at their earliest
convenience. They are a lengthy process to undertake and the sooner applications are
received, the less likely issues surrounding timescales are likely to occur. Details on how to
apply can be found on the MKC Rights of Way webpage or by contacting the team directly.
Finally, please could the following information be brought to the applicant’s attention:
No furniture, fence, barrier or other structure may be erected on or across Public Rights
of Way without the express consent of the Highway Authority.
Any planning consent given confers no consent or right to close or divert any Public Rights of
Way at any time without the express permission of the Highway Authority.
A2.24 MKC Urban Design
Initial response
RELEVANT POLICY
Plan:MK
Policy SD1 (Place-making Principles for Development); Policy SD10 (Delivery of Strategic
Urban Extensions); Policy SD12 (Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension); Policy D1
Designing a High Quality Place); Policy D2 (Creating a Positive Character); Policy D3 (Design
of Buildings); Policy D4 (Innovative Design and Construction); Policy D5 (Amenity and Street
Scene)
SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENTS:
New Residential Development Design Guide SPD (Adopted April 2012)
MKE Development Framework (Adopted March 2020)
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
• The proposals broadly accord with the provisions of the MKE Development
Framework
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•

Planning permission should be conditioned to require submission of a design code for
the site

CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
Plan:MK - Policy SD1, PLACE-MAKING PRINCIPLES FOR DEVELOPMENT
• The Design and Access Statement sets out an ambition to promote good physical and
mental health, including creating a dementia-friendly neighbourhood, through the
design of the development. This commitment will need to be carried through to the
detailed design of the reserved matters applications.
• The structure and layout of development is based on the principles that have shaped
the original city, especially the grid road system, redways, linear parks and strategic,
integrated flood management. The development includes a new linear park that
broadly correlates with the floodplain of the River Ouzel.
• The development is structured around existing natural assets including green
infrastructure features such as hedges, woodland and watercourses.
• The scale of development along the eastern edge of the development will be a
maximum of 2.5 storeys in order to reduce the impact of development on Moulsoe
and the open countryside to the east. In addition, school playing fields are located
along the eastern boundary, together with the new Moulsoe woodland and strategic
grid road landscaping.
• The structure of the development is based on a green lattice providing pedestrian
and cycle routes to schools, shops, facilities and public transport stops. These green
corridors will be overlooked by housing. There is also a network of redways within
the primary streets. Pedestrian/cycle footbridges and underpasses are provided
across new grid roads.
• The development provides social and commercial facilities and services, to meet the
day to day needs of new and existing residents, including schools, shop, health care,
and opportunities for employment. These facilities are provided in accessible
locations to encourage active travel.
• The illustrative masterplan identifies different character areas based on those
proposed in the Development Framework SPD, with varied densities depending on
the area’s accessibility to facilities and surrounding context.
Plan:MK - Policy SD10, DELIVERY OF STRATEGIC URBAN EXTENSIONS
• A site-wide design code should be submitted and approved before the submission of
reserved matters applications.
Plan:MK - Policy SD12, MKE STRATEGIC URBAN EXTENSION
• The proposals broadly accord with the provisions of the MKE Development
Framework. As the masterplan for the site has evolved and in the light of more
detailed studies, some deviations from the Framework have been made but from an
urban design point of view these are considered to be beneficial.
• In particular, the northern primary and secondary school have been located adjacent
to the community hub in order to create a more vibrant centre.
Plan:MK - Policy D4, INNOVATIVE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
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Policy D4 states that 10% of new dwellings should incorporate innovative design features and
modern methods of construction, such as modular/off-site construction techniques.
The Design and Access Statement states that the development will “Utilise modern
construction techniques such as modular housing”. This commitment will need to be
carried through to the reserved matters applications.
RECOMMENDATION
Condition should be included requiring the submission and approval of a site-wide design
code prior to the submission of individual reserved matters applications.
Revised response
No comments on the amended plans/documents.
A2.25 MKC Flood and Water Management Officer (Lead Local Flood Authority (‘the LLFA’))
Initial response
Thank you for your consultation that we received on the 21 April 2021.
Paragraph 163 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires planning applications to
be supported by a site-specific flood risk assessment. Such an assessment should include a
surface water strategy and must demonstrate that the proposed development incorporates
sustainable drainage systems (SuDS), unless there is clear evidence that this would be
inappropriate. The SuDS should:
a) Take account of advice from the Lead Local Flood Authority;
b) Have appropriate minimum operational standards;
c) Have maintenance arrangements in place to ensure an acceptable standard of operation
for the lifetime of the development; and
d) Where possible, provide multifunctional benefits
At this time, the LLFA are unable to recommend granting of planning permission as we
require further information to determine the full impacts of the proposal. As a minimum,
we require:
- Proposed discharge rate
All new developments on greenfield land are required to discharge the runoff from
impermeable areas at the same greenfield runoff rate. The applicant proposes a discharge
rate of 4 l/s/ha, which is higher rate than what the LLFA would normally accept within
Milton Keynes. The proposed layout shows that surface water would be discharged offsite
via main river, which falls under the Environment Agency, as well as watercourses within the
Bedford Group of IDBs district.
The applicant has stated that this discharge rate has been agreed in principle with the IDB.
The consultation response dated 4 May 2021 by the IDB does not state any agreed rates.
The applicant should demonstrate an in principle agreement with both organisations to
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discharge into their networks. Changes to the proposed discharge rate can significantly
impact on the required attenuation needed for each land parcel.
- Proposed drainage layout
In line with Plan:MK all new development must be set back at a distance of at least 9 metres
from all ordinary watercourses. Development that restricts future de-culverting of
waterways should be avoided. Any field drains intercepted on the boundary of the
development should be diverted so overall land drainage discharge can be maintained. The
drainage proposals include the removal and alteration of watercourses within the drainage
district of the IDB. The applicant will need to demonstrate that this approach is acceptable
by the IDB as it is likely to have a fundamental impact of the delivery of the drainage
scheme.
Furthermore, the Environment Agency consultation response dated 11 May 2021
highlighted items still outstanding with regards to the flood model reviews. Until this is
resolved, the flood risk onsite has not been fully assessed and may impact upon the
drainage proposal for the site.
The application includes detailed design of drainage for strategic infrastructure across this
site. Due to the nature of the proposal, the LLFA are currently engaging with the Highways
team to ensure that the layout is adequate from both a drainage and a highways technical
perspective. As such, the LLFA are currently unable to comment on this element of the
proposal until further analysis.
- Technical design details
The LLFA have further comments relating to surface water management onsite such as
outputs from MicroDrainage and layout plans that require clarification, which could result in
minor amendments to the drainage strategy. The LLFA suggest that these elements could be
discussed with the LPA for the applicant to address.
Informatives
Infiltration testing
Infiltration rates should be worked out in accordance with BRE 365/CIRIA 156. If for an
outline application it is not feasible to access the site to carry out soakage tests before
planning approval is granted, a desktop study may be undertaken looking at the underlying
geology of the area and assuming a worst case infiltration rate for that site.
If infiltration methods are likely to be ineffective then discharge into a watercourse/surface
water sewer may be appropriate; however soakage testing will be required at a later stage
to clarify this for each parcel.
Permission to carry out work on watercourses
Ordinary watercourses include every river, drain, stream, ditch, dyke, sewer (other than
public sewer) and passage through which water flows that do not form part of Main Rivers.
Main Rivers are regulated by the Environment Agency through Flood Risk Activity:
Environmental Permits. If enabling or permanent works to any ordinary watercourse are
proposed, Land Drainage Consent will be required. For ordinary watercourses in the
Borough of Milton Keynes, outside an Internal Drainage Board area, the relevant authority is
Milton Keynes Council.
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This site falls within an Internal Drainage Board (IDB) district. Under the Land Drainage Act
1991, any person carrying out works on an ordinary watercourse in an IDB area requires
Land Drainage Consent from the IDB prior to any works taking place. This is applicable to
both permanent and temporary works. Note: In some IDB districts, Byelaw consent may also
be required. Planning permission does not remove the need for consent.
Green roofs
All green roofs should be designed, constructed and maintained in line with the CIRIA SuDS
Manual (C753) and the Green Roof Code (GRO). Pollution control Construction Environmental Management Plans (CEMP)
Surface water and groundwater bodies are highly vulnerable to pollution and the impact of
construction activities. It is essential that the risk of pollution (particularly during the
construction phase) is considered and mitigated appropriately. A CEMP should identify how
surface water run-off will be managed. In addition to run-off from exposed ground,
pollutants from transport routes, washing areas and/or fuel storage areas have the potential
to enter a surface water drainage system. It is essential that the risk of pollution is
considered and mitigated appropriately. Appropriate interceptors should be included and
not rely on retrospectives measures
Revised response
Thank you for your consultation that we received on the 15 September 2021.
National Planning Policy Framework requires planning applications to be supported by a
site-specific flood risk assessment. Such an assessment should include a surface water
strategy and must demonstrate that the proposed development incorporates sustainable
drainage systems (SuDS), unless there is clear evidence that this would be inappropriate.
The SuDS should:
a) Take account of advice from the Lead Local Flood Authority;
b) Have appropriate minimum operational standards;
c) Have maintenance arrangements in place to ensure an acceptable standard of operation
for the lifetime of the development; and
d) Where possible, provide multifunctional benefits.
We have the reviewed the following documents:
- Surface Water Drainage Technical Note, reference MKE-WSP-XX-XX-C-RP-0001, prepared
by WSP, revision 3, dated 9 July 2021;
- Proposed Catchment Plan, drawing number MKE-WSP-ZZ-ZZ-C-DR-0591, prepared by WSP,
revision 3, dated 12 July 2021;
- Outline Integrated Drainage Strategy, drawing number MKE-WSP-ZZ-ZZ-DR-0592, prepared
by WSP, revision 3, dated 13 July 2021;
- Drainage Technical Addendum, prepared by WSP, dated 7 September 2021
The outline element of the proposals seeks to drain the site by using an integrated drainage
system to serve both the highways and the individual development parcels. It has been
assumed that all highways will be 100% impermeable, the residential plots will be 60%
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impermeable with a 10% allowance for development creep for a total of 66% and the
commercial plots will be 90% impermeable. The discharge rate for all events up to and
including the 1 in 100 AEP event with 40% uplift for climate change would be
4l/s/impermeable hectare. Rainfall would be managed at source and utilise the SuDS train
with priority given to above ground green storage systems where possible.
The detailed element of the proposal is for the main highway infrastructure, which also
includes associated drainage works. Whilst the applicant has provided the required storage
volumes for the ponds for the Highway infrastructure only, the intention is to revisit these
ponds at a later stage in order to assess the capacity to take residential runoff to the criteria
applicable at the time of submission.
The drainage proposals include the removal and alteration of several watercourses that are
primarily within the drainage district of the IDB. The applicant will need to engage with the
IDB throughout the delivery of MK East as it is likely to have a fundamental impact of the
delivery of the drainage scheme. The LLFA wish to highlight the informatives at the bottom
of this response regarding permissions required to carry out work on watercourses.
Whilst the LLFA are supportive of the outline proposals for this site, the detailed elements
require further consultation with our Highways colleagues. This is due to the proposed
integrated approach for surface water management. As such, the LLFA are unable to
recommend approval for this part of the hybrid planning application until further
engagement has been carried out with our Highways colleagues.
Once the LLFA are satisfied with all elements of the hybrid application, we request that the
following conditions are imposed:
Condition 1
Detailed Schemes
No above ground works shall commence until a surface water drainage scheme, based on
sustainable drainage principles, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. The scheme shall subsequently be implemented in full accordance with
the approved details prior to occupation of the first dwelling.
The scheme shall be based upon the principles within the agreed Surface Water Drainage
Technical Note, prepared by WSP, revision 3, dated 9 July 2021 and shall also include:
a) Full calculations detailing the existing surface water runoff rates for the QBAR, 3.3%
Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) (1 in 30) and 1% AEP (1 in 100) storm events;
b) Full results of the proposed drainage system modelling in the above referenced storm
events (as well as 1% AEP plus climate change), inclusive of all collection, conveyance,
storage, flow control and disposal elements and including an allowance for urban creep,
together with an assessment of system performance;
c) Detailed drawings of the entire proposed surface water drainage system, including levels,
gradients, dimensions, pipe reference numbers and locations of appropriate signage;
d) Full details of the proposed attenuation and flow control measures;
e) Site investigation and test results to confirm infiltration rates;
f) Temporary storage facilities if the development is to be phased;
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g) A timetable for implementation if the development is to be phased;
h) Details of overland flood flow routes in the event of system exceedance, with
demonstration that such flows can be appropriately managed on site without increasing
flood risk to occupants;
i) Full details of the maintenance/adoption of the surface water drainage system;
j) Measures taken to prevent pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or surface water.
The drainage scheme must adhere to the hierarchy of drainage options as outlined in the
NPPF PPG.
Condition 2
Maintenance
Details for the long term maintenance arrangements for the surface water drainage system
(including all SuDS features) to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority prior to the first occupation of any building. The submitted details should
identify runoff sub-catchments, SuDS components, control structures, flow routes and
outfalls. In addition, the plan must clarify the access that is required to each surface water
management component for maintenance purposes. The maintenance plan shall be carried
out in full thereafter.
Condition 3
Strategy for Future Reserved Matters Required
Any reserved matters application shall include a detailed surface water strategy pursuant to
the reserved matters site for which approval is sought. The strategy shall demonstrate how
the management of water within the reserved matters application site for which approval is
sought accords with the approved details of the strategic site wide surface water strategy.
The strategy shall be based upon a SuDS hierarchy, as espoused by the publication 'The
SuDS Manual CIRIA C753'. The strategy shall maximise the use of measures to control water
at source as far as practicable to limit the rate and quantity of run-off and improve the
quality of any run-off before it leaves the site or joins any water body.
The strategy shall include details of all flow control system and the design, location and
capacity of all strategic SuDS features and shall include ownership, long-term adoption,
management and maintenance schemes, and monitoring arrangements/responsibilities
including appropriate signage. The strategy should also demonstrate that the exceedance of
the designed system has been considered through the provision of overland flow routes.
The development shall be carried out in full accordance with the approved details and no
building pursuant to that particular reserved matters site for which approval is being sought
shall be occupied or used until such time as the approved detailed surface water measures
have been fully completed in accordance with the approved details.
Condition 4
Submission of Parcel Pro-Forma
Any future detailed applications and reserved matters applications shall utilise the Parcel
Pro-Forma template (as per Appendix G within the agreed Surface Water Drainage Technical
Note, prepared by WSP, revision 3, dated 9 July 2021) to demonstrate water catchment
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compliance of drainage and water infrastructure in accordance with the principles
established within the site wide strategy and any relevant supplements. It shall include an
updated summary of the allowable and proposed contributing impermeable areas per
parcel to ensure that approved percentages have not been exceeded.
Condition 5
Construction Phase
No development, including preparatory works, shall commence until details of measures
indicating how additional surface water run-off from the site will be avoided during the
construction works have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The applicant may be required to provide collection, balancing and/or settlement
systems for these flows. This should include the maintenance proposals during construction.
The approved measures and systems shall be brought into operation before any works to
create buildings or hard surfaces commence.
Condition 6
Surface Water Drainage Scheme Verification
Upon completion of the surface water drainage system, including any attenuation ponds
and swales, and prior to their adoption by a statutory undertaker or management company;
a survey and report from an independent surveyor shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The survey and report shall be carried out by an
appropriately qualified Chartered Surveyor or Chartered Engineer and demonstrate that the
surface water drainage system has been constructed in accordance with the details
approved pursuant to Condition 1 and 3 within this response. Where necessary, details of
corrective works to be carried out along with a timetable for their completion, shall be
included for approval in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Any corrective works
required shall be carried out in accordance with the approved timetable and subsequently
re-surveyed by an independent surveyor, with their findings submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Informatives
Signage for floodplain and SuDS features
Appropriate signage should be used in multi-function open space areas (such as linear
parks) that would normally be used for recreation but infrequently can flood during extreme
events. The signage should clearly explain the use of such areas for flood control and
recreation. It should be fully visible so that infrequent flood inundation does not cause
alarm. Signage should not be used as a replacement for appropriate design.
Infiltration testing
Infiltration rates should be worked out in accordance with BRE 365/CIRIA 156. If for an
outline application it is not feasible to access the site to carry out soakage tests before
planning approval is granted, a desktop study may be undertaken looking at the underlying
geology of the area and assuming a worst-case infiltration rate for that site. If infiltration
methods are likely to be ineffective then discharge into a watercourse/surface water sewer
may be appropriate; however soakage testing will be required at a later stage to clarify this
for each parcel.
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Permission to carry out work on watercourses
Ordinary watercourses include every river, drain, stream, ditch, dyke, sewer (other than
public sewer) and passage through which water flows that do not form part of Main Rivers.
Main Rivers are regulated by the Environment Agency through Flood Risk Activity:
Environmental Permits. If enabling or permanent works to any ordinary watercourse are
proposed, Land Drainage Consent will be required. For ordinary watercourses in the
Borough of Milton Keynes, outside an Internal Drainage Board area, the relevant authority is
Milton Keynes Council.
Some of this site falls within an Internal Drainage Board (IDB) district. Under the Land
Drainage Act 1991, any person carrying out works on an ordinary watercourse in an IDB area
requires Land Drainage Consent from the IDB prior to any works taking place. This is
applicable to both permanent and temporary works. Note: In some IDB districts, Byelaw
consent may also be required - a 9 metre buffer zone should be applied for all types of
development.
Planning permission does not remove the need for consent.
Pollution control - Construction Environmental Management Plans (CEMP)
Surface water and groundwater bodies are highly vulnerable to pollution and the impact of
construction activities. It is essential that the risk of pollution (particularly during the
construction phase) is considered and mitigated appropriately. A CEMP should identify how
surface water run-off will be managed. In addition to run-off from exposed ground,
pollutants from transport routes, washing areas and/or fuel storage areas have the potential
to enter a surface water drainage system. It is essential that the risk of pollution is
considered and mitigated appropriately. Appropriate interceptors should be included and
not rely on retrospectives measures.
A2.26 MKC Landscape Services (Tree Officer)
Generally the proposals seek retention of a considerable portion of the trees and hedges
but inevitably there will be unavoidable losses, though in some cases it may yet be possible
to further minimise that loss particularly in respect of the more significant trees. It is clear
that simply preventing destruction of existing trees will be many times more beneficial in
terms of limiting climate change and habitat loss than the perceived panacea of new
planting, though new planting is obviously a vital part of any canopy strategy to ensure
effective succession and the proposals do offer a considerable scope of new planting and
green space with varied habitats
The detailed layouts for the development pockets as they come forward, should seek
maximise the amount of existing trees and hedgerows retained. These natural features
should be factored in at the very earliest stages of layout and design rather than prioritising
the layout within the confines of the parcel and then seeing what can be retained on the
land that is left-over.
I comment on the more significant trees as follows
‘A’ category Oaks.
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There are four of these and unfortunately two of them are proposed for removal and a third
is endangered due to the proposed layout of the new road. Ideally the road could be
minimally realigned south to miss the locations of these trees but I can see this would
reduce the area of the adjacent estate so a value judgement needs to be made balancing
the trees against the potential number of no. of dwelling units. Alternately it might be
possible to move the trees – this has been done before and was discussed at the site
meeting, the heavy plant will be available on site although the isolation of the tree root
plates by trenching / root pruning / packing the sides will have to be carried out by specialist
contractors, the movement itself can be carried out by plant already on site and overseen by
the specialist contractors who will then carry out the finishing works on the tree in its new
position. Survival of the tree is not guaranteed, but in the case of oaks; if the tree does fail it
may take many years to do so and can remain as standing dead wood ‘habitat-hulks’ for 1020 years, thus providing a wide variety of habitats and biodiversity in the process of decay.
New planting of semi-mature oak trees will provide some insurance against failure of the
two moved trees to be included in detail planting proposals.
The trees are;
T27 680mm stem diameter - The embankment of the proposed road comes very close to
the tree which could sufficiently change the hydrology to kill it. This has happed before; a
large oak south of Tattenhoe / Portway roundabout died several years after the Tattenhoe
Street banking adjacent was constructed and the Midsummer Oak in CMK suffered the same
fate due to hydrological change. Detailed proposals and a method statement should be
submitted that assess the likely impacts on this tree and develop mitigation measures
including drainage as necessary.
T32 560mm
T34 730mm
Both are proposed to be removed for roundabout construction, proposals requested for
either realignment of the roundabout southwards or for transplanting the two oaks to the
north.
T41 900mm – This tree is proposed to be viably retained within its hedgerow along with two
woodlands at either end of the hedgerow.
‘B’ Category Oaks
The majority of these seem to be proposed for retention, the key ones I address as follows;
T159 1180mm stem diameter
T218 910mm
G75 (2no.) up to 870mm
As with T32 and T34 above, the loss of T159, T218 and G75 could be avoided by a minor
realignment of the road to the south, if the proposed layout is intractable then transplanting
is again an option, proposals for which of the trees are to be moved will have to be
developed and agreed but I suggest that at least T159 and T218 are moved. Proposals
requested for either realignment of the road to the south or for transplanting of the oaks to
the north, plus details of new planting of semi-mature oak trees to provide some insurance
against failure of the moved trees to be included in detail planting proposals.
T175 850mm - Hopefully this tree can be retained in the detailed layout, but currently
difficult to determine how the proposed estate road will affect it.
T178 1200mm
T179 1000mm
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It looks as if these two can be retained adjacent to the estate road corridor, however they
will have large root protection areas which the detailed layout and construction proposals
should seek to preserve unharmed.
‘B’ Category Ash
As previously discussed ongoing problems with new pathogens put all Ash trees at risk, the
proposed additional protection area for those with veteran feature is welcomed and these
older larger trees may be entirely veteran with all the habitat and biodiversity features that
go with that. If/when they succumb to disease the wildlife niches they offer may be
increased albeit for a limited number of years, thus they are still most worthy of retention.
T196 900mm stem diameter.
T197 1080mm
The retention of these two appears to be just about possible south of indicated building
complex, detailed layout should seek to provide sufficient space to make retention viable.
T108 810mm – This tree will be very close to the toe of the road embankment, as for T27
above detailed proposals and a method statement should be submitted that assess the
likely impacts on this tree and develop mitigation measures including drainage as necessary.
T106 790mm – This tree is likely to be lost to car park of the industrial unit unless the layout
design can be amended to accommodate it and the condition of the tree justifies the
retention.
T49 690mm
T51 780mm
These two trees are adjacent to road embankment and as previously stated for other trees
above, detailed proposals and a method statement should be submitted that assess the
likely impacts on this tree and develop mitigation measures including drainage as necessary
Woodlands
W11 - This woodland is shown on the illustrative masterplan with gap made in it presumably
in readiness for a road extension, however there is no sense in making a gap in it until the
road extension is actually about to be built, until that time the woodland can continue to
provide its benefits.
Tree protection
The submitted H.A.D. Tree survey report and Arboricultural Impact Assessment in
accordance with BS5837:2012 appears a comprehensive document and provides the basis
for dealing with the arboricultural assets of the site and developing them as the
urbanisation of the land progresses. It should feed into the development of Arboricultural
Method Statements for each phase of the development both the building phases and the
road/infrastructure phases. All trees and hedgerows to be retained should be protected in
accordance with the default fencing of BS5837:2012 before any other operations take place
on site or part of the site. Where active and inactive parts of the site are adjacent it may be
necessary to extend tree protection measures into the inactive part due to ‘overspill’ of
construction activities. Arboricultural supervision should be retained by developer
throughout the development process to oversee adherence to arboricultural protection
measures.
Tree planting
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Tree planting is expected to provide wide ranging benefits including carbon storage,
mitigation of visual impact and mitigation of bio-diversity depletion, but in order for it to
have a chance of achieving these goals it will be heavily reliant on location-correct species
choice, careful treatment of stock, careful and correct planting at the right season and right
stage of the development, correct root soil specification and volumes and above all the
necessary level and period of aftercare, all in accordance with BS8545:2014 ‘Trees: From
nursery to independence in the landscape: Recommendations’
The species used should be a mix of native and exotic trees in the ratio 70:30 and in addition
should include no more than 10% of one Species, 20% of one Genus and 30% of one Family.
The 30% of exotic species should be a wide range of different species for human interest
and as test bed for our changing climate and weather. This will require co-ordination
between the different developers across the site.
I look forward to seeing the detail proposals for the Moulsoe Community Woodland and
Orchard and the wider planting to the primary road margins, it should address among other
points mentioned above; soil treatment / enhancement as appropriate, species mixes,
massing and layout in conjunction with other habitat features such as glades, riding margins
use / enhancement of existing features and use of planting sundries that do not create
waste or pollution.
With respect to tree planting within the development pockets, these developments should
seek to maximise tree planting along roads in adoptable verges of sufficient width and area
to viably accommodate trees at projected growth sizes; narrow, unviable planting beds and
excessive concrete haunching are to be avoided. Species should be matched to location for
suitability, conflict with other infrastructure such as street lighting should be eliminated in
initial design stages and the hard-works construction details should allow for protection of
trees from vehicles impacting trunks and over-running root-plates and from salt run-off
poisoning the soil.
The establishment of a tree nursery to serve the site is a good idea echoing the innovation
of the old Development Corporation and offering the chance to raise trees from locally
provenanced seed. MKC Landscape Dept has been considering this approach recently and
are keen to collaborate on this issue perhaps with a view to growing on trees for wider local
planting initiatives
With respect to shrub planting, masses of framework planting should be broken up with
small groups of plants of more ornamental value at appropriate intervals.
Tree Preservation Order
Part of the site along Tongwell Street and to the north of the water treatment works is
covered by Area TPO no. 23 confirmed on 19th July 1971. An Area Order only confers
protection on those trees which are present at the time the Order is served. Comparison of
the relevant part of the Order with the 1980 aerial photography reveals that the site was
still open farmland at that time and the few trees that were present were within field
hedgerows, very little of interest appears to have been within the area now occupied by the
southwest edge of the site. What trees there were do not appear to have survived the
construction of Willen and Tongwell Street. I have attached copies of the two sections of the
TPO plan that are relevant (both confusingly designated as ‘A1’), a copy of the schedule and
screen shot of the 1980 aerial photography with the TPO overlaid as green hatching. My
apologies for the poor quality of the documents.
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I request the following conditions;
1. All existing trees, woodlands and hedges to be retained are to be protected according to
the provisions of BS 5837: 2012 'Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction Recommendations' All protective measures especially the fencing and ground protection
must be put in place first, prior to any other work commencing on site (this includes
vegetation clearance, ground-works, vehicle movements, machinery / materials delivery
etc.) and shall thereafter be maintained in place in good functional condition until the
project is entirely complete and until, with the exception of soft landscaping works, all
contactors, equipment and materials have left site. The fencing shall be on the RPA margin
and of the same specification as that depicted in figure 2, page 20 and ground protection as
specified in 6.2.3.1 - 6.2.3.5 pages 21/22 in BS 5837: 2012.
Signs informing of the purpose of the fencing and warning of the penalties against
destruction or damage to the trees and their root zones shall be installed at minimum
intervals of 10 metres and a minimum of two signs per separate stretch of fencing.
Once erected the local authority tree officer shall be notified so the fencing can be
inspected and approved. A qualified arboriculturalist should be retained by developer
throughout the development process to oversee adherence to arboricultural protection
measures.
The Root Protection Area (RPA) within the protective fencing must be kept free of all
construction, construction plant, machinery, personnel, digging and scraping, service runs,
water-logging, changes in level, building materials and all other operations, personnel,
structures, tools, storage and materials, for the duration of the construction phase.
The developer shall submit details of the proposed layout and general arrangements of the
site in relation to the trees to be retained. In particular, details of storage areas including
what substances will stored and where, locations of car parking, welfare facilities, cement
plant, fuel storage and where discharge, filling and mixing of substances will take place. The
details should include site levels to enable risks posed to trees to be quantified. The RPA will
be amended as the arboriculture officer feels appropriate after taking account of the details
submitted.
No fire shall be lit such that it is closer than 20 metres to any tree or that flames would
come within 5 metres of any part of any tree.
Earthworks, level changes, service runs, foundations and all other works involving
excavation should not be located within the root protection areas.
2. Prior to commencement an arboricultural method statement all in accordance with BS
5837:2012 should be submitted for approval, It should include a scale plan accurately
marking the position of all the retained trees and hedges, the extent of the root protection
areas, the BS 5837: 2012 tree protection fencing types along the root protection area
margin, any areas to be covered in BS 5837: 2012 ground protection, construction details for
the BS 5837: 2012 fencing and ground protection and sufficient detail of hard & soft
landscaping works, service and drainage runs and proposed & existing spot levels in
sufficient numbers and at appropriate spacing’s to enable the impact of the development on
the tree root zones to be assessed and managed. In addition the method statement shall
include for; mitigating the effects of earthworks on the hydrology of tree root zones; the
execution of soft and hard landscaping works within the root protection areas which will
typically involve the use of hand tools only – machines and motorised tools will not be
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permitted; Construction details for any proposed areas of raised construction, nil-excavation
hard surfacing, demonstrating that they are both specifically tailored to, adoptable and
feasible in this site context; and how significant roots encountered outside the root
protection areas will be dealt with.
3. Full details of tree planting for each phase of the highway infrastructure works and in
accordance with BS 8545: 2014 are to be submitted for approval as part of a general
landscaping scheme where appropriate, and which should include full details of tree sizes,
species, planting locations, planting spacings, pre-planting ground preparations, planting
method and long term maintenance. Also where appropriate details of root deflection
barriers and permanent protective measures against soil compaction, vehicle impact, deicing salt etc. Particular attention should be paid to ensuring the trees are planted in
sufficiently spacious planting beds, with a sufficient quantity of high quality growing
medium and are suitably spaced from buildings and infrastructure to ensure their quick
establishment and the early provision of maximum benefit to the locality. Tree species must
be chosen to maximise biodiversity, climate change & pathogen resilience and human
interest. Any trees failing to thrive within five years of planting to be replaced in accordance
with the original planting specification. Full details of proposals to transplant existing
mature trees where appropriate should also be submitted for approval.
A2.27 MKC Landscape Architect
Initial response
RELEVANT POLICY
MKE Development Framework (Adopted March 2020)
NPPF paragraphs 170 + 180
Policy D1 (Designing a High Quality Place)
Policy D2 (Creating a Positive Character)
Policy D5 (Amenity and Street Scene)
Policy L4 & Appendix C (Public Open Space Provision In New Estates)
Policy NE3 (Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement)
Policy NE5 (Conserving And Enhancing Landscape Character)
Policy SD12 (Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension)
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
• LVIA baseline survey
• Veteran trees
• Play area locations
• Tree-lined streets
• Building Height Parameter Plan & Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
Development Principle
The acceptability of the principle of development on this site is established under Plan:MK
Policy SD12.
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Development Detail
Landscape DM do not fully support the development submission at this time. The objection
response box hasn’t been ticked because the issues can be overcome by amendments.
Comments below, given in no particular order.
LVIA
Despite repeated requests at pre-application stage and reassurance from the applicant /
agent that the LVIA baseline survey photography would be undertaken in the winter months
(December – February) in addition to summer months and used in the LVIA, it is not.
Correspondence has confirmed that winter photography is limited to the selected VVM
photographs only (carried out December 2020). It is disappointing that our advice on the
methodology (and recommended in the LVIA methodology) was not followed, even though it
is standard practice to agree the methodology with the LPA. It is also surprisingly, that as
noted in the LVIA (para E4.113 and para E4.114) the visual assessment was carried out during
the months of September and October 2014 and updated in July and August 2020 when the
vegetation was in full leaf, but yet the same baseline surveys checking the extent of visibility
in the field were not undertaken during winter for comparison, completeness and
transparency. Clearly the project timescales could have allowed a full assessment of all
viewpoints over the winter of 2020/21.
The winter baseline survey alongside the summer survey is the evidence base needed on
which the assessment of effects can be fully and properly determined for the whole site and
would have been helpful in the original selection of the viewpoints for the VVMs. It has been
assumed that we should rely on the applicant’s / consultant’s knowledge of the site, their
experience and confidence that the assessment of effects is robust. However, it is
recommended that for completeness and accuracy the LVIA should include winter baseline
survey from all the viewpoints taken during the winter of 2021/22 and resubmitted as an
addendum to inform the detailed design of the development including the design code. This
should be secured by a condition (wording to be agreed). At this point we do not support the
Environmental Statement chapter E (LVIA) as it has not followed our advice or its own
recommended methodology.
Veteran Trees
The ecology surveys have identified 40 veteran trees within the site and we note that the ES
states that 11 veteran trees will be destroyed as a result of the development. The
arboricultural survey is Appendix C6 to the ES and included within the document ‘Appendices
to Chapter C - Site and Development Description’. This document includes a lot of detailed
information which we would expect to be able to access easily but this document is over
325MB is size and is too large to open and read causing the digital format to be unresponsive.
Planning documents should be supplied in a useable size and no more than 5MB for easy
access. We request that the Appendices to Chapter C are reduced in size and provided
separately for review during the consultation period i.e. C1 to C6 individually.
However, in terms of veteran tree removals the NPPF is clear that development resulting in
the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats such as veteran trees should be refused,
unless there are wholly exceptional reasons. Such reasons include “infrastructure projects
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(including national significant infrastructure projects, orders under the TWA and hybrid bills)”.
This development does not meet the definition of a wholly exceptional reason and so we
consider that all veteran trees should be retained and preferably connected to semi-natural
habitat in the masterplan.
Play Area Locations
Correspondence from the applicant states that all play areas are located outside of the flood
zones. Also, a plan has been submitted titled ‘PLAY AREA LOCATIONS AND SAFETY
MEASURES’. This is submitted to show the play spaces are located 30m away from SUDs
ponds (with one exception where it is 21m away) which is suggested should be a safe distance
offset from water features.
In addition, the Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan shown in the DAS on p101, gives a plus
or minus limit of deviation of 25m for play spaces giving additional flexibility as to their
location in the final design which would be addressed at reserved matters stage, but the
parameters demonstrate sufficiently at this stage how a suitable offset can be achieved. This
commitment will need to be carried through to the design code and reserved matters
applications.
However, we highlight a potential issue in that the applicant has stated in their
correspondence that they have not considered existing ditches or water conveyance features
in relation to their proximity to play at this stage. The comments on file from the Drainage
Board says “the watercourse on the boundary of, or passing through this site is under the
statutory control of the Board. In accordance with the Board’s byelaws, no development
should take place within 9 metres of bank top, without the Board’s prior consent, this includes
any planting, fencing or other landscaping.” Experience has shown that play areas and
planting within the Drainage Board’s 9m easement will raise an objection so should be
considered now and play area locations on the parameter plans adjusted at this stage.
Tree-lined Streets
In the DAS, street sections are only provided for the primary street and lack dimensions for
all elements. The applicant’s commitment that the design work on these elements will be part
of the guiding principles set out in the site design code will need to be delivered and we fully
expect these principles to remain when reserved matters are designed in detail. The code will
also need to consider the street layout principles set out already within the MKE Development
Framework SPD. Parking layout will need to be balanced with good street amenity as required
by Plan:MK design policy.
Overall the submission gives the impression of a very green landscape led design approach.
However, the risk is this will be watered down in development layouts at reserved matters
stage (e.g. by MK parking standards, highway adoption constraints, housing densities, tall
buildings) which typically provide little space for tree-lined streets between on-street visitor
parking and buildings.
Yet, it is worth considering that Covid 19 lockdown has highlighted the importance of good
local amenity and street trees and how they contribute to an attractive outlook from buildings
and particularly flats / apartments above ground level which have limited or no private garden
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space. In addition, the proposed changes to the NPPF suggest a new paragraph on the
importance of trees in the street scene. ‘Trees make an important contribution to the
character and quality of urban environments, and can also help mitigate and adapt to climate
change. Planning decisions should ensure that new streets are tree-lined, and that existing
trees are retained wherever possible.’ To achieve this the outline submission prior to
determination should ensure that the parameter plans, documents and calculation of
maximum housing numbers have been robustly tested and thorough enough to deliver treelined streets. In addition, a phasing plan condition should require it to include the number of
homes to be delivered in each phase. The design code condition should require it to provide
design solutions to address the issues of constraints affecting the delivery of tree-lined
streets.
Building Height Parameter Plan
There is no guidance in the MK East Strategic Urban Extension Development Framework SPD
on building heights and the application submission looks to set building heights / the number
of storeys as shown on the updated Building Height Parameter Plan.
The parameter plan sets the majority of the housing land (gold areas, orange hatch and
blue/hatch) up to 4 storeys / max 18m ridge height. Alternatively the blue/hatch areas could
be 13/15m or 18m max ridge height if employment units. Housing areas along the East edge
of the development (light yellow) are up to 2.5 storeys / max 12.5m ridge height. The red
development ‘core’ areas are up to 6 storeys / max 26m ridge height. This approach of setting
a maximum number of storeys in each area is too open ended as currently shown and should
be amended to provide more restriction, detail and clarification prior to determination.
The key on the plan should be more descriptive to include text stating instead a limited mix
of storey heights per area or a minimum and a maximum of number of storeys, with text
clarifying that there will be either: exceptions up to x storeys e.g. within key streets, at key
corner locations, landmarks and gateways; or with only the occasional use of x storey
buildings at prominent landmark locations, for example to terminate vistas. Or similar text as
appropriate. Such limits were set in the eastern expansion area framework prior to outline
consent.
In addition, to give examples of existing employment building heights along the M1 corridor
on the (less sensitive) existing built-up side of the M1 these include: the Glebe lands
employment brief which gave a max height of 18m, the Eagle Farm North parameter plan has
the employment unit height ranging from 12m to 21m to ridge and in Magna Park the tallest
building elevation plan we have found is under 24m. For the eastern expansion area west of
the M1 large footprint employment is up to 20m and this is modified where it adjoins the city
street or parkland to be compatible, which should be a consideration here also. In light of this,
we consider the proposed employment building (mid blue on plan) of 29m max to ridge
height, on the East side of the M1 within view of Moulsoe and proposed housing, to be
excessive and should be reduced to 20m. The +/- 2m adjustment tolerance from existing
ground level once factored in could mean for example warehousing rising to 31m above
existing levels.
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The visual impact from the proposed maximum building heights will be evident as shown in
the LVIA photomontages even with trees and vegetation in full leaf.
Further design work will come forward as part of the design code based on the parameter
plans and through into reserved matter applications when the heights of building will be
considered in line with the maximum parameters set out in the outline application. It is
therefore important that the heights and text set in the parameter plan is adjusted prior to
determination at outline stage; alternatively it should not be an approved plan and a building
height parameter plan should be considered in detail within the design code.
Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan
We are unable to fully support the green infrastructure parameter plan (and land use plan) at
this stage. The plans show ‘existing trees and hedgerows to be retained’ with the caveat
‘where possible (subject to detailed plot layout)’. This should not be the case for all
hedgerows otherwise why identify the best hedgerows through surveys. It’s not clear at this
point after undertaking the baseline surveys how the best hedgerow features which are
important for either historical & archaeological criteria or under wildlife & landscape criteria
(or both) are incorporated into the masterplan (or removed). The best hedgerow features
should inform the masterplan and be retained or their removal justified. We expect to see
primary and secondary category hedgerows (in terms of importance) identified on a simple
plan for review in this submission (not reams of plans please). Unfortunately, the detailed
surveys Appendix F4 of the Ecology ES Chapter (over 78MB) and Appendix C6 of the ES
Chapter C (over 325MB) are both too large to open and read causing the digital format to be
unresponsive.
In terms of biodiversity compensation for the loss of linear habitat such as hedgerows,
replacement should be a last resort because the immediate ecology value of the best
established hedgerows is greater than proposing replacement hedging. Similarly, the best
mature landscape features of historical and landscape value should be retained to assist with
lessening the visual impact of the proposed development from day one.
Following identification of the best hedgerows this should inform the regulating and
mandatory strategy plans in the design code and we fully expect these landscape /
biodiversity features then to remain when reserved matters are designed in detail.
In addition, a condition could be attached to outline consent requiring tree and hedgerow
works or removals including those part of site clearance works to be approved in advance and
only where they are necessary as part of approved development. This should also include a
section monitoring the impact on hedgerows as each phase comes forward.
RECOMMENDATION
Landscape DM do not fully support the development submission at this time. The objection
tick box hasn’t been ticked because the issues can be overcome by amendments. In summary
these are:
• LVIA: it is recommended that for completeness and accuracy the LVIA should include
winter baseline survey from all the viewpoints to be undertaken during the winter of
2021/22 and submitted as an addendum to inform the future detailed design of the
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development including the design code. This should be secured by a condition (wording
to be agreed). At this point we do not support the Environmental Statement chapter E
(LVIA) as it has not followed our advice or its own recommended methodology.
Planning documents should be supplied in a useable size and no more than 5MB for easy
access. We request that the Appendices to Chapter C (over 325MB) and Appendix F4 of
the Ecology ES Chapter (over 78MB) are reduced in size and provided for review during
the consultation period i.e. C1 to C6 etc. individually.
The ES states that 11 veteran trees will be destroyed as a result of the development.
However, the NPPF is clear that development resulting in the loss or deterioration of
irreplaceable habitats such as veteran trees should be refused, unless there are wholly
exceptional reasons. This development does not meet the definition of a wholly
exceptional reason and so we consider that all veteran trees should be retained and
preferably connected to semi-natural habitat in the masterplan.
We highlight a potential issue in that the applicant has stated in their correspondence that
they have not considered existing ditches or water conveyance features in relation to their
proximity to play areas at this stage. Experience has shown that play areas and planting
within the Drainage Board’s 9m easement will raise an objection so should be considered
now and play area locations on the parameter plans adjusted at this stage.
The outline submission prior to determination should ensure that the parameter plans,
documents and calculation of maximum housing numbers have been robustly tested and
thorough enough to deliver tree-lined streets. In addition, a phasing plan condition should
require it to include the number of homes to be delivered in each phase. The design code
condition should require it to provide design solutions to address the issues of constraints
affecting the delivery of tree-lined streets.
Building Height Parameter Plan - The approach of setting a maximum number of storeys
in each area is too open ended as currently shown and should be amended to provide
more restriction, detail and clarification prior to determination.
We consider the proposed employment building (mid blue on plan) of 29m max to ridge
height, on the East side of the M1 within view of Moulsoe and proposed housing, to be
excessive and should be reduced. The design code and reserved matter applications will
be considered in line with the maximum parameters set out in the outline application. It
is therefore important that the heights and text set in the parameter plan is adjusted prior
to determination at outline stage; alternatively it should not be an approved plan and a
building height parameter plan should be considered in detail within the design code.
Green infrastructure parameter plan (and land use plan) - It’s not clear at this point after
undertaking the baseline surveys how the best hedgerow features are incorporated into
the masterplan (or removed). The best hedgerow features should inform the masterplan
and be retained or their removal justified. We expect to see primary and secondary
category hedgerows (in terms of importance) identified on a simple plan for review in this
submission.
A condition could be attached to outline consent requiring tree and hedgerow works or
removals including those considered to be site clearance works to be approved in advance
and only where they are necessary as part of approved development. The details should
also include a section monitoring the impact on hedgerows as each phase comes forward.

Once the issues raised in these comments are addressed sufficiently, Landscape DM would
be happy to advise on the wording of conditions for any outstanding matters.
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Revised response
RELEVANT POLICY
MKE Development Framework (Adopted March 2020)
NPPF (2021) paragraphs: 130+131+174+180+185
Policy D1 (Designing a High Quality Place)
Policy D2 (Creating a Positive Character)
Policy D5 (Amenity and Street Scene)
Policy L4 & Appendix C (Public Open Space Provision In New Estates)
Policy NE3 (Biodiversity and Geological Enhancement)
Policy NE5 (Conserving And Enhancing Landscape Character)
Policy SD12 (Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension)
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
• LVIA baseline survey
• Veteran trees
• Play area locations
• Tree-lined streets
• Building Height Parameter Plan & Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
Development Principle
The acceptability of the principle of development on this site is established under Plan:MK
Policy SD12.
Development Detail
Landscape DM do not fully support the development submission at this time. The objection
response box hasn’t been ticked because the issues can be overcome by amendments.
Comments below, given in no particular order.
LVIA
We note that a landscape and visual technical note has been prepared by fabrik Landscape
Architects in response to comments received from Central Bedfordshire Council on 17th June
2021. This doesn’t address our concerns relating to the lack of winter baseline survey
photography.
Despite repeated requests at pre-application stage and reassurance from the applicant /
agent that the LVIA baseline survey photography would be undertaken in the winter months
(December – February) in addition to summer months and used in the LVIA, it is not.
Correspondence has confirmed that winter photography is limited to the selected VVM
photographs only (carried out December 2020). It is disappointing that our advice on the
methodology (and recommended in the LVIA methodology) was not followed, even though it
is standard practice to agree the methodology with the LPA. It is also surprisingly, that as
noted in the LVIA (para E4.113 and para E4.114) the visual assessment was carried out during
the months of September and October 2014 and updated in July and August 2020 when the
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vegetation was in full leaf, but yet the same baseline surveys checking the extent of visibility
in the field were not undertaken during winter for comparison, completeness and
transparency. Clearly the project timescales could have allowed a full assessment of all
viewpoints over the winter of 2020/21.
The winter baseline survey alongside the summer survey is the evidence base needed on
which the assessment of effects can be fully and properly determined for the whole site and
would have been helpful in the original selection of the viewpoints for the VVMs. It has been
assumed that we should rely on the applicant’s / consultant’s knowledge of the site, their
experience and confidence that the assessment of effects is robust. However, it is
recommended that for completeness and accuracy the LVIA should include winter baseline
survey from all the viewpoints taken during the winter of 2021/22 and resubmitted as an
addendum to inform the detailed design of the development including the design code. This
should be secured by a condition (wording to be agreed). At this point we do not support the
Environmental Statement chapter E (LVIA) as it has not followed our advice or its own
recommended methodology.
Veteran Trees
The ecology surveys have identified 40 veteran trees within the site and we note that the ES
states that 11 veteran trees will be destroyed as a result of the development. The
arboricultural survey is Appendix C6 to the ES and included within the document ‘Appendices
to Chapter C - Site and Development Description’. This document includes a lot of detailed
information which we would expect to be able to access easily but this document is over
325MB is size and is too large to open and read causing the digital format to be unresponsive.
Planning documents should be supplied in a useable size and no more than 5MB for easy
access. We request that the Appendices to Chapter C are reduced in size and provided
separately for review during the consultation period i.e. C1 to C6 individually.
However, in terms of veteran tree removals the NPPF is clear that development resulting in
the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats such as veteran trees should be refused,
unless there are wholly exceptional reasons. Such reasons include “infrastructure projects
(including national significant infrastructure projects, orders under the TWA and hybrid bills)”.
This development does not meet the definition of a wholly exceptional reason and so we
consider that all veteran trees should be retained and preferably connected to semi-natural
habitat in the masterplan.
Play Area Locations
Correspondence from the applicant states that all play areas are located outside of the flood
zones. Also, a plan was submitted earlier on titled ‘PLAY AREA LOCATIONS AND SAFETY
MEASURES’. This was submitted to show the play spaces were located 30m away from SUDs
ponds (with one exception where it is 21m away) which is suggested should be a safe distance
offset from water features. Changes have since been made to the parameter plans including
play areas so the above plan should be resubmitted.
In addition, the Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan shown in the DAS on p101, gives a plus
or minus limit of deviation of 25m for play spaces giving additional flexibility as to their
location in the final design which would be addressed at reserved matters stage, but the

(90)

parameters demonstrate sufficiently at this stage how a suitable offset can be achieved. This
commitment will need to be carried through to the design code and reserved matters
applications.
However, we highlight a potential issue in that the applicant has stated in their
correspondence that they have not considered existing ditches or water conveyance features
in relation to their proximity to play at this stage. The comments on file from the Drainage
Board says “the watercourse on the boundary of, or passing through this site is under the
statutory control of the Board. In accordance with the Board’s byelaws, no development
should take place within 9 metres of bank top, without the Board’s prior consent, this includes
any planting, fencing or other landscaping.” Experience has shown that play areas and
planting within the Drainage Board’s 9m easement will raise an objection so should be
considered now and play area locations on the parameter plans adjusted at this stage.
Tree-lined Streets
In the DAS, street sections are only provided for the primary street and lack dimensions for
all elements. The applicant’s commitment that the design work on these elements will be part
of the guiding principles set out in the site design code will need to be delivered and we fully
expect these principles to remain when reserved matters are designed in detail. The code will
also need to consider the street layout principles set out already within the MKE Development
Framework SPD. Parking layout will need to be balanced with good street amenity as required
by Plan:MK design policy.
Overall, the submission gives the impression of a very green landscape led design approach.
However, the risk is this will be watered down in development layouts at reserved matters
stage (e.g. by MK parking standards, highway adoption constraints, housing densities, tall
buildings) which typically provide little space for tree-lined streets between on-street visitor
parking and buildings.
Yet, it is worth considering that Covid 19 lockdown has highlighted the importance of good
local amenity and street trees and how they contribute to an attractive outlook from buildings
and particularly flats / apartments above ground level which have limited or no private garden
space. In addition, the proposed changes to the NPPF suggest a new paragraph on the
importance of trees in the street scene. ‘Trees make an important contribution to the
character and quality of urban environments, and can also help mitigate and adapt to climate
change. Planning decisions should ensure that new streets are tree-lined, and that existing
trees are retained wherever possible.’ To achieve this the outline submission prior to
determination should ensure that the parameter plans, documents and calculation of
maximum housing numbers have been robustly tested and thorough enough to deliver treelined streets. In addition, a phasing plan condition should require it to include the number of
homes to be delivered in each phase. The design code condition should require it to provide
design solutions to address the issues of constraints affecting the delivery of tree-lined
streets.
Building Height Parameter Plan
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There is no guidance in the MK East Strategic Urban Extension Development Framework SPD
on building heights and the application submission looks to set building heights / the number
of storeys as shown on the latest Building Height Parameter Plan (revision P3).
The parameter plan sets the majority of the housing land (orange, peach and pink/hatch) up
to 4 storeys / max 18m ridge height. Alternatively, the peach, pink/hatch areas could be
13/15m or 18m max ridge height if employment units. Housing areas along the East edge of
the development (light yellow) are up to 2.5 storeys / max 12.5m ridge height. The red
development ‘core’ areas are up to 6 storeys / max 26m ridge height. This approach of setting
a maximum number of storeys in each area is too open ended as currently shown and should
be amended to provide more restriction, detail and clarification prior to determination.
The latest building height parameter plan has increased the building height along the eastern
edge of the development from 12.5m to 18m in the parcel between the 2 primary schools.
The schools on the development edge are only 8m and 12m high. We do not support this
change on the latest revision (P3).
The key on the plan should be more descriptive to include text stating instead a limited mix
of storey heights per area or a minimum and a maximum of number of storeys, with text
clarifying that there will be either: exceptions up to x storeys e.g. within key streets, at key
corner locations, landmarks and gateways; or with only the occasional use of x storey
buildings at prominent landmark locations, for example to terminate vistas. Or similar text as
appropriate. Such limits were set in the eastern expansion area framework prior to outline
consent.
In addition, to give examples of existing employment building heights along the M1 corridor
on the (less sensitive) existing built-up side of the M1 these include: the Glebe lands
employment brief which gave a max height of 18m, the Eagle Farm North parameter plan has
the employment unit height ranging from 12m to 21m to ridge and in Magna Park the tallest
building elevation plan we have found is under 24m. For the eastern expansion area west of
the M1 large footprint employment is up to 20m and this is modified where it adjoins the city
street or parkland to be compatible, which should be a consideration here also. In light of this,
we consider the proposed employment building (large blue parcel on plan) of 29m max to
ridge height, on the East side of the M1 within view of Moulsoe and proposed housing, to be
excessive and should be reduced to 20m. The +/- 2m adjustment tolerance from existing
ground level once factored in could mean for example warehousing rising to 31m above
existing levels.
The visual impact from the proposed maximum building heights will be evident as shown in
the LVIA photomontages even with trees and vegetation in full leaf.
Further design work will come forward as part of the design code based on the parameter
plans and through into reserved matter applications when the heights of building will be
considered in line with the maximum parameters set out in the outline application. It is
therefore important that the heights and text set in the parameter plan is adjusted prior to
determination at outline stage; alternatively, it should not be an approved plan and a building
height parameter plan should be considered in detail within the design code.
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Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan
We are unable to fully support the latest green infrastructure parameter plan revision P2 at
this stage. The plan shows ‘existing trees and hedgerows to be retained’ with the caveat
‘where possible (subject to detailed plot layout)’. This should not be the case for all
hedgerows otherwise why identify the best hedgerows through surveys. It’s not clear at this
point after undertaking the baseline surveys how the best hedgerow features which are
important for either historical & archaeological criteria or under wildlife & landscape criteria
(or both) are incorporated into the masterplan (or removed). The best hedgerow features
should inform the masterplan and be retained or their removal justified. We expect to see
primary and secondary category hedgerows (in terms of importance) identified on a simple
plan for review in this submission (not reams of plans please). Unfortunately, the detailed
surveys Appendix F4 of the Ecology ES Chapter (over 78MB) and Appendix C6 of the ES
Chapter C (over 325MB) are both too large to open and read causing the digital format to be
unresponsive.
In terms of biodiversity compensation for the loss of linear habitat such as hedgerows,
replacement should be a last resort because the immediate ecology value of the best
established hedgerows is greater than proposing replacement hedging. Similarly, the best
mature landscape features of historical and landscape value should be retained to assist with
lessening the visual impact of the proposed development from day one.
Following identification of the best hedgerows this should inform the regulating and
mandatory strategy plans in the design code and we fully expect these landscape /
biodiversity features then to remain when reserved matters are designed in detail.
In addition, a condition could be attached to outline consent requiring tree and hedgerow
works or removals including those part of site clearance works to be approved in advance and
only where they are necessary as part of approved development. This should also include a
section monitoring the impact on hedgerows as each phase comes forward.
RECOMMENDATION
Landscape DM do not fully support the development submission at this time. The objection
tick box hasn’t been ticked because the issues can be overcome by amendments. In summary
these are:
• LVIA: it is recommended that for completeness and accuracy the LVIA should include
winter baseline survey from all the viewpoints to be undertaken during the winter of
2021/22 and submitted as an addendum to inform the future detailed design of the
development including the design code. This should be secured by a condition (wording
to be agreed). At this point we do not support the Environmental Statement chapter E
(LVIA) as it has not followed our advice or its own recommended methodology.
• Planning documents should be supplied in a useable size and no more than 5MB for easy
access. We request that the Appendices to Chapter C (over 325MB) and Appendix F4 of
the Ecology ES Chapter (over 78MB) are reduced in size and provided for review during
the consultation period i.e. C1 to C6 etc. individually.
• The ES states that 11 veteran trees will be destroyed as a result of the development.
However, the NPPF is clear that development resulting in the loss or deterioration of
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irreplaceable habitats such as veteran trees should be refused, unless there are wholly
exceptional reasons. This development does not meet the definition of a wholly
exceptional reason and so we consider that all veteran trees should be retained and
preferably connected to semi-natural habitat in the masterplan.
We highlight a potential issue in that the applicant has stated in their correspondence that
they have not considered existing ditches or water conveyance features in relation to their
proximity to play areas at this stage. Experience has shown that play areas and planting
within the Drainage Board’s 9m easement will raise an objection so should be considered
now and play area locations on the parameter plans adjusted at this stage.
The outline submission prior to determination should ensure that the parameter plans,
documents and calculation of maximum housing numbers have been robustly tested and
thorough enough to deliver tree-lined streets. In addition, a phasing plan condition should
require it to include the number of homes to be delivered in each phase. The design code
condition should require it to provide design solutions to address the issues of constraints
affecting the delivery of tree-lined streets.
Building Height Parameter Plan - The approach of setting a maximum number of storeys
in each area is too open ended as currently shown and should be amended to provide
more restriction, detail and clarification prior to determination.
The latest building height parameter plan P3 has increased the maximum ridge height
along the eastern edge of the development from 12.5m to 18m in the housing parcel
between the 2 primary schools. The schools on the development edge are only 8m and
12m high. We do not support this change on the latest revision (P3).
We consider the proposed employment building (large blue parcel on plan) of 29m max
to ridge height, on the East side of the M1 within view of Moulsoe and proposed housing,
to be excessive and should be reduced. The design code and reserved matter applications
will be considered in line with the maximum parameters set out in the outline application.
It is therefore important that the heights and text set in the parameter plan is adjusted
prior to determination at outline stage; alternatively, it should not be an approved plan
and a building height parameter plan should be considered in detail within the design
code.
Green infrastructure parameter plan - It’s not clear at this point after undertaking the
baseline surveys how the best hedgerow features are incorporated into the masterplan
(or removed). The best hedgerow features should inform the masterplan and be retained,
or their removal justified. We expect to see primary and secondary category hedgerows
(in terms of importance) identified on a simple plan for review in this submission.
A condition could be attached to outline consent requiring tree and hedgerow works or
removals including those considered to be site clearance works to be approved in advance
and only where they are necessary as part of approved development. The details should
also include a section monitoring the impact on hedgerows as each phase comes forward.

Once the issues raised in these comments are addressed sufficiently, Landscape DM would
be happy to advise on the wording of conditions for any outstanding matters.
A2.28 MKC Countryside Officer (Ecology)
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY
•
Plan:MK Policy NE1: Protection of Sites
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Plan:MK Policy NE2: Protected Species & Priority Species & Habitats
Plan:MK Policy NE3: Biodiversity & Geological Enhancement
Plan:MK Policy NE4: Green Infrastructure
NPPF paragraphs 170, 174 & 175
ODPM Circular 06/2005: Biodiversity & Geological Conservation
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, s.41
Forward to 2020: Buckinghamshire & Milton Keynes Biodiversity Action Plan
Biodiversity and Planning in Buckinghamshire V.2 (2014)

KEY CONSIDERATIONS
•
The proposals will affect protected species and their habitats;
•
The proposals will affect a Priority Habitat (hedgerows);
•
The proposals will result in the destruction of veteran trees, which is contrary to NPPF
para. 175(c);
•
Without mitigation measures, secured through appropriate planning mechanisms, the
proposals will result in residual negative effects on ecological receptors;
•
The Biodiversity Impact Assessment calculation indicates that a greater than 10% net
gain in biodiversity is possible on site.
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
Relevant Information
The following reports were considered in assessing the proposals:
• Milton Keynes East Environmental Statement (Ch F: Ecology), Lichfields, March 2021
• Milton Keynes East Environmental Statement (Appendices to Ch F: Ecology), Lichfields,
March 2021
• Milton Keynes East Illustrative Masterplan, JTP, ref: 01312_SK_102
• Biodiversity Impact Assessment Metric: Milton Keynes East, HDA, March 2021
Protected Species
The legally protected species that are likely to be affected by the proposals include:
• Bats
• Badger
• Breeding birds
• Reptiles
• Otter
• Reptiles
• Great crested newts
The ecology chapter of the Environmental Statement states that the phase 2 bat surveys
(emergence/re-entry/climbing inspections) have yet to be carried out. These must be carried
out prior to the submission of reserved matters applications and a licence applied for, if bats
are found to be roosting on site (over and above those already identified). The surveys already
carried out indicate that the proposals will require an EPS Mitigation Licence.
The site has several active badger setts, if the proposals require the destruction/closure of
any of these setts, a licence will be required.
Due to the nature of the proposals and the likely phasing of the development, the protected
species surveys are likely to need updating prior to the submission of any reserved matters
application. It would be useful to have a phasing plan for the reserved matters applications
to be able to advise further.
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Works that necessitate the removal of vegetation, felling of trees or demolition of buildings
should be done outside of the bird breeding season (March – September inclusive). If this is
not possible, all vegetation, trees and buildings should be checked by an ecologist within the
24 hours prior to removal. This can be included in a CEMP, which should be secured by
condition.
The CEMP should also include reasonable avoidance measures to prevent negative effects on
small mammals and reptiles.
Veteran Trees
The proposals will result in the loss of 11 “trees with veteran features”. Without further
assessment and considering the precautionary principle, it must be assumed that these are
veteran trees. The loss of veteran trees is contrary to NPPF, which states that “development
resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and
ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and
a suitable compensation strategy exists”. The proposals do not meet any of the “wholly
exceptional reasons” and further information on the nature of the compensation strategy is
required. I advise that the applicant considers further assessment of the trees identified as
“potentially veteran” at the reserved matters stage and detailed compensation is provided in
the LEMP.
Compensation & Mitigation
The proposals will result in the significant loss of habitat for farmland birds, such as skylark,
linnet, yellowhammer and lapwing, amongst others. As mitigation for the loss of this habitat
requires large, open areas of farmland, on-site mitigation is not possible. Therefore, the
applicant should develop and submit a farmland bird compensation strategy that includes
suitable habitat for these species. The applicant also needs to provide compensation for the
loss of nesting and foraging habitat for barn owl, which have been recorded on site.
As the proposals will result in the loss of significant areas of breeding habitat for birds and
roosting, foraging and commuting habitat for bats, the LEMP should include the installation
of integrated bird and bat boxes. These should be installed in appropriate locations and be
suitable for a variety of species.
The proposals involve the creation of new river crossings and while these are only being
created where necessary, it is important that the natural morphology of the riverbank is
maintained and, where appropriate, enhanced. As otters have been recorded along the river,
it is important that these crossings are designed to ensure that there is adequate passage for
mammals along the riverbank. Any lighting should also consider the need to avoid light spill
along the river.
A Construction Environmental Management Plan should be secured by condition and
approved in writing. This CEMP should include measures to ensure the protection of all
ecological receptors identified the Environmental Statement during the construction period.
This should include (but is not limited to):
• The protection of breeding birds;
• The protection of mammals and preservation of foraging and commuting habitat (not
including roosting bats, which should be covered by licence);
• The protection of reptiles and amphibians (not including great crested newt, which
should be covered by a licence);
• The protection of any retained habitats from loss and degradation.
I advise that an overarching set of principles be secured at the outline stage, with detailed
CEMPs produced for each relevant reserved matters application.
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A Landscape and Ecological Management Plan should be secured by condition and approved
in writing. This LEMP should include the types of habitat that will be created as part of the
proposals and the management regime to ensure that they are maintained in appropriate
condition for the lifetime of the proposals.
I advise that an overarching set of principles be secured at the outline stage, with detailed
CEMPs produced for each relevant reserved matters application.
Biodiversity Net Gain
I advised that the BIA calculation is updated to consider the following observations:
• It is unlikely that management of amenity areas will result in the creation of neutral
grassland along paths, in allotments and SuDS basins. The correct management regime
to achieve species richness is unlikely. Therefore, I advise that the BIA calculation is
updated to modified grassland for these areas;
• SuDS features are included as wildlife habitat, as this is not their primary purpose and
they will not be managed as such, I advise that the BIA calculation is updated to reflect
this.
The details of the proposed biodiversity net gain should be included in a Biodiversity
Enhancement Strategy. This should include the details of all habitats that will be created and
how they will be managed to maintain in appropriate condition for the lifetime of the
proposals. At the outline stage I advise that the submission of a set of overarching principles
for biodiversity net gain be secured by condition and detailed proposals be submitted for each
relevant reserved matters application.
RECOMMENDATION
1. All phase 2 bat surveys should be completed prior to the submission of relevant
reserved matters applications. These surveys should follow relevant guidelines and
ideally be carried out in the survey season prior to the submission of the application.
2. All protected species surveys are likely to need updating prior to the submission of any
reserved matters application, if the application is not submitted within an appropriate
timescale of the original surveys being carried out.
3. A phasing plan for the reserved matters applications would be helpful in relation to
providing advice on the need for updated/additional ecological surveys.
4. Works that necessitate the removal of vegetation, felling of trees or demolition of
buildings should be done outside of the bird breeding season (March – September
inclusive). If this is not possible, all vegetation, trees and buildings should be checked
by an ecologist within the 24 hours prior to removal. This can be included in a CEMP,
which should be secured by condition.
5. Further assessment/information about the trees identified as “potentially veteran”
should be provided at the appropriate reserved matters stage. The provision of
detailed compensation should be included in the LEMP for each REM application.
6. The submission of farmland bird compensation strategy, which includes details of the
provision of appropriate habitat for farmland birds offsite.
7. Overarching principles for CEMPs, which should be prepared for each reserved
matters application, should be secured by condition and agreed in writing. All CEMPs
should include measures for the protection of all ecological receptors identified in the
Environmental Statement during construction.
8. Overarching principles for LEMPs, which should be prepared for each reserved
matters application, should be secured by condition and agreed in writing. All LEMPs
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should include measures for the protection of all ecological receptors identified in the
Environmental Statement during operation. The LEMPs should include all mitigation
and enhancements included in Chapter 7 of the Environmental Statement.
9. The BIA calculation should be updated to reflect the issues identified above.
10. The details of the proposed biodiversity net gain should be included in a Biodiversity
Enhancement Strategy. This should include the details of all habitats that will be
created and how they will be managed to maintain in appropriate condition for the
lifetime of the proposals. At the outline stage I advise that the submission of a set of
overarching principles for biodiversity net gain be secured by condition and detailed
proposals be submitted for each relevant reserved matters application.
A2.29 MKC Countryside Officer (GCN licencing)
Initial response
RELEVANT POLICY
• Plan: MK Policy NE2 – Protected Species and Priority Species & Habitats.
• National Planning Policy Framework (2019) Paragraphs 170, 174 & 175.
• ODPM Circular 2005 - Biodiversity and Geological Conservation Statutory Obligations
Part IV
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
•
The proposals involve development causing damage/loss of terrestrial and aquatic
habitats where great crested newts (GCN) may be present and potential harm to individual
GCN.
•
Further information in relation to Great Crested Newts (GCN) is required.
•
Licensing in respect of GCN is required.
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
There is a reasonable likelihood of great crested newts being present and therefore affected
by the proposed development.
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

The proposed development site is classified as a red impact area for GCN under
district licence mapping tools. This indicates that the development has highly
suitable habitat for newts on site and a high likelihood of GCN being present;
Natural England Interim Guidance on District Level Licensing (January 2020)
stipulates that development projects falling in the Red or Amber risk zones must
demonstrate proposals do not pose a risk to GCN, or, provide detail on the methods
that will be used to safeguard against such risks, which may include licensing.
There are c.25 ponds within the site boundary as indicated by the submitted plans
and mapping software;
There are a further c. 28 ponds within 300m of the site boundary;
Biological records show that GCN are on the development site;
Connectivity of suitable habitat in the local area may provide dispersal of GCN from
the surrounding area to the development site;
Sections F4.92 – F4.99, F5, F6, & F7.229 – F7.250 Chapter F of the Environmental
Statement (Hankinson Duckett Associates, March 2021) outline and identify the risks
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•

to GCN arising from the proposed development and highlight that a mitigation
license will be required (F7.243). It is indicated that a ‘traditional’ licence from
Natural England shall be acquired. However, within Milton Keynes there is the option
of District Licensing which may be of substantive benefit to the applicant.
The Natural England Rapid Risk Assessment Tool (GCN Method Statement WML-A142, November 2017) indicates that potential for an offence to GCN is highly likely at
this development due to the loss of a pond and loss/damage of terrestrial habitat.

GCN and their habitats are fully protected under the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017 (as amended). Therefore, it is illegal to deliberately capture, injure, kill,
disturb or take GCN or to damage or destroy breeding sites or resting places. Under the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) it is illegal to internationally or recklessly
disturb any GCN occupying a place of shelter or protection, or to obstruct access to any
place of shelter or protection (see the legislation or seek legal advice for full details). Milton
Keynes Council have a statutory duty in exercising of all their functions to ‘have regard, so
far is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving
biodiversity’, as stated under section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities
Act 2006 (NERC). As a result, GCN and their habitats are a material consideration in the
planning process.
Policy:
MKC could refuse permission if adequate information on protected species is not provided
by an applicant, as it will be unable to assess the impacts on the species and thus meet the
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019), ODPM Circular 06/2005 or
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended). MKC has the
power to request information under Article 4 of the Town and Country (Planning
Applications) Regulations 1988 (SI1988.1812) (S3) which covers general information for full
applications. CLG 2007 ‘The validation of planning applications’ states that applications
should not be registered if there is a requirement for an assessment of the impacts of a
development on biodiversity interests.
RECOMMENDATION
One of following options is required to be undertaken prior to determination of the
application:
1. A suitably worded condition is agreed and used to secure the acquisition of a GCN
Mitigation Licence from Natural England for either the strategic site as a whole, or
each subsequent development parcel.
Or,
2. The District Licence scheme (administered by the NatureSpace Partnership) should
be applied for. Under MKC’s district licence, development works that may cause
impacts upon GCN can be authorised as part of the planning process. N.B. The
applicant is required to submit a NatureSpace Report or Certificate prior to
determination if this option is pursued.
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Please issue a consultation request when such materials are supplied.
Revised response
I have reviewed the addendum to the Environmental Statement (Lichfields, September
2021) and note it being reported that "None of the amendments described in this ES
Addendum affect the conclusions of Chapter F of the ES (March 2021) in relation to Ecology
and Nature Conservation". Regarding Great Crested Newt considerations, the position has
not altered from the original ES recommendations.
As highlighted in my original comments (dated 4th May 2021) Sections F4.92 – F4.99, F5, F6,
& F7.229 – F7.250 Chapter F of the Environmental Statement (Hankinson Duckett
Associates, March 2021) outline and identify the risks to GCN arising from the proposed
development and highlight that a mitigation license will be required (F7.243). It is indicated
that a ‘traditional’ licence from Natural England shall be acquired. However, within Milton
Keynes there is the option of District Licensing which may be of substantive benefit to the
applicant.
It is understood from partners at NatureSpace that the applicant/their ecologists are in
discussions regarding the potential for the application to enter the District Licence for GCN
as an alternative to pursuing a 'traditional' mitigation licence. Whilst these discussions
continue, I have no further comments to make beyond those submitted previously.
Should any NatureSpace documents such as a Report, Certificate or Impact Plan be
submitted, or confirmation is received from the applicant that they will not be pursuing the
District Licence, please re-issue a further consultation.
A2.30 MKC Environmental Health Officer (‘the EHO’))
Initial response (ground contamination)
I have read Chapter I, in respect of ground condition and soils, which appears to be a
comprehensive assessment of the potential source, pathways and receptors at the site and
reflects my knowledge of the site.
I agree with the summary and conclusions of the report and particularly the proposed
mitigation measures, which, it is suggested, are dealt with through planning conditions. This
seems a sensible approach as I do not consider that we are not aware of any former
potentially contaminative use that could prohibit development or influence the development
design, however it would be prudent to carry out intrusive investigation into certain areas of
the site as identified in the chapter.
Initial response (air quality)
Following my email regarding ground contamination I have read Chapter H in respect of Air
Quality and as I would expect the assessment has been thorough in its consideration of the
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relevant legislation, policy and guidance, with particular reference to Defra’s Local Air Quality
Management Technical Guidance, IAQM Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from
Demolition and Construction and EPUK/IAQM Land-Use Planning and Development Control:
Planning for Air Quality.
As such I agree with the conclusions of the report, which in summary recommends mitigation
in respect of dust and particulate matter in the construction phases, but during the
operation/occupation there would be no exceedance of the AQS impact and the effects due
to traffic emissions would be negligible.
Initial response (odour)
Sorry to send my response in these in three emails but I thought it would be clearer to
consider the odour assessment separately. With regards to the odour assessment of
Cottonvalley Water Recycling Centre (CV-WRC) I thought it would be helpful to note that in
2013 the council served three nuisance abatement notices on the operators of CV-WRC,
Anglian Water Services (AWS), in respect of odour nuisance. After a considerable investment
by AWS the notices were, and continue to be, complied with. Periodically we do receive odour
complaints about the site from surrounding residents, but these episodes have not been
sustained or intense enough to constitute a further nuisance.
The ES Chapter G – Air Quality includes an Odour Assessment Report concludes that the
impact of the odour from CV-WRC will be negligible, however, the AWS report concludes that
“the zone occupied between 488 – 620 metres from the site centre is only suitable for less
sensitive receptors such as industrial units”. The zone between 488 – 620 metres encroaches
into Phase 2 development area. Therefore, there will be an impact on the development
design, as on this basis, this area will need to be restricted to industrial area.
The ES acknowledges the encroachment of the Zone of Influence (ZoI) into the Phase 2
development area by 194 metres but describes the highly sensitive receptors as being 180m
further north than the (ZoI). I don’t know if this level of detail will be included in the planning
application at this stage? If not, is it possible to have a condition in this respect and how would
we monitor of there any changes to the development design as Environmental Health
wouldn’t necessarily see a reserved matters or non-material amendment applications?
Also, when commenting on the proposed methodology, David Parrish mentioned that the
odour assessment report was written by AWS, although there are significant advantages to
AWS undertaking the assessment, for the purposes of transparency I wondered what review
had been undertaken by WSP, the authors of the ES, please?
Sorry for the delay in responding, I hope the above queries are clear, please let me know if I
can be of further assistance.
Revised response
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY
NPPF – NE6
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KEY CONSIDERATIONS
Air Quality
Ground Contamination
Odour
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
I have read the Environmental Statement (Addendum) September 2021 and I accept the
revision to the air quality assessment and the conclusion that the changes to highway
infrastructure will have a negligible impact on air quality. The ES reports no changes to odour
and ground condition assessments.
RECOMMENDATION
No change to the previous comments and recommendations regarding conditions.
A2.31 MKC Conservation Officer
RELEVANT POLICY
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, section 66
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), particularly section 16
Planning Policy Guidance (PPG)
Plan:MK - Policy HE1
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
Statutory Duties
The LPA must give ‘special regard’ to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting
or any features of special architectural interest which it possesses (section 66).
Plan:MK
Whether the proposal sustains and enhances the significance of the heritage assets affected
(Policy HE1, paragraph A).
Where a proposal would result in less than substantial harm to a designated heritage asset,
whether the harm is demonstrably outweighed by public benefits delivered by the scheme
(Policy HE1, paragraph E).
Where a proposal would result in harm to a non-designated heritage asset, whether the
need for, and benefits of the development clearly outweigh the harm, taking into account
the asset's significance and importance, and only once all feasible solutions to avoid and
mitigate that harm have been fully implemented (Policy HE1, paragraph F).
NPPF
When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the
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more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This requirement applies
equally whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than
substantial harm to its significance (paragraph 193)
Whether the proposal sustains and enhances the significance of the heritage assets
affected. Substantial harm to a designated heritage asset will require the tests at 195 to be
met. Where less than substantial harm is caused, this must be weighed against the public
benefit delivered (196). Where harm is caused to a non-designated heritage asset a
balanced judgement having regard to the scale of harm or loss and significance of the
heritage asset is required (197).
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
Significance
I have read in full the accompanying Historic Built Environment assessment (chapter J of the
Environmental Statement). I concur with the heritage assess identified as being within scope,
the assessment of significance and those excluded from detailed consideration.
Development Principle
There is no objection to the principle of development.
Development Detail
As per the statement submitted, those assets that will be affected are the Moulsoe Buildings
Farmhouse (listed building, grade II), the designated assets (listed buildings, including the
Church of St. Mary, grade I) and non-designated heritage assets within Moulsoe and Campbell
Park (registered park and garden, grade II) .
The assessment correctly identifies that there will be at least a minor adverse impact on the
designated heritage assets, despite mitigation measures such as the location of the primary
school on the periphery closest to the Church of St. Mary in Moulsoe and major landscaping
at the boundary of the site. This adverse impact derives primarily from the encroachment of
large areas of urban, built forms into the immediate (or distant in the case of Campbell Park)
rural landscape, despite existing long distance views of existing developments. This impact is
more concentrated in the case of Moulsoe Buildings Farmhouse where the development
would encompass the existing site, albeit with the possibility of some mitigating improvement
through the downgrading of the A509 immediately to the front of the listed building.
In considering the proposal against national and local planning policy, the proposal would
cause harm to the designated heritage assets, due to the impact upon their setting. This harm
would fall into the less than substantial category of harm. There are no heritage benefits that
would outweigh the heritage harm caused. In this respect, this equates to an objection on
heritage grounds. However, case law confirms that wider public benefits must also be taken
into account in the balancing exercise contained at 196 of the NPPF. The other public benefits
fall outside the scope of my input and will need to be considered and attributed weight by
yourselves in the balancing exercise.
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Comment on Future Reserved Matters
As the historic built environment statement correctly identifies, the final layout will need to
be carefully consider the setting of the heritage assets affected, particularly Moulsoe
Buildings Farmhouse. Careful use of green space landscaping and adjustments to standard
form, scale, layout and density will need to be adjusted accordingly. In this respect, no weight
should be given to the indicative layout shown in the outline element of the submission, this
must form part of detailed discussions under reserved matters.
RECOMMENDATION
The application would cause harm to the significance of the designated and non-designated
heritage assets affected (as set out in the supporting historic built environment statement).
Although some benefit is potentially delivered to Moulsoe Buildings Farmhouse, as the report
confirms, this will not outweigh the harm caused, even to this individual asset. In respect of
heritage considerations this can only equate to an objection. It is however, recognised that
there will be other material public benefits beyond the scope of my consideration that must
be weighed in the overall balance required by the NPPF.
A2.32 MKC Archaeology Officer
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY
NPPF Ch.16
Plan:MK policies: HE1; DS6; SD9; SD12.
Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension, Development Framework
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
• Several areas of archaeological potential identified requiring mitigation in the form of
archaeological
excavation
including
a
programme
of
community
outreach/engagement, post-excavation assessment and analysis, and dissemination
through production of both a popular and academic publication.
•

Further geophysical survey and/or trial trench evaluation of those areas not already
examined by these methods required.

•

The area referred to as the “earthwork enclosure” will require further archaeological
field evaluation prior to reserved matters.

•

Area of probable Iron Age to Romano-British archaeology in the north west of the PDA
to be subject to a fencing condition to ensure it is not disturbed by construction
activity.

CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
Assessment and field evaluation of this expansive proposed development area (PDA) has
identified several areas of archaeological potential that will require mitigation in the form of
archaeological excavation including a programme of community outreach, post-excavation
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assessment and analysis, and dissemination through production of both a popular and
academic publication.
Those remaining areas of the PDA not already subject to geophysical survey and/or
archaeological trial trenching must be evaluated but this may be secured by planning
condition.
Some uncertainty still remains regarding the character, date, and significance of the area
referred to as the “earthwork enclosure” and consequently this area will require additional
archaeological field evaluation to inform decision making regarding its appropriate treatment
prior to reserved matters.
An area of probable Iron Age to Romano-British activity identified within the west of the PDA
adjacent to Willen Road and the Traveller site has already been earmarked for preservation
in situ and therefore should be protected by being fenced off and excluded from construction
and related activity e.g. heavy plant movement.
RECOMMENDATION
Apply the following recommended conditions:
Prior to the commencement of each phase/parcel of the development a programme of
archaeological field evaluation comprising geophysical survey and/or trial trenching shall be
completed. The programme of archaeological evaluation shall be detailed in a Written
Scheme of Investigation submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in writing.
On completion of the agreed archaeological field evaluation for each phase/parcel a further
Written Scheme of Investigation for a programme of archaeological mitigation in respect of
any identified areas of significant buried archaeological remains shall be submitted to and
approved by the local planning authority in writing. The scheme for archaeological mitigation
shall include an assessment of significance and research questions; and:
1. The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording;
2. The programme for post investigation assessment;
3. Provision to be made for analysis of the site investigation and recording;
4. Provision to be made for a programme of public engagement and outreach;
5. Provision to be made for publication and dissemination of the analysis and records of
the site investigation in both popular and academic formats;
6. Provision to be made for archive deposition of the analysis and records of the site
investigation;
7. Nomination of a competent person or persons/organisation to undertake the works
set out within the Written Scheme of Investigation.
No development in any phase/parcel shall take place other than in accordance with the
Written Scheme of Investigation so approved. The development hereby permitted shall not
be occupied until the site investigation and post investigation assessment has been
completed in accordance with the programme set out in the approved Written Scheme of
Investigation and the provision made for analysis, publication and dissemination of results
and archive deposition has been secured.
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Reason: To ensure the appropriate recording and/or conservation of any archaeological
remains affected by the development in accordance with: Paragraph 205 of the National
Planning Policy Framework and Policies HE1, DS6; SD9; SD12 of Plan:MK.
No development shall commence until fencing has been erected around the area agreed with,
and to a design approved by, the Local Planning Authority in writing. No works shall take place
within the area inside that fencing unless approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure the appropriate conservation of archaeological remains in accordance
with: Paragraph 205 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Policies HE1, SD9; SD12
of Plan:MK.
A2.33 MKC Sustainability
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY
Plan:MK (2019)
Policy SC1 – Sustainable Construction
Policy SC2 – Community Energy Networks and Large Scale Renewable Energy Schemes
Policy SC3 – Low Carbon and Renewable Energy Generation
Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension Development Framework Supplementary
Planning Document (MKE SPD) (March 2020)
Emerging Sustainable Construction SPD
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
Sustainable Construction and Reducing Carbon Emissions
Quality and Monitoring Regimes
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
Sustainable Construction and Reducing Carbon Emissions
In preparing this response, the submitted Sustainability Statement March 2021, Outline
Energy Statement March 2021 and Overheating Mitigation Strategy March 2021 have been
considered. These documents outline the developer’s broad approach to sustainability within
the development. Regard is also had to the requirements of Policies SC1, SC2 and SC3 in
Plan:MK, the MKE SPD, and the Emerging Sustainable Construction SPD. For clarity, this
response does not comment on all matters addressed within the documents as some of the
topics are better assessed by other Council specialists, e.g. the Ecologist with regards
biodiversity. This response focuses primarily on the criteria in Policies SC1, SC2 and SC3 in
Plan:MK, and particularly Part K of SC1.
With regards to Policy SC2 B, the submitted documents state the scheme likely would not
feature a community heat network due to the viability and feasibility issues presented by a
lower density scheme such as the proposals. However, if such a proposal does come forward
during the long-term delivery of the site, it should be noted that such a scheme shall need to,
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among other relevant policies and material considerations, demonstrate accordance with
Policies SC2 and SC3 in Plan:MK.
The broad approach taken by these documents is that the sustainability proposals within
them are indicative and that the actual sustainability strategy for each development
parcel/building shall be specified at the time of each relevant Reserved Matters planning
application. This approach would allow for successive parcels to respond to improvements in
technologies and changes to regulations, rather than being tied to the sustainability standards
and interventions of today. This approach is considered acceptable and in the long-term shall
create a more sustainable development. However, this approach is contingent on, through
use of conditions and/or legal agreement, the decision maker securing the submission of
Sustainability and Energy and Climate Statements with each Reserved Matters application in
line with Policy SC1 in Plan:MK and the Sustainable Construction SPD, which should be
adopted by the time these applications are submitted.
The submitted documents propose that given likely delivery timeframes for MKE, dwellings
built in the site shall comply with either the Building Regulations energy efficiency standards
in the interim Part L 2021 document, or the Future Homes Standard 2025. Both standards
would exceed those set out in SC1 Part K.1. This approach is agreed with since SC1 K.1
acknowledges that more stringent efficiency standards may be introduced by Government
than the 19% reduction outlined in K.1. However, the proposals leave out the additional
requirement in SC1 Part K.2 for provision of on-site renewable energy generation, or
connection to a renewable or low carbon community energy scheme, that contributes to a
further 20% reduction in the residual carbon emissions subsequent to SC1 K.1. Placing the
above-mentioned condition on the decision would resolve this issue.
Also, carbon offset funds for the successive parcels, in line with SC1 Part K.3, shall need to be
secured through the relevant tariff arrangements for the entire MKE site.
The submitted documents calculate the likely unregulated energy demand associated with
the developments. However, Policy SC1 does not require this; therefore, unregulated energy
should be left out of carbon reduction calculations.
The proposals for the developments to address overheating risk and indoor air quality metrics
are welcome. In addition, the developers for subsequent parcels shall need to bear in mind
the calculation requirements for these metrics set out in SC1 Part K.4.
In addition, the submitted documents do not indicate how the residential development
parcels would accord with the quality and monitoring regimes requirements set out in SC1
Parts K.5 and K.6. The requirement to address these points in the Energy and Climate
Statement, submitted alongside future Reserved Matters applications, can be secured
through use of a condition, as well as using the tariff agreement to secure submission of the
relevant reports post-permission and post-occupation as appropriate. More detail on the
quality and monitoring requirements is set out below.
The submitted documents propose that non-residential buildings on the site shall be
constructed to BREEAM ‘Very Good’ certification standards, with potential for ‘Excellent’ or
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‘Outstanding’ specifications if feasible and viable. Aspirations to meet these standards are
welcome. However, except for proposals demonstrated to achieve the ‘Outstanding’
standard, subsequent Reserved Matters applications shall still be required to demonstrate
how the developments shall accord with the requirements in Policy SC1 in Plan:MK, and
particularly the carbon reduction requirements in SC1 Parts K.1 – K.3.
The submitted documents set out a target of a maximum internal daily water consumption of
105 litres/person/day in new dwellings on the site. This is acceptable in principle, but future
detailed applications shall need to also demonstrate how the 110 litres/person/day
requirement in SC1 Part L are met. A condition should be used to secure submission of details
alongside each subsequent Reserved Matters application.
With regards other parts of Policy SC1, assessment of these points will also be a reserved
matter and should be ensured through placement of the above-mentioned condition on any
permission granted.
Quality and Monitoring Regimes
As mentioned above, the housing elements of the scheme shall need to accord with Parts K.5
and K.6 of Policy SC1 in Plan:MK.
K.5
The Policy sets out that the scheme should ensure that, through use of a recognised quality
regime, the ‘as-built’ building performance of the dwellings matches the calculated
performance.
In brief, the recognised quality regime will be a set of processes a construction organisation,
e.g. BRE or Good Homes Alliance, publishes for use by developers to ensure high standards of
build quality. For example, this should - in-part - include putting processes in place to ensure
good craftsmanship techniques, such as those outlined in the ZCH Builders’ Book. The quality
regime will need to be followed by the developer and all relevant builders/contractors during
construction of the dwellings.
Details for how this is to be achieved should be submitted with subsequent Reserved Matters
applications, in the relevant Energy and Climate Statement. At this stage, the developer will
also need to state the ‘calculated’ design performance of the dwellings. As above, submission
of these details can be secured by condition. The case officer should consult the MKC Planning
Sustainability consultee again when the Reserved Matters is submitted, to ensure the quality
regime proposed by the developer is satisfactory.
K.6
In addition, the developer also needs to put in place a recognised monitoring regime to allow
the assessment of energy use, indoor air quality, and overheating risk for 10% of the proposed
dwellings for the first five years of their occupancy, and ensure that the information recovered
is provided to the applicable occupiers and the planning authority.
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In the Energy and Climate Statement for each Reserved Matters application, the developer
will need to specify which 10% of dwellings will be monitored. Also, detail shall need to be
provided explaining how each of the performance metrics (carbon, energy, overheating risk,
indoor air quality) shall be monitored (e.g. by using smart meters), who will be responsible
for collect the monitoring data, and who will be responsible for collating this information
into the final monitoring report to be submitted to the applicable occupier and the council.
Carrying out of these tasks shall need to be secured through either a planning condition or
an obligation.
RECOMMENDATION
Further information is required for the proposal to be supported by Policy SC1 in Plan:MK. To
ensure compliance with the policy, a condition should be placed on any permission granted
to secure submission of details alongside each future Reserved Matters, or if relevant,
Outline, planning permission application.
The requirements of Parts K.5 and K.6 of Policy SC1 in Plan:MK should also be secured
through use of a condition or planning obligation, as appropriate.
A2.34 MKC Housing Team
Initial response
RELEVANT POLICY
Plan:MK, Approved April 2019
Policy HN1 Housing Mix and Density & Policy HN2
Affordable Housing (https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/plan-mk)
MKC Affordable Housing SPD January 2020
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
•
Development should provide 31% Affordable Housing in line with Plan:MK
•
At least 10% of Affordable Housing must be built to Building Regulations Part M4(3)
wheelchair accessible standard.
CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
As per Policy HN2 (Affordable Housing) of Plan:MK any development that proposes for 11 or
more homes should provide at least 31% Affordable Housing.
The policy states a tenure mix of Affordable Housing will consist of approximately:
•
20% of units under the Affordable Rent model (up to 80% of market rents) or Local
Housing Allowance (whichever is lower);
•
5% of units at a level broadly equivalent to Social Rent; and
•
6% Shared Ownership (based on a range of 25% - 40% equity share in order to be
classed as Affordable Housing).
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For this development the Affordable Housing we would expect to see is between 1240 and
1426 units to be compliant depending on the overall numbers of between 4,000 up to 4,600
new homes.
These should be:
•
•
•

Between 800 and 920 as Affordable Rent
Between 200 and 230 as Social Rent
Between 240 and 276 as Shared Ownership

Any proposed Affordable Housing house size mix should be in line with current Affordable
Housing need and policy; predominantly 3 bed and 2 bed, then 1 bed and 4 bed properties,
as appropriate for the site and development.
The 2017 SHMA indicates that only 9.8% & 8.5% respectively of the 8,200 Affordable Housing
needed between 2016 and 2031 should be one-bed and two-bed flats. Instead, the need is
predominantly for 3 and 2 bed houses as the table below shows:
•
We would like to see the Affordable units dispersed throughout the site and
integrated with the market housing to promote community cohesion & tenure blindness. We
do not want clusters of more than 12 Affordable units.
•
We expect the Affordable Housing to be let in accordance with the Council’s allocation
scheme and enforced through an agreed nominations agreement with the Council.
•
Any variance to the mix as required and detailed in the SHMA may need to be assessed
through a viability assessment and against all other material planning considerations.
•

We will expect the chosen Registered Provider to insert a clause in the leases of the
Shared Ownership units ensuring premiums are not permitted when selling on the
properties.
Accessibility & Adaptability of Homes
As per policy HN4 of Plan:MK, there is a requirement for minimum of at least 60% of all new
dwellings to be built to Building Regulations Part M4(2) standards for accessible and
adaptable dwellings, plus at least 5% of new Market dwellings to readily adaptability to M4(3),
plus at least 10% of all new affordable homes must be built to Building regulations part M4(3)
wheelchair accessible standard. These dwellings should include automatic fire suppression
measures consistent with Building Regulations Part B.
Specific to this site
We are pleased that prior to the first Reserved Matters application an Affordable Housing
Plan will be produced and wish to see submission of such secured by condition with
agreement of its contents by both parties. It is also preferred that prior to each subsequent
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Reserved Matters application the Affordable Housing Plan will be updated to take account of
cumulative delivery. Again, this is best to be secured by condition.
The Affordable Housing proposed is providing more flats than we would ordinarily want to
see, however, Milton Keynes currently has a high need for Affordable 1 and 2 bed properties.
With this current need in mind, we agree to flexing of the numbers of Affordable Housing at
each stage but would expect any undersupply to have been preceded by an oversupply. The
Affordable Housing offer meets current need and with this in mind we would wish Affordable
Housing to be delivered as early possible. As stated in your submissions construction could go
on as long as to 2048 and significant changes can occur in 27 years. The plus/minus 15%
delivery range for each phase represents a large amount of needed Affordable Housing, a
deficit of provision on early phases could create, cumulatively, a large undersupply over time
possibly making catch up difficult on final phases.
We appreciate the proposal for flexibility to adapt to changing future needs. While it may be
desirable to agree the tenure and mix at OUTLINE stage this does not necessarily respond to
future needs nor allow for a case by case appraisal of each phase that can respond to any
peculiarities of phase sites.
This proposal, with an overabundance of flats in comparison to the SHMA (2017), is not in line
with current policy and it may not reflect future need, even with the flexibility offered. As set
out in the documents presented, the expectation is an estimated overall construction period
to 2048. Economic changes could make this longer as has been seen historically seen.
The proposal is for 34% of Affordable Homes to be flats, a greater proportion of flats than
recognised as meeting need as in the SHMA (2017). However, as above the proposal does
recognize that each Reserved Matters application will set out proposals for each phase of the
site which will be assessed on its own merits and in line with policy. This variance to the mix
may need to be assessed through a viability assessment and against all other material
planning considerations. Policy HN1 allows for consideration of the mix proposed at the time
of each Reserved Matters application with specific site factors, such as location, needs at the
time, strategic objectives and policy being taken into account.
We expect the precise mix and tenure of Affordable Housing to be determined on a phaseby-phase basis as each Reserved Matters application comes forward. The mix will be agreed
as each phase comes forward taking account of both relevant policy and guidance.
We agree to the ‘flexing’ mechanism to account for time and/ or economic and policy changes
so that the development can deliver an appropriate mix of house types, and an appropriate
proportion of accessible, adaptable, and innovative homes in sync with need.
We do not expect any more flats to be provided than are currently proposed, this is already
an oversupply as per the SHMA. The ‘flexing’ must not result in more than 34% of the site
being flats.
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With regards to 5 bed properties, we appreciate that this is to be taken into consideration. In
general, we strive to ensure that the Affordable Housing provision mirrors the market sale as
much as possible to ensure balanced and mixed communities. We would expect that, should
the market sale mix be heavily weighted to 5 bed properties, the Affordable Housing will
reflect this to some extent and 5 beds will be provided, in proportionate numbers.
The evidence base for the Specialist Housing Strategy, developed during 2020, details a severe
shortage of social rent level older peoples accommodation in Milton Keynes and for this
reason we approve of the 160 x 1 and 2 bed Extra Care units to be provided at social rent
level. As discussed, we would hope that approximately half are delivered in the initial phases
as demand is currently strong and they meet a recognised need that is only growing as time
passes.
While there is a detailed proposal for the Affordable Housing, no Market Housing detail has
been proposed at all and we are aware that it will be presented at Reserved Matters stage.
We would expect it to mirror the expectation as set out in Table 1 above. We reiterate, the
Affordable Housing should reflect the Market Housing to some extent and that the market
sale homes must meet local demand. Any over provision of a particular size should be in line
with local need and the Affordable Housing would also need to be revised to account for any
change.
From the Housing Statement:
It was agreed that this flexibility will be delivered through a two tier mechanism:
•
Tier 1: Each apartment/house type can be ‘flexed’ to the maximum/minimum
parameters of plus/minus 10% while maintaining the ratio of apartments/houses in each
tenure (and therefore the total affordable apartment/house ratio). Please see tables detailing
these parameters for each tenure below.
•
Tier 2: If there is a significant change in the housing need which requires an update of
the affordable mix above the parameters allowed by the Tier 1 mechanism, through
agreement by both parties of a suitable arrangement, the mix can be changed to reflect the
need set out within the latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment.
As detailed above, we will not agree to an increase in the number of Affordable flats to be
provided across the site, this must be 34% at the most. We will also not agree to any loss to
the 4 beds number.
Regarding the Tier 2 scenario above, we would like to see the last sentence changed to,
‘reflect the need set out within the latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment or other
current report or policy’.
We agree that the wording and structuring of any conditions should flexibly enable the
development to proceed in phases over an extended period of time and continue to look to
improving the economic, social and environmental conditions of Milton Keynes.
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We expect and wish to see the requirement set out as a condition to require the submission
of a Housing Accommodation Schedule, template as attached, with each Reserved Matters
application. It must correlate with a detailed plan or plans (for each floor if flats on site). This
Accommodation Schedule and plan (s) once agreed will form part of Clause 1 in the Decision
Notice. The rationale of the format of the Housing Accommodation Schedule has been set to
ensure salient information is in one place. It adds clarity, reduces potential errors and affords
ease of assessment of both the proposed Affordable and Market Housing.
RECOMMENDATION
The Development needs to comply with Plan:MK (2019) and further that a condition be added
to this OUTLINE decision, if positive, to ensure the housing mix and tenure etc is provided at
REM stage in order to be assessed and approved.
Strategic Housing welcome early discussion of the tenure mix with the Developer.
Additional comments
I met with Ashley and his colleagues last week and we have agreed the last few points as set
out below and in the updated Housing Statement dated October 12th.
One point that I might make clear is that we did agree that the market housing mix may well
need to change to meet demand in 20+ years which may be very different.
We therefore agreed that if the number of habitable rooms does not rise we would not
require any additional affordable housing. So should the mix for 20x 4beds and 20x 5 beds
(total 260 habitable rooms) be amended to 80x 2beds and 10x 1beds (also 260 habitable
rooms) we would not require additional affordable housing. Our focus on any new
developments must be to ensure we provide the housing we actually need in MK, and we
expect developers to be flexible, delivering as to the latest data as set out in the most recent
SHMA or other documents at REM stage so this does seem reasonable. It could also get very
messy if we agreed otherwise.
We are satisfied that this statement along with an Affordable Housing Plan with correlating
Accommodation schedule (which we can provide for completion) prior to the first REM stage
will allow us to check delivery is as policy/ agreed. Moving forwards, as the Affordable Housing
Plan will be re-visited at each subsequent REM stage, it will be clear the affordable provision
proposed in each relevant phase and the updated cumulative position.
A2.35 MKC Economic Development
RELEVANT POLICY
KEY CONSIDERATIONS
•
•

Fit with ‘Milton Keynes Strategy for 2050’
Employment creation
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CONSULTEE ASSESSMENT
The vision for the ‘Milton Keynes Strategy for 2050’ is for Milton Keynes to be a thriving city
of 410,000 people. For the city to realise this ambition, it is essential that it has the homes
and jobs to facilitate sustainable, equitable growth.
The ‘Milton Keynes Strategy for 2050’ has seven big ambitions, of which two strongly relate
to this application.
•

Ensure everyone has their own decent home to rent or buy

Lichfields anticipate that the proposed MK East development will create between 4,000 to
4,600 new homes, of which 1,240 will be affordable. Plan:MK has already allocated the land
to housing and without them we may struggle to meet MK’s housing need.
•

Provide jobs for everyone by supporting our businesses, and attracting new ones

One of the aims of the Milton Keynes Council Plan 2016 – 2022 is for Milton Keynes to become
a ‘City of Opportunity’ with residents having the opportunity to access good, well paid jobs.
Lichfields state that MK East will create between 5,400 FTE and 6,600 FTE jobs. These jobs will
cover a wide range of professions and skill levels which should benefits a greater number of
MK residents.
The construction of MK East will also create jobs and support local supply chains. Lichfields
anticipate that approximately 338 jobs per annum will be created directly through the
construction, with an additional 486 jobs per annum created indirectly through supply chains.
Opportunities for job creation within Milton Keynes are welcomed.
RECOMMENDATION
If the application is approved, the Economic Development Team would welcome engagement
with the applicant to try and ensure that the employment and skills benefits are maximised.
For example, we would hope to see efforts to utilise local labour, apprenticeships and local
procurement within the construction phase.
A2.36 MKC School Organisation and Planning
MKC Education team do not have any objections to the proposed development
A2.37 MKC Leisure
I would like to make the following comments regarding the below application.
The Berkley development proposal states that 3.2 ha of playing fields will be provided within
the development, and a further 3.2 ha will be provided outside of the development by Bloor
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Homes (6.4 ha in total). Based on the projected population size of 5,000 homes and the
potential for 12,000 new residents, a minimum of 6.24 ha of playing fields is required in MK
East, and therefore the proposals meet the requirements of Plan MK, and the Milton Keynes
Playing Pitch Strategy in terms of playing field space.
However, the Design and Access Statement – Part 2, page 125 (Sports Provision) indicates
through illustration that the playing fields within the Berkley development will be for cricket
and tennis purposes. The recently adopted 2020 Milton Keynes Playing Pitch Strategy
indicates that there is a future spare capacity of 3.4 cricket wickets in East MK across the
existing sites. It also indicates that there will be a deficit of 11 youth football pitches in the
east of the city by 2024. This is the largest projected deficit within the Borough.
As I have said at every stakeholder meeting I have been invited to, and based on the above,
the demand in MK East is for youth football pitches, not cricket pitches or tennis courts. In
order to support the development proposal, we would therefore need to see that this is
addressed in the planning application and in the design and access statement. Indicating
cricket and tennis provision at the planning stage would be misleading for future residents.
It is important that the development proposals from Berkley specifically indicates in both text
and illustration that at least four football pitch full size equivalents are going to be provided
in MK East. Without the above being rectified, the proposals do not take on board the need
for football pitches identified in the latest Playing Pitch Strategy.
I appreciate that there will be off-site football provision within the Bloor development, and
possibly within the proposed secondary school on the artificial grass pitch, but the community
playing fields are a key part of local sport infrastructure and the provision of youth football
pitches are essential to meet local demand and to support the growth of football within the
County. Football is played for at least 9 months of the year and there are over 495 teams in
Milton Keynes. Cricket is typically played for 3 months of the year and there are 26 teams in
MK.
I would be open to seeing both football and cricket provided on the same site, because these
two sports are played at different times of the year and sports grounds can be shared
between clubs.
I do not want to object to the application based on the above, so I would welcome the
opportunity to discuss this further with the developer.
A2.38 Central Bedfordshire Council (CBC)
Thank you for your letter of 23 April 2021 regarding the planning application set out above.
Central Bedfordshire Council does not object to the application in principle, however, there
are some concerns that we would like to be addressed during the application process. Central
Bedfordshire Council is keen to work closely with Milton Keynes Council and the applicant to
resolve these concerns.
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Following our earlier engagement with the Development Framework SPD consultation in
October 2019, CBC remain of the same view that the development should include
requirements that seek to minimise any impacts on Central Bedfordshire's residents,
character and infrastructure and should identify opportunities to provide benefits for existing
communities, both within and adjoining Milton Keynes.
Notwithstanding the comments below, CBC recognise that MKC may seek to future proof the
site in order to potentially consider further expansion in the future, however, as set out within
our response to the Development Brief SPD in October 2019, CBC remain of the view that in
the first instance, the site should be delivered in accordance with Policy SD12 of Plan MK and
that the development should be implemented as a stand-alone scheme that responds to the
site's context, providing significant landscape mitigation along the eastern and southern
edges to effectively mitigate impacts on the character and identify of the wider countryside
and nearby settlements.
Highways
CBC's response to the Scoping Opinion sought for the Transport Assessment accompanying
the application to include the following:
• That sensitivity tests should be undertaken (if appropriate) to accommodate the full
quantum of development.
• That committed development at Marston Vale should be taken into account in the
forecasting work.
• That the impacts of development on Cranfield should be assessed, including the junction
of Cranfield Way / University Way.
We are pleased to note that the Marston Vale development has been included as a committed
development, and that a series of sensitivity tests have been undertaken, with the ES stating
that flows based upon the full allocation were used as the basis for the ES work.
It is however also noted from a review of the submitted information that, whilst the Transport
Assessment appears to identify relatively large increases in traffic routing east from the site
via Mulsoe and Cranfield, no detailed assessment of the operation of the network adjacent
to, or within Cranfield, has been undertaken. For reference, a comparison of the 2031 with
and without development flows provided in Appendix D6 suggests that:
1. On Cranfield Road, west of University Way, there will be an increase of 107 car trips in the
AM peak hour and 297 two-way car trips in the PM peak hour.
2. On Cranfield High Street, there is an increase of two-way 88 car trips in AM peak and 85
two-way car trips in the PM peak hour.
It was also noted that Cranfield High Street was detailed within Appendix D6 as not being
considered as sensitive to traffic, in terms of its treatment as a receptor within the
Environmental Assessment work, whereas our expectation is that the High Street should be
considered as traffic sensitive and treated accordingly (including assessment within the 2031
forecast, where a 71% increase in HGV movements is predicted, and which would therefore
trigger an assessment under rule 1 of the IEMA guidance in any event). Notwithstanding this
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more general comment, due to the level of increase predicted, the High Street was assessed
for the 2048 forecast year.
Within that 2048 assessment Cranfield High Street was the only link identified in the ES
Transport Chapter as having slight or moderate effect significance for both pedestrian and
cyclist delay and pedestrian and cyclist amenity. Whist the ES subsequently suggests that the
existing pedestrian facilities within Cranfield are sufficient to class the effects as being slight
rather than moderate, the predicted increase in traffic levels of circa 35% in the PM peak hour
is considered sufficient to merit a more detailed assessment.
Further to the above, Section 8.5 of the submitted Transport Assessment makes reference to
a sensitivity test undertaken to account for the MKMMM potentially over-estimating the
capacity of the A509 approach to J14 of the M1. This section concludes that adjustments to
the capacity of the A509 approach were applied to replicate the more detailed Paramics
modelling work. As such it appears possible that the number of trips routing to / through
Cranfield, based upon the sensitivity test, could be greater than predicted within the
Transport Assessments 'Core' scenario, due to less traffic using Junction 14 and therefore
displacing to other routes.
Therefore, in the first instance CBC request that the applicant's transport consultant contacts
CBC Highways Development Management directly, providing details of the change in
numbers of trips forecast to pass through Cranfield in both forecast years and covering both
the 'Core' and the 'Sensitivity Test' scenarios and the same data for traffic flows through
Salford to the south. The extent of any more detailed assessment can then be agreed.
In the absence of any further information or assessment, CBC does raise an objection to the
application as submitted, due to a failure to demonstrate that the impacts of the development
on the Central Bedfordshire network have been adequately mitigated.
Outside of the immediate junction modelling work necessary to address car-based trips, it is
expected that the development of the Milton Keynes East site will also increase demand for
non-car travel between Cranfield and Milton Keynes. As such, we request that a suitable
contribution is made to installing real-time information at an agreed pair of stops within
Cranfield, which is expected to cost circa £10,000 to install. Following the further review of
the number of trips expected to route to / from Cranfield we would also appreciate the
opportunity to discuss the scope for further measures to support sustainable trip making
connecting the development site with the Knowledge Cluster at Cranfield.
Future Connections with Cranfield
The proposal intends to safeguard a route for the Mass Rapid Transit (MRT) proposal and
refers to the potential to extend it to serve Cranfield University. CBC recognises the potential
opportunities that this would provide in relation to Cranfield University and would, in general,
support the safeguarding of the possible route for future consideration. However, it is
essential that CBC are consulted on any future proposals to extend the MRT, particularly in
regard to crossing the administrative boundary into Central Bedfordshire. It is equally
essential that any future proposals are progressed in consultation with Central Bedfordshire
residents that would be impacted by proposals to ensure that the benefits and opportunities
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arising from any future opportunities are beneficial to our residents and communities as well
as future residents of the new development and the wider MK area. The Council would
therefore request that we are fully engaged in any discussions at the earliest opportunity.
It is noted that the Movement and Access Parameter Plan also makes reference to a potential
future Cranfield bypass. Again, CBC expect to see full and early engagement with both CBC
and and Central Bedfordshire residents before any proposals for such a bypass were to be
progressed.
Landscape and Visual Impact
It is considered that the LVIA which accompanies the application fails to address the impact
of this development on visual and landscape receptors within the Central Bedfordshire
boundary. For example, it is noted that ‘Table E3.2 Agreed Viewpoint Locations agreed to be
scoped out of the assessment’ scopes out all distant views, some because the site is not
visible, which is justified. But for others, such as Viewpoint D7, it was scoped out because it
“Is near Cranfield which is beyond the local authority boundary and is therefore irrelevant to
the Development Site”. This reasoning is not justified, and CBC expects that views within the
Central Bedfordshire boundary should still be accounted for as visual receptors.
The LVIA and Appendix E3 refer to ‘mid distant’ and distant’ views. However, these do not
seem to have accounted for views near the Milton Keynes and Central Bedfordshire
boundary. For instance, reference is made to the Milton Keynes Boundary walk, with the
sensitivity of the receptor assessed. However, there are no viewpoints from this route
included, nor any viewpoints in the surrounding area. Instead, only ‘mid distant’ views from
in and around Moulsoe are provided, which do not account for potential cross-boundary
views.
Similarly, there are no references to Landscape Character Areas within Central Bedfordshire.
Although outside the development area, areas of Central Bedfordshire do fall within the 8km
study area, and therefore reference to appropriate LCAs should be made and assessed to see
whether any indirect effects may occur. In this regard, LCA 5C ‘Salford – Aspley Clay Vale’
(Central Bedfordshire Landscape Character Assessment, LUC 2015) lies on the western
boundary of Central Bedfordshire and within the study area. It is a large to medium scale,
gently undulating landscape that can be defined by a combination of its flat topography and
Oxford Clay geology. Though in areas there is a sense of enclosure, there are intermittent
views available across the west and south. There is also a strong sense of rurality and
unsettled character that remains in many areas.
Please will you seek an updated LVIA which addresses these matters? Our Landscape Team
would be happy to work with the applicant's consultants to identify appropriate viewpoints
within Central Bedfordshire. In the absence of this information, CBC object to the application
on the basis that insufficient information has been provided to allow a proper assessment of
the impacts of the development on CBC residents and other receptors.
Central Bedfordshire Council retain our concerns that we have previously expressed regarding
the impact the proposal would have on the landscape and rural setting of CBC. The eastern
edge is the highest point of the site and therefore most prominent. However, this area is
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proposed to have some buildings of up to 4 storeys on the north eastern parcel. This area
should be reduced in height to ensure a more sensitive transition to the countryside. CBC also
consider that additional land for structural landscaping is required along the eastern edge of
the development to appropriately mitigate impacts upon views both into and out of the
development.
CBC agree that a sensitive edge towards Moulsoe is appropriate, thus respecting the character
of Moulsoe village and the wider open countryside, as is indicated within p34 of the Design
and Access Statement. However, as stated in our response to the Development Framework
SPD, CBC consider that this area should accommodate the 'rural edge' typology in terms of
form and layout, and that this should extend along the full length of the eastern boundary,
with enhanced landscape infrastructure planting to protect the rural character and identity
of both the wider open countryside and existing settlements.
The Design and Access Statement suggests that the attractiveness of the southern edge of
the site is reduced by its proximity to the M1 and the Sewage Treatment Works (p34). It also
confirms that the employment units at the southern and south eastern edges of the site
would have a ridge height of up to 29m. As previously identified, CBC are concerned about
the impact of development on the landscape and considers that the cumulative impacts with
the existing Magna Park development would create an urbanising effect on the landscape to
the North West of Salford and the Woburn Greensand Ridge. CBC considers that, because of
the prominence of the location within the site, there needs to be a more substantially
landscaped edge to mitigate any views from both the south and south east. In CBC's response
to Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension Development Framework SPD, the Council
specifically highlighted the need for a green buffer located in this location along the south
eastern portion of the site to extend along the southern boundary of the SUE and to be
included as part of advanced landscape infrastructure planting. This would assist in mitigating
any views to the development from the south within Central Bedfordshire. CBC reiterate the
need for a strengthening of this landscape buffer and also seeks a reduced building height in
the eastern side of Zone C to 21m to allow an appropriate transition to the rural edge.
When progressing the designs of the development parcels and their edges, it is important to
consider how the edges of development relate to external landscapes and the extent of
spatial buffer required to be included in the development masterplan to ensure they are
sympathetic to the rural interface. Access roads and backs of development can form a visually
harsh, intrusive boundary and should be avoided; turning development to face the site
boundary with adequate and effective space and landscaping can assist in creating a positive
edge to development alongside effective landscape mitigation.
Flood Risk
The proposed development is downstream of Central Bedfordshire Council's area and we
therefore consider the impact of the development to be generally low on flood risk to CBC as
the flow from the development site will be conveyed downstream.
Several surface water features are located within or in proximity to the development site,
including watercourses, ponds and culverts. The nature of the development being
downstream of CBC means that these services provide drainage for the upper catchment
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comprising CBC, this includes strategic watercourses the River Ouzel/Caldecote Mill and
Broughton Brook as well as localised minor watercourses and tributaries. The upper
catchment of the Broughton Brook includes areas of Brogborough, Woburn, Woburn Sands,
Aspley Guise and Ridgemont. The upper catchment of the Ouzel/Caldecote Mill includes
Leighton Buzzard and Heath and Reach.
Providing that the development does not impede the natural flow regime of the catchment,
to ensure continued catchment conveyance of surface water and fluvial flows from the
upstream catchment unimpeded, then we have no objection to the development, subject to
planning conditions being imposed to secure the necessary commitments to providing the
flood risk and surface water drainage arrangements during and after construction. We also
suggest existing watercourses and drainage features are retained in their existing or
enhanced form and culverting of watercourses is resisted to ensure no change in the
catchment regime.
While technical drawings have been provided, there does not appear to be a detailed Flood
Risk Assessment or Surface Water Drainage Strategy provided for consideration of these
matters at this stage. We understand from Chapter L of the ES (Chapter L Water Environment
and Drainage) that detailed hydraulic modelling (by WSP) has been undertaken to represent
the flood risk and catchment conveyance, and that this has been used to demonstrate: 1) that
there are no substantial changes to the flood regime as a result of the proposed development,
and 2) that a degree of betterment is to be provided in the peak flows discharged from the
development site (as requested by the Environment Agency). We recommend the approach
to providing drainage and flood mitigation is verified and approved by way of further
consultation with the Environment Agency, MKC Lead Local Flood Authority and the Internal
Drainage Board. We note the IDB and EA have provided objections to the application so far,
and therefore we await further details of the drainage and flood mitigation approach to be
provided based on their comments.
Ecology and Green Infrastructure
At a strategic level, given the context of it being a major extension to Milton Keynes and close
to the Central Bedfordshire boundary, we would ask that the applicant considers
opportunities to connect new green infrastructure to and address gaps in the existing
network, including linkages of areas of opportunity within Central Bedfordshire to help deliver
net gain for biodiversity. Furthermore, given the proximity to the Forest of Marston Vale, the
planting of new trees, woodlands and hedgerows within and around the development site to
form part of an integrated network of green space and habitats is encouraged.
Consideration of how the development links into the wider Rights of Way network also needs
to be appreciated. For instance, Bridle Way no.003 (Milton Keynes Definitive Map) connects
to Bridle Way no.1 (Central Bedfordshire Definitive Map) and into Salford Wood. These are
key routes that new residents and visitors will be keen to utilise in the future and therefore
key connections and enhancements need to be carefully designed.
Construction Traffic
Whilst the expectation is that the Construction Traffic Management Plan will route
construction related traffic to and from the site via the major road network, we nevertheless
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request that Central Bedfordshire Council is given the opportunity to comment upon any plan
when submitted to Milton Keynes Council for approval, and that it includes measures to
prevent Heavy Goods vehicles related to the construction of the site using the more minor
road network north west of the A421 (including routes through Cranfield and Salford).
Summary
In summary, CBC hope that our concerns will be taken into account and additional
information provided and appropriate measures put in place to mitigate the impacts of the
development on Central Bedfordshire and our residents. Given the locality of this scheme in
relation to CBC, the Council request that we remain closely engaged on all future stages of
this site.
A2.39 Highways England
Initial response
Referring to the planning application referenced above, dated 22 April 2021, Hybrid planning
application encompassing: (i) outline element (with all matters reserved) for a large-scale
mixed-use urban extension (creating a new community) comprising: residential development;
employment including business, general industry and storage/distribution uses; a secondary
school and primary schools; a community hub containing a range of commercial and
community uses; a new linear park along the River Ouzel corridor; open space and linked
amenities; new redways, access roads and associated highways improvements; associated
infrastructure works; demolition of existing structures and (ii) detailed element for strategic
highway and multi-modal transport infrastructure, including: new road and redway
extensions; a new bridge over the M1 motorway; a new bridge over the River Ouzel; works
to the Tongwell Street corridor between Tongwell roundabout and Pineham roundabout
including new bridge over the River Ouzel; alignment alterations to A509 and Newport Road;
and associated utilities, earthworks and drainage works, Milton Keynes East, Land East And
West of A509 London Road, Newport Pagnell, MK16 0JA. Notice is hereby given that Highways
England’s formal recommendation is that we:
a) offer no objection;
b) recommend that conditions should be attached to any planning permission that may be
granted (see Annex A – Highways England recommended Planning Conditions);
c) recommend that planning permission not be granted for a specified period (see Annex A –
further assessment required);
d) recommend that the application be refused (see Annex A – Reasons for recommending
Refusal).
Highways Act Section 175B is / is not relevant to this application.
This represents Highways England formal recommendation and is copied to the Department
for Transport as per the terms of our Licence.
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Should you disagree with this recommendation you should consult the Secretary of State for
Transport, as per the Town and Country Planning (Development Affecting Trunk Roads)
Direction 2018, via transportplanning@dft.gsi.gov.uk.
ANNEX A - Highways England recommended further assessment required
HIGHWAYS ENGLAND has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic
highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway
authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic Road Network (SRN). The SRN
is a critical national asset and as such we work to ensure that it operates and is managed in
the public interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing
effective stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity.
This response represents our formal recommendations with regard 2100999OUTEIS and has
been prepared by Penny Mould.
Our formal response to this application requires review of the Transport Assessment that is
currently being undertaken. For this reason, we require additional time to fully assess the
proposed development. We therefore recommend the application be not determined before
22nd September 2021. If we are in a position to respond earlier than this, we will withdraw
this recommendation accordingly.
First revised response
Referring to the planning application referenced above, dated 22 April 2021, Hybrid planning
application encompassing: (i) outline element (with all matters reserved) for a large-scale
mixed-use urban extension (creating a new community) comprising: residential development;
employment including business, general industry and storage/distribution uses; a secondary
school and primary schools; a community hub containing a range of commercial and
community uses; a new linear park along the River Ouzel corridor; open space and linked
amenities; new redways, access roads and associated highways improvements; associated
infrastructure works; demolition of existing structures and (ii) detailed element for strategic
highway and multi-modal transport infrastructure, including: new road and redway
extensions; a new bridge over the M1 motorway; a new bridge over the River Ouzel; works
to the Tongwell Street corridor between Tongwell roundabout and Pineham roundabout
including new bridge over the River Ouzel; alignment alterations to A509 and Newport Road;
and associated utilities, earthworks and drainage works, Milton Keynes East, Land East And
West of A509 London Road, Newport Pagnell, MK16 0JA. Notice is hereby given that Highways
England’s formal recommendation is that we:
a) offer no objection;
b) recommend that conditions should be attached to any planning permission that may be
granted (see Annex A – Highways England recommended Planning Conditions);
c) recommend that planning permission not be granted for a specified period (see Annex A –
further assessment required);
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d) recommend that the application be refused (see Annex A – Reasons for recommending
Refusal).
Highways Act Section 175B is / is not relevant to this application.
This represents Highways England formal recommendation and is copied to the Department
for Transport as per the terms of our Licence.
Should you disagree with this recommendation you should consult the Secretary of State for
Transport, as per the Town and Country Planning (Development Affecting Trunk Roads)
Direction 2018, via transportplanning@dft.gsi.gov.uk.
ANNEX A - Highways England recommend further assessment required
HIGHWAYS ENGLAND has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic
highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway
authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic Road Network (SRN). The SRN
is a critical national asset and as such we work to ensure that it operates and is managed in
the public interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing
effective stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity.
This response represents our formal recommendations with regard 2100999OUTEIS and has
been prepared by Penny Mould.
Our formal response to this application requires finalising wording for the planning conditions
and S106 contribution with the applicant which is currently happening. For this reason, we
require additional time to fully assess the proposed development. We therefore recommend
the application be not determined before 1 st October 2021. If we are in a position to respond
earlier than this, we will withdraw this recommendation accordingly.
Second revised response
Referring to the consultation on a planning application dated 22 April 2021, referenced above,
in the vicinity of the M1, that forms part of the Strategic Road Network, notice is hereby given
that National Highways’ formal recommendation is that we:
a) offer no objection (see reasons at Annex A);
b) recommend that conditions should be attached to any planning permission that may be
granted (see Annex A – National Highways recommended Planning Conditions & reasons);
c) recommend that planning permission not be granted for a specified period (see reasons at
Annex A);
d) recommend that the application be refused (see reasons at Annex A).
Highways Act 1980 Section 175B is/is not relevant to this application.
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This represents National Highways’ formal recommendation and is copied to the Department
for Transport as per the terms of our Licence. Should the Local Planning Authority not propose
to determine the application in accordance with this recommendation they are required to
consult the Secretary of State for Transport, as set out in the Town and Country Planning
(Development Affecting Trunk Roads) Direction 2018, via transportplanning@dft.gov.uk and
may not determine the application until the consultation process is complete.
ANNEX A - National Highway's assessment of the proposed development
National Highways has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as a strategic
highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway
authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic Road Network (SRN). The SRN
is a critical national asset and as such we work to ensure that it operates and is managed in
the public interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing
effective stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity.
This response represents our formal recommendations with regard 2100999OUTEIS and has
been prepared by Penny Mould.
Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension (MKE SUE) will deliver around 5,000 new
homes, 105 ha of employment land, a comprehensive transport network and supporting
social and green infrastructure.
The Berkeley St James controlled land within this strategic allocation is the subject of this
planning application. The site delivers circa 4,600 homes, c. 85Ha of employment, a secondary
school as well as three primary schools, a community hub which comprises of healthcare,
retail and leisure facilities, and community/open space and burial space.
Furthermore, the planning application also includes a portfolio of Housing Infrastructure Fund
(HIF) funded new strategic highway infrastructure which includes:
• A new bridge over the M1 (which has been identified as the preferred approach using the
Milton Keynes Multi Modal Model as it draws traffic away from M1 J14 and reduces delays
and journey times across the M1 corridor)
• A new north-south connection to the A422 into the MKE SUE
• A new east-west connection leading to the bridge crossing over the M1 and part of a new
link road around the eastern perimeter of the site connecting into M1 J14
• dualling of the A509 southbound approach to M1 J14; and closure of the Newport Road
junction with the A509 and reconfiguration of Newport Road to form a new junction with the
eastern perimeter road and connection to the village of Moulsoe.
The new strategic highway infrastructure is shown on drawing/plan xx which accompanies
our response.
The fundamental objective of the new infrastructure is to deliver additional strategic links to
the local highway network, providing alternative routes for traffic wishing to access Central
Milton Keynes to/from the north, helping reduce pressure on existing road crossing points of
the M1 – most notably the M1 J14. Hence, National Highways welcome the lessening of the
potential traffic impact on the Strategic Road Network
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(SRN), particularly at M1 J14.
National Highways have over the last few years worked collaboratively with the applicant and
Milton Keynes Council to bring forward the site and the new strategic highway infrastructure.
As part of this process we have agreed in principle designs for the new bridge over the M1
and transport modelling to ensure that the Strategic Road Network (SRN) continues to
operate safely for current and future users of the highways network.
Transport modelling of M1 J14 has shown that by 2031 the junction may start to experience
unacceptable queuing on the northbound off-slip, to ensure this is not a problem in the future
National Highways have agreed with the applicant that transport modelling of M1 J14 and its
immediate highway network will be revisited, using new traffic data once the new strategic
highway infrastructure has been built and is operational.
Additional to the remodelling of M1 J14 the applicant has agreed to fund highway
improvement that may be identified as a result of the revised transport modelling. National
Highways, therefore request that the following planning conditions form part of any grant of
planning permission in relation to this planning application, and that they are a named
beneficiary within the S106 agreement.
PLANNING CONDITIONS
Condition 1
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in full accordance with the approved
general arrangement drawing/plan xx (schematic overview of the Strategic Highway
Infrastructure).
Reason: To determine the scope of this approval
Condition 2
The Strategic Highway Infrastructure hereby approved shall be implemented and brought into
use prior to occupation of the 250th home.
Reason: To ensure that the Strategic Highway Infrastructure adequately mitigates the impacts
of the development on the Strategic Road Network in the interests of highway safety
Condition 3
Traffic surveys at M1 J14 shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning
Authority in consultation with National Highways Limited within 12-months of the approved
Strategic Highway Infrastructure being implemented and brought into public use. The
proposed scope, methodology and specification for the Traffic Survey shall be agreed prior to
them being undertaken.
Reason: To ensure the safe operation of this part of the strategic highway network, to
evaluate the effectiveness of the Strategic Highway Infrastructure at mitigating the impacts
of the development on the Strategic Road Network and in the interests of highway safety
Condition 4
Revised transport modelling at M1 J14 shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the
Local Planning Authority in consultation with National Highways Limited within 12-months of
the approved Strategic Highway Infrastructure being implemented and brought into public
use. The revised transport modelling shall include but not be limited to:
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• Revised traffic data to update the Paramics Model of M1 J14 to re-create a new Existing
Baseline Model scenario and an updated 2031 Planning Test scenario
• Assessment of the M1 J14 post opening of the Strategic Highway Infrastructure
drawing/plan xx
• If required, Highway improvement scheme/schemes (DMRB compliant) to mitigate any
resulting highway safety critical impacts of the development
Reason: To ensure the safe operation of this part of the strategic highway network, to
evaluate the effectiveness of the Strategic Highway Infrastructure at mitigating the impacts
of the development on the Strategic Road Network and in the interests of highway safety
SECTION 106 AGREEMENT
Clauses
1.In the event that the Owner and the Council agree (or it is determined through Dispute
Resolution) that the Revised Transport Modelling demonstrates that the predicted traffic
impact of the MKE Allocation on M1 J14 to be materially greater than originally predicted in
the Transport Assessment for the MKE Allocation to the extent that mitigation works are
required the Owner and the Council shall use reasonable endeavours to agree:
a. a M1 J14 Improvement Scheme; and
b. the quantum of the Proportionate Contribution.
2.The Owner shall not Occupy any more than 1475 Residential Units until it has paid to the
Council the Proportionate Contribution as agreed or determined by Dispute Resolution.
3.The Council covenants to pay the Proportionate Contribution to National Highways within
10 Working Days of receipt.
4. Where agreement is required to be reached under clause 1
1. the Council shall consult National Highways; and
2. in the event that agreement is not reached within 40 Working Days from the date of the
Owner's submission of the relevant information the matter shall be referred to Dispute
Resolution.
Definitions
2031 Planning Test means the 2031 Planning Test as set out in the Transport Assessment and
associated transport documentation which accompanied the MKE Application.
National Highways means [xxx]
Existing Baseline Model means an updated base year Paramics Model based on the Traffic
Data.
Highway Contribution means [xxx]
MKE Application means Application No. 21/00999/OUTEIS
MKE Allocation means the allocation assessed for traffic modelling purposes as set out in the
Transport Assessment.
M1 J14 means junction 14 of the M1 Motorway.
M1 J14 Improvement Scheme means intervention measure(s) at M1 J14 identified by the
Owner which mitigates the impacts at J14 such that they are not materially greater than set
out in the Transport Assessment.
Paramics Model means the model detailed in the Transport Assessment.
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Proportionate Contribution - The Proportionate Contribution of the M1 J14 improvements is
payable out of the Highway Contribution arising from the MKE Development. The
Proportionate Contribution is agreed as 25% (or such other
proportion agreed by the parties acting reasonably) which is calculated by considering the
proportionate increase in homes over the 2016 - 2031 Plan period delivered by MKE alongside
the proportionate traffic using the slips at M1 J14 which is then applied to the estimated cost
of the M1 J14 Improvement Works with such contribution to be capped at £4 million.
Revised Transport Modelling – An updated Paramics Model of M1 J14 based on Traffic Data
within 12-months of the approved Strategic Highway Infrastructure being implemented and
brought into public use to create a new Existing Baseline Model scenario and an updated 2031
Planning Test scenario
Traffic Data means a traffic survey of M1 J14, Northfields Roundabout and the first
roundabout north of M1 J14 on the new strategic highway infrastructure which is to be
undertaken within 12-months of the Strategic Highway Infrastructure being implemented and
brought into public use.
Transport Assessment means the Transport Assessment prepared by WSP and dated [x] which
accompanied the Application.
A2.40 Environment Agency
Initial response
Thank you for your letter regarding the above mentioned site, which was received on 21 April
2021. We have reviewed the information as submitted and wish to make the following
comments. Further information for the applicant can be found in the attached appendices.
Environment Agency position
In the absence of an acceptable Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) we object to this application and
recommend that planning permission is refused.
We have reviewed the Milton Keynes East - Environmental Statement Appendix L1 Flood Risk
Assessment (Reference 70057521 FRA-RV1) dated March 2021. We support the development
in principle and appreciate the early engagement and consultation through the modelling and
FRA development. We are pleased to see that a sequential approach has been used within
the site boundary to locate more vulnerable development within the areas of lower flood risk.
However, there are items still outstanding with regards to the flood model reviews and we
are therefore unable to accept the FRA until those queries have been resolved. Specifically:
Emails to Andy Smith of WSP dated 29th March 2021 and 16th April 2021, requesting scheme
drawings so the representation of post-scheme geometry in the model can be checked.
Email sent to Lawrence Sanders of WSP on the 16th April 2021, raising major issues with the
Moulsoe Brook model.
Overcoming our objection
To overcome our objection, the applicant should respond to the queries raised in the emails
given above. If this cannot be achieved, we are likely to maintain our objection. Please reconsult us on any revised FRA submitted and we’ll respond within 21 days of receiving it.
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OTHER COMMENTS
Contamination and Groundwater Protection
Site Specific Details
Much of the area is underlain by superficial secondary aquifers. Secondary aquifers are often
capable of supporting water supplies at a local scale and normally provide an important
source of flow to some rivers. The River Ouzel runs through the area with land drains feeding
into it from the east and west. Pineham Nature Reserve is within the application site.
However, we understand that the majority of the site comprises undeveloped agricultural
land with no history of any other potentially contaminative activities. Furthermore, the
proposed development site is not located within a Source Protection Zone (SPZ) meaning that
it does not lie within the catchment of a groundwater abstraction used for public water
supply. Therefore, the site is not considered to present a high polluting potential.
While it is recognised that the majority of the proposed development area comprises
greenfield land, some areas appear to have been the subject of past activities which pose a
risk of pollution to controlled waters. However, we are unable to provide site-specific advice
on land contamination issues at this time as we are prioritising the protection and
improvement of groundwater that supports existing drinking water supplies. If significant
contamination is subsequently discovered that could present a risk to controlled waters, we
would wish to be notified.
Due consideration should be given to the impacts that the proposed development may have
upon controlled waters receptors during both construction and operational phases. The
potential impacts on groundwater quality, licensed abstractions and SPZs should be
considered given the environmental sensitivity of the site, including from the proposed
surface water drainage at the site.
The developer should address risks to controlled waters from contamination at the site,
following the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and the Environment
Agency Guiding Principles for Land Contamination.
We advise that you consult with your Environmental Health/Environmental Protection
Department for advice on generic aspects of land contamination management. We
recommend that the environmental protection of controlled waters is considered alongside
any human health protection requirements. This approach is supported by paragraph 170 of
the National Planning Policy Framework.
Biodiversity
Mitigation measures identified in the Water Framework Directive (WFD) compliance
assessment should be implemented and followed during development. Further WFD
assessment are also likely to be required at later stages of development.
Proposed culvert replacements would ideally be a clear-span crossing where possible. If this
is not feasible, installing oversized culverts set to provide longitudinal river bed connectivity,
would be beneficial to wildlife.
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Designing the proposed new ponds with shallow, variable bank gradients would improve their
value to wildlife. The margins could also be planted with a range of native aquatic plants to
add wildlife value. Proposed planting on the site should consist of native species that have
ideally been sourced locally.
Mitigation measures identified in the ecology report should be implemented and followed.
Given the lifespan of ecological reports, further ecological surveys are likely to be required to
provide up to date information as development of the site progresses.
Existing habitats present within the development site should be retained where possible,
protected and enhanced, as per the mitigation hierarchy. These areas should also be
incorporated into the site layout to link up with proposed new habitats. This is in line with
section 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework, which states, ‘planning policies and
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by, minimising
impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures’.
Terrestrial and aquatic invasive non-native species (INNS) have been recorded locally.
Adopting appropriate biosecurity measures can help to reduce the risk of inadvertently
spreading INNS.
Appropriate measures should be in place during construction phases to protect watercourses
from run-off and/or sediment entering.
Water Quality
According to our records, there is likely to be sufficient permitted capacity within the local
Water Recycling Centre (WRC) catchment to accommodate foul drainage from the proposed
development. As such, provided appropriate pollution control measures are employed during
construction, we are content that the development does not pose an unacceptable risk to the
quality of watercourses in the local water environment.
We advise that Anglian Water Services (AWS) are consulted at the earliest opportunity to
discuss connection into, and/or any necessary upgrades required to, the existing foul water
drainage network in order to avoid any local flooding, amenity or environmental problems.
Water Resources
Chapter L3.28 of the environmental statement reads;
“In terms of potable water supply and foul water treatment the demands associated with the
development would be provided within the current permits and headroom capacity
associated with the Anglian Water infrastructure and therefore these matters will not be
further assessed”.
We consider this statement shows a lack of understanding of the pressures on the water
environment across the area of this development. While this proposal may be able to take
advantage surface water sources such as Grafham and/or Rutland. It fails to recognise the in
combination effect of increased abstraction. By using more of AWS surface water capacity
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this development could in turn facilitate/require further groundwater abstraction across the
rest of the company's network to make up the shortfall. The failure of this document to
recognise this fact along with no recognition of the overall water stress of the area is
disappointing.
The proposed development lies within the area traditionally supplied by Anglian Water. The
location of developments should take into consideration the relative availability of existing
developed water resources. The timing and cost of infrastructure improvements will be a
consideration.
The water companies have recently produced Water Resources Management Plans (WRMP),
which set out how the companies will maintain customer supplies over the period 2020- 2045.
The assessments will show which companies have sufficient supplies to meet growth but also
any strategic schemes that are needed to achieve this, along with reducing demands and
leakage. We recommend that planning authorities consider the long term viability of
supplying new developments and how the phasing of growth links to the timings of the
planned new strategic schemes.
The Anglian River Basin Management Plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/anglian-river-basin-district-river-basinmanagement-plan considered the status of all rivers and aquifers in the Region. This showed
many waterbodies did not have the flow required to support the ecology and groundwater
units not meeting good status. Given the pressure the Chalk aquifer faces, we are likely to
apply further reductions in the supplies available to water companies to prevent deterioration
of the water related ecology. The council and/or developer should seek the water company’s
assurance that it can meet the needs of growth without causing deterioration. This applies
specifically to the Broughton Brook and its tributaries which are currently failing WFD targets.
The Environment Agency determines that current levels of abstraction are causing
environmental damage. Any increase in use within existing licenced volumes will increase the
pressure on a system that is already failing environmental targets. We recommend any
proposed development considers water resources as a key issue and the council recognises
the damage of long term increases in abstraction due to growth. We recommend this
development takes into account the combined effect of growth in the area and the overall
increase in demand for water.
We endorse the use of water efficiency measures especially in new developments. Use of
technology that ensures efficient use of natural resources could support the environmental
benefits of future proposals and could help attract investment to the area. Therefore, water
efficient technology, fixtures and fittings should be considered as part of new developments.
Due to the pressures on local water resources and the potential risk of deterioration as a
result of increased levels of abstraction, we would advise that any new development in the
area aims for the highest levels of water efficiency. The government allows Local plans to
specify optional standards with regards to water efficiency targets in new homes. Building
regulations specify a target use of 125 litres per person per day. It is recommend that the
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optional standard of 110 litres per person per day is adopted with the aspiration for the target
to be even lower than this.
New developments should not detrimentally affect local water features (including streams,
ponds, lakes, ditches or drains) this includes both licensed and unlicensed abstractions. We
are not aware of any licensed abstraction within the development boundary.
Appendix 1 – General Advice to Applicant (Contamination and Groundwater Protection)
1. Preliminary Risk Assessment
The PRA should include historical plans of the site, an understanding of the sites
environmental setting (including geology, hydrogeology, location and status of relevant
surface water and groundwater receptors, identification of potential contaminants of concern
and source areas), an outline conceptual site model (CSM) describing possible pollutant
linkages for controlled waters and identification of potentially unacceptable risks. Pictorial
representations, preferably scaled plans and cross sections, will support the understanding of
the site as represented in the CSM.
2. Site Investigation
Land contamination investigations should be carried out in accordance with BS 5930: Code of
practice for ground investigations and BS 10175: Investigation of potentially contaminated
sites – code of practice. Site investigation works should be undertaken by a suitably qualified
and experienced professional. Soil and water analysis should be fully MCERTS accredited.
Any further site investigation, demolition, remediation or construction works on site must not
create new pollutant pathways or pollutant linkages in to the underlying principal aquifer to
avoid generating new contaminated land liabilities for the developer. Clean drilling
techniques may be required where boreholes, piles etc penetrate through contaminated
ground.
3. Unsuspected Contamination
If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the
site then the development should cease and the local planning authority should be informed
in writing. In such case, a remediation strategy should be developed and submitted to the
local planning authority detailing how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with.
The remediation strategy shall be implemented as detailed.
4. SuDS
We consider any infiltration Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS) greater than 2.0 m below
ground level to be a deep system and are generally not acceptable. All infiltration SuDS
require a minimum of 1.2 m clearance between the base of infiltration SuDS and peak
seasonal groundwater levels.
Soakaways must not be constructed in contaminated ground where they could re-mobilise
any pre-existing contamination and result in pollution of groundwater. Soakaways and other
infiltration SuDS need to meet the criteria in our Groundwater Protection Position Statements
G1 and G9 to G13.
Only clean water from roofs can be directly discharged to any soakaway or watercourse.
Systems for the discharge of surface water from associated hard-standing, roads and
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impermeable vehicle parking areas shall incorporate appropriate pollution prevention
measures and a suitable number of SuDS treatment train components.
SuDS should be constructed in line with good practice and guidance documents which include
the SuDS Manual (CIRIA C753) and the Susdrain website.
5. Cemeteries
During the coronavirus pandemic the Environment Agency will not require environmental
permits for proposed cemetery developments. The Environment Agency will carry out
groundwater risk assessments to help local authorities in their decision making, and will offer
advice and guidance based on these risk assessments to protect the environment. To request
an assessment please contact the Environment Agency National Customer Contact Centre on
03708 506 506 or enquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk.
Once the pandemic has ceased, the Environment Agency will require permits for cemeteries
that represent a high risk to the environment or require active mitigation measures or burial
controls to protect groundwater. More details can be found on GOV.UK here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/protecting-groundwater-whendevelopingor-expanding-cemeteries-during-coronavirus
We recommend that developers should:
1) Refer to our ‘Groundwater Protection’ webpages, which include the Groundwater
Protection Position Statements;
2) Follow the Land contamination risk management (LCRM) guidance when dealing with land
affected by contamination and for the type of information that we require in order to assess
risks to controlled waters from the site. The Local Authority can advise on risk to other
receptors, for example human health;
3) Refer to our Land Contamination Technical Guidance;
4) Refer to ‘Position Statement on the Definition of Waste: Development Industry Code of
Practice’;
5) Refer to British Standards BS 5930: Code of practice for ground investigations and BS
10175: Investigation of potentially contaminated sites – code of practice
6) Refer to our ‘Piling and Penetrative Ground Improvement Methods on Land Affected by
Contamination’ National Groundwater & Contaminated Land Centre Project NC/99/73. The
selected method, including environmental mitigation measures, should be presented in a
‘Foundation Works Risk Assessment Report’, guidance on producing this can be found in Table
3 of ‘Piling Into Contaminated Sites’;
7) Refer to our ‘Good Practice for Decommissioning Boreholes and Wells’.
8) Refer to our ‘Dewatering building sites and other excavations: environmental permits’
guidance when temporary dewatering is proposed
Revised response
Further to recent modelling information submitted to, and reviewed by us, we wish to make
the following comments.
We are able to remove our objection.
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We consider that planning permission could be granted to the proposed development as
submitted and will only meet the National Planning Policy Framework’s policy to not increase
flood risk elsewhere if the following planning condition is included as set out below.
CONDITION
The development hereby permitted, excluding site clearance and demolition works, must not
be commenced until such time as a scheme to finalise the Moulsoe Brook flood model has
been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.
The scheme shall be fully implemented and subsequently maintained, in accordance with the
scheme’s timing/phasing arrangements, or within any other period as may subsequently be
agreed, in writing, by the local planning authority.
Reason(s)
To ensure that there are no detrimental impacts to flood storage or flood flow routes and to
reduce the risk of flooding to the proposed development and future users
Advice to LPA
The mitigation measures outlined in the submitted Flood Risk Assessment (ref Milton Keynes
East - Environmental Statement (March 2021) Appendix L1, Flood Risk Assessment, Project
No. 70057521, FRA-RV1, March 2021) must be followed. These are repeated below:
•
Excluding the water compatible parts of the development, all of the proposed
development is to be situated above the modelled 1 in 100 year plus 65% climate change
flood level.
•
Finished floor levels shall be set no lower than 300mm above the 1 in 100 year plus
35% climate change flood level
•
Flood plain compensation for the highway crossing embankment is not required in
level for level volume for volume terms, but there must be no increase in flows at the peak of
the hydrograph at the downstream boundary of the site
•
Excluding the highway crossing, floodplain compensation will be provided on a level
for level, volume for volume basis, if the development would result in an increase in flood risk
to land not under St James’ control without third party agreement.
•
No development other than that classified as ‘Essential Infrastructure’ or ‘Water
Compatible Development’ shall be located within flood zone 3.
OTHER COMMENTS
Please find below the additional comments that we previously provided.
Contamination and Groundwater Protection
Site Specific Details
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Much of the area is underlain by superficial secondary aquifers. Secondary aquifers are often
capable of supporting water supplies at a local scale and normally provide an important
source of flow to some rivers. The River Ouzel runs through the area with land drains feeding
into it from the east and west. Pineham Nature Reserve is within the application site.
However, we understand that the majority of the site comprises undeveloped agricultural
land with no history of any other potentially contaminative activities. Furthermore, the
proposed development site is not located within a Source Protection Zone (SPZ) meaning that
it does not lie within the catchment of a groundwater abstraction used for public water
supply. Therefore, the site is not considered to present a high polluting potential.
While it is recognised that the majority of the proposed development area comprises
greenfield land, some areas appear to have been the subject of past activities which pose a
risk of pollution to controlled waters. However, we are unable to provide site-specific advice
on land contamination issues at this time as we are prioritising the protection and
improvement of groundwater that supports existing drinking water supplies. If significant
contamination is subsequently discovered that could present a risk to controlled waters, we
would wish to be notified.
Due consideration should be given to the impacts that the proposed development may have
upon controlled waters receptors during both construction and operational phases. The
potential impacts on groundwater quality, licensed abstractions and SPZs should be
considered given the environmental sensitivity of the site, including from the proposed
surface water drainage at the site.
The developer should address risks to controlled waters from contamination at the site,
following the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and the Environment
Agency Guiding Principles for Land Contamination.
We advise that you consult with your Environmental Health/Environmental Protection
Department for advice on generic aspects of land contamination management. We
recommend that the environmental protection of controlled waters is considered alongside
any human health protection requirements. This approach is supported by paragraph 170 of
the National Planning Policy Framework.
Biodiversity
Mitigation measures identified in the Water Framework Directive (WFD) compliance
assessment should be implemented and followed during development. Further WFD
assessment are also likely to be required at later stages of development.
Proposed culvert replacements would ideally be a clear-span crossing where possible. If this
is not feasible, installing oversized culverts set to provide longitudinal river bed connectivity,
would be beneficial to wildlife.
Designing the proposed new ponds with shallow, variable bank gradients would improve their
value to wildlife. The margins could also be planted with a range of native aquatic plants to
add wildlife value. Proposed planting on the site should consist of native species that have
ideally been sourced locally.
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Mitigation measures identified in the ecology report should be implemented and followed.
Given the lifespan of ecological reports, further ecological surveys are likely to be required to
provide up to date information as development of the site progresses.
Existing habitats present within the development site should be retained where possible,
protected and enhanced, as per the mitigation hierarchy. These areas should also be
incorporated into the site layout to link up with proposed new habitats. This is in line with
section 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework, which states, ‘planning policies and
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by, minimising
impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures’.
Terrestrial and aquatic invasive non-native species (INNS) have been recorded locally.
Adopting appropriate biosecurity measures can help to reduce the risk of inadvertently
spreading INNS.
Appropriate measures should be in place during construction phases to protect watercourses
from run-off and/or sediment entering.
Water Quality
According to our records, there is likely to be sufficient permitted capacity within the local
Water Recycling Centre (WRC) catchment to accommodate foul drainage from the proposed
development. As such, provided appropriate pollution control measures are employed during
construction, we are content that the development does not pose an unacceptable risk to the
quality of watercourses in the local water environment.
We advise that Anglian Water Services (AWS) are consulted at the earliest opportunity to
discuss connection into, and/or any necessary upgrades required to, the existing foul water
drainage network in order to avoid any local flooding, amenity or environmental problems.
Water Resources
Chapter L3.28 of the environmental statement reads;
“In terms of potable water supply and foul water treatment the demands associated with the
development would be provided within the current permits and headroom capacity
associated with the Anglian Water infrastructure and therefore these matters will not be
further assessed”.
We consider this statement shows a lack of understanding of the pressures on the water
environment across the area of this development. While this proposal may be able to take
advantage surface water sources such as Grafham and/or Rutland. It fails to recognise the in
combination effect of increased abstraction. By using more of AWS surface water capacity
this development could in turn facilitate/require further groundwater abstraction across the
rest of the company's network to make up the shortfall. The failure of this document to
recognise this fact along with no recognition of the overall water stress of the area is
disappointing.
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The proposed development lies within the area traditionally supplied by Anglian Water. The
location of developments should take into consideration the relative availability of existing
developed water resources. The timing and cost of infrastructure improvements will be a
consideration.
The water companies have recently produced Water Resources Management Plans (WRMP),
which set out how the companies will maintain customer supplies over the period 2020- 2045.
The assessments will show which companies have sufficient supplies to meet growth but also
any strategic schemes that are needed to achieve this, along with reducing demands and
leakage. We recommend that planning authorities consider the long term viability of
supplying new developments and how the phasing of growth links to the timings of the
planned new strategic schemes.
The Anglian River Basin Management Plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/anglian-river-basin-district-river-basinmanagement-plan considered the status of all rivers and aquifers in the Region. This showed
many waterbodies did not have the flow required to support the ecology and groundwater
units not meeting good status. Given the pressure the Chalk aquifer faces, we are likely to
apply further reductions in the supplies available to water companies to prevent deterioration
of the water related ecology. The council and/or developer should seek the water company’s
assurance that it can meet the needs of growth without causing deterioration. This applies
specifically to the Broughton Brook and its tributaries which are currently failing WFD targets.
The Environment Agency determines that current levels of abstraction are causing
environmental damage. Any increase in use within existing licenced volumes will increase the
pressure on a system that is already failing environmental targets. We recommend any
proposed development considers water resources as a key issue and the council recognises
the damage of long term increases in abstraction due to growth. We recommend this
development takes into account the combined effect of growth in the area and the overall
increase in demand for water.
We endorse the use of water efficiency measures especially in new developments. Use of
technology that ensures efficient use of natural resources could support the environmental
benefits of future proposals and could help attract investment to the area. Therefore, water
efficient technology, fixtures and fittings should be considered as part of new developments.
Due to the pressures on local water resources and the potential risk of deterioration as a
result of increased levels of abstraction, we would advise that any new development in the
area aims for the highest levels of water efficiency. The government allows Local plans to
specify optional standards with regards to water efficiency targets in new homes. Building
regulations specify a target use of 125 litres per person per day. It is recommend that the
optional standard of 110 litres per person per day is adopted with the aspiration for the target
to be even lower than this.
New developments should not detrimentally affect local water features (including streams,
ponds, lakes, ditches or drains) this includes both licensed and unlicensed abstractions. We
are not aware of any licensed abstraction within the development boundary.
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A2.41 Buckingham & Rivel Ouzel Internal Drainage Board
Initial response
Please note that the watercourse on the boundary of, or passing through this site is under the
statutory control of the Board. In accordance with the Board’s byelaws, no development
should take place within 9 metres of bank top, without the Board’s prior consent, this includes
any planting, fencing or other landscaping.
Please also note that storm water discharge will not be allowed into a watercourse under the
Board’s control without the prior consent of the Board.
The Board has had discussions with the developer’s agents regarding the route of the
proposed highway and the associated extinguishing of watercourses where this highway
crosses them. The Board has made it clear that any proposals affecting the watercourses
under the statutory control of the Board will be subject to obtaining a Legal Deed of
Agreement which will cover all elements falling under the Land Drainage Act. It has also been
made clear that this process usually takes several months and even years. To date the process
of commencing this Legal Deed of Agreement has not commenced as the Applicant has yet to
start the process.
The Board must therefore object to this application and will maintain its objection until the
necessary Legal Deed of Agreement has been put in place with the Board.
Revised response
The Board has had discussions with the developer’s agents regarding the route of the
proposed highway and the associated extinguishing of watercourses where this highway
crosses them. The Board had made it clear that any proposals affecting the watercourses
under the statutory control of the Board would be subject to obtaining a Legal Deed of
Agreement which would cover all elements falling under the Land Drainage Act. It has also
been made clear that this process usually takes several months and even years. It is therefore
incumbent on the Applicant to commence this process as the Board will use its powers under
the Land Drainage to halt any works commenced before the Agreement has been signed and
is in place.
It is on that basis that the Board is minded to withdraw its previous objection and ask that the
following conditions be applied :Condition 1)
In any phase of the Development, any works within that Phase that directly affect the flood
plain, watercourses under the statutory control of the Buckingham and River Ouzel Internal
Drainage Board or fall within the Board’s 9m Byelaw strip, shall not commence until details
including a programme for the delivery of such works has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with and the written agreement of the
Buckingham and River Ouzel Internal Drainage Board. This includes any planting, fencing or
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other landscaping. The relevant works in each Phase shall thereafter be implemented in
accordance with approved programme for that Phase
Condition 2)
In any phase of the Development, the surface water drainage works within that Phase that
directly affect watercourses under the statutory control of the Buckingham and River Ouzel
Internal Drainage Board shall not commence until drainage details including a programme for
the delivery of such works has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority in consultation with and the written agreement of the Buckingham and
River Ouzel Internal Drainage Board. The relevant surface water drainage works in each Phase
shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with approved programme for that Phase
Condition 3)
Applications for approval of the reserved matters submitted in respect of each Phase land
parcel shall include details for surface water drainage and any other works that directly or
indirectly affect watercourses under the statutory control of the Buckingham and River Ouzel
Internal Drainage Board. The submitted details shall also provide allowance for the future
maintenance of the watercourses under the statutory control of the Board by the Board. No
work shall commence within that respective Phase land parcel until the Local Planning
Authority has approved the submitted details in writing in consultation with and the written
agreement of the Buckingham and River Ouzel Internal Drainage Board. The development
within the relevant Phase land parcel shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the
approved details for that Phase.
A2.42 Anglian Water
ASSETS
Section 1 - Assets Affected
There are assets owned by Anglian Water or those subject to an adoption agreement within
or close to the development boundary that may affect the layout of the site. Anglian Water
would ask that the following text be included within your Notice should permission be
granted.
Anglian Water has assets close to or crossing this site or there are assets subject to an
adoption agreement. Therefore the site layout should take this into account and
accommodate those assets within either prospectively adoptable highways or public open
space. If this is not practicable then the sewers will need to be diverted at the developers cost
under Section 185 of the Water Industry Act 1991. or, in the case of apparatus under an
adoption agreement, liaise with the owners of the apparatus. It should be noted that the
diversion works should normally be completed before development can commence.
The development site is within 15 metres of a sewage pumping station. This asset requires
access for maintenance and will have sewerage infrastructure leading to it. For practical
reasons therefore it cannot be easily relocated.
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Anglian Water consider that dwellings located within 15 metres of the pumping station would
place them at risk of nuisance in the form of noise, odour or the general disruption from
maintenance work caused by the normal operation of the pumping station.
The site layout should take this into account and accommodate this infrastructure type
through a necessary cordon sanitaire, through public space or highway infrastructure to
ensure that no development within 15 metres from the boundary of a sewage pumping
station if the development is potentially sensitive to noise or other disturbance or to ensure
future amenity issues are not created.
WASTEWATER SERVICES
Section 2 - Wastewater Treatment
The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of Cotton Valley Water Recycling
Centre that will have available capacity for these flows
Section 3 - Used Water Network
This response has been based on the following submitted documents: Design and Access
Statement Milton Keynes East dated March 2021 Development will lead to an unacceptable
risk of flooding downstream. Anglian Water will need to plan effectively for the proposed
development, if permission is granted. We will need to work with the applicant to ensure any
infrastructure improvements are delivered in line with the development. We therefore
request a condition requiring phasing plan and on-site drainage strategy. (1) INFORMATIVE Notification of intention to connect to the public sewer under S106 of the Water Industry Act
Approval and consent will be required by Anglian Water, under the Water Industry Act 1991.
Contact Development Services Team 0345 606 6087. (2) INFORMATIVE - Protection of existing
assets - A public sewer is shown on record plans within the land identified for the proposed
development. It appears that development proposals will affect existing public sewers. It is
recommended that the applicant contacts Anglian Water Development Services Team for
further advice on this matter. Building over existing public sewers will not be permitted
(without agreement) from Anglian Water. (3) INFORMATIVE - Building near to a public sewer
- No building will be permitted within the statutory easement width of 3 metres from the
pipeline without agreement from Anglian Water. Please contact Development Services Team
on 0345 606 6087. (4) INFORMATIVE - The developer should note that the site drainage details
submitted have not been approved for the purposes of adoption. If the developer wishes to
have the sewers included in a sewer adoption agreement with Anglian Water (under Sections
104 of the Water Industry Act 1991), they should contact our Development Services Team on
0345 606 6087 at the earliest opportunity. Sewers intended for adoption should be designed
and constructed in accordance with Design and Construction Guidance for foul and surface
water sewers offered for adoption under the Code for adoption agreements for water and
sewerage companies operating wholly or mainly in England ("the Code"), as supplemented
by Anglian Water’s requirements.
Section 4 - Surface Water Disposal
The preferred method of surface water disposal would be to a sustainable drainage system
(SuDS) with connection to sewer seen as the last option. Building Regulations (part H) on
Drainage and Waste Disposal for England includes a surface water drainage hierarchy, with
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infiltration on site as the preferred disposal option, followed by discharge to watercourse and
then connection to a sewer.
From the details submitted to support the planning application the proposed method of
surface water management does not relate to Anglian Water operated assets. As such, we
are unable to provide comments in the suitability of the surface water management. The Local
Planning Authority should seek the advice of the Lead Local Flood Authority or the Internal
Drainage Board. The Environment Agency should be consulted if the drainage system directly
or indirectly involves the discharge of water into a watercourse. Should the proposed method
of surface water management change to include interaction with Anglian Water operated
assets, we would wish to be reconsulted to ensure that an effective surface water drainage
strategy is prepared and implemented. The applicant has indicated on their application form
that their method of surface water drainage is via SuDS. If the developer wishes Anglian Water
to be the adopting body for all or part of the proposed SuDS scheme the Design and
Construction Guidance must be followed. We would recommend the applicant contact us at
the earliest opportunity to discuss their SuDS design via a Pre-Planning Strategic Enquiry. The
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) are a statutory consultee for all major development and
should be consulted as early as possible to ensure the proposed drainage system meets with
minimum operational standards and is beneficial for all concerned organisations and
individuals. We promote the use of SuDS as a sustainable and natural wat of controlling
surface water run-off. We please find below our SuDS website link for further information.
https://www.anglianwater.co.uk/developers/drainage-services/sustainable-drainagesystems/
Section 5 - Suggested Planning Conditions
Anglian Water would therefore recommend the following planning condition if the Local
Planning Authority is mindful to grant planning approval. Used Water Sewerage Network
(Section 3) We have no objection subject to the following condition(s): Condition Prior to
construction above damp proof course a Phasing Plan setting out the details of the phasing
of the development shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. Thereafter, the development shall be carried out in complete accordance with the
approved Phasing Plan. Reason To ensure the development is phased to avoid an adverse
impact on drainage infrastructure. Condition Prior to the construction above damp proof
course, a scheme for on-site foul water drainage works, including connection point and
discharge rate, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Prior to the occupation of any phase, the foul water drainage works relating to that phase
must have been carried out in complete accordance with the approved scheme. Reason To
prevent environmental and amenity problems arising from flooding
FOR THE ATTENTION OF THE APPLICANT - if Section 3 or Section 4 condition has been
recommended above, please see below information:
Next steps
Desktop analysis has suggested that the proposed development will lead to an unacceptable
risk of flooding downstream. We therefore highly recommend that you engage with Anglian
Water at your earliest convenience to develop in consultation with us a feasible drainage
strategy.
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If you have not done so already, we recommend that you submit a Pre-planning enquiry with
our Pre-Development team. This can be completed online at our website
http://www.anglianwater.co.uk/developers/pre-development.aspx
Once submitted, we will work with you in developing a feasible mitigation solution.
If a foul or surface water condition is applied by the Local Planning Authority to the Decision
Notice, we will require a copy of the following information prior to recommending discharging
the condition:
Foul water:
Feasible drainage strategy agreed with Anglian Water detailing the discharge solution
including:
Development size
Proposed discharge rate (Should you require a pumped connection, please note that our
minimum pumped discharge rate is 3.8l/s)
Connecting manhole discharge location (No connections can be made into a public rising
main)
Notification of intention to connect to the public sewer under S106 of the Water Industry Act
(More information can be found on our website)
Feasible mitigation strategy in agreement with Anglian Water (if required)
A2.43 Historic England
Initial response
Thank you for your letter of 21 April 2021 regarding the above application for planning
permission. On the basis of the information available to date, we do not wish to offer any
comments. We suggest that you seek the views of your specialist conservation and
archaeological advisers, as relevant.
It is not necessary for us to be consulted on this application again, unless there are material
changes to the proposals. However, if you would like detailed advice from us, please contact
us to explain your request.
Revised response
Thank you for your letter of 14 September 2021 regarding further information on the above
application for planning permission. On the basis of this information, we do not wish to offer
any comments. We suggest that you seek the views of your specialist conservation and
archaeological advisers, as relevant.
It is not necessary for us to be consulted on this application again, unless there are material
changes to the proposals. However, if you would like detailed advice from us, please contact
us to explain your request.
A2.44 National Amenities Society
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No comments received.
A2.45 The Garden Trust
Thank you for consulting the Gardens Trust (GT) in its role as statutory consultee with regard
to proposed development affecting a site listed by Historic England (HE) on their Register of
Parks and Gardens as per the above application. We have liaised with our colleagues in the
Buckinghamshire Gardens Trust (BGT) who are very familiar with the area and their local
knowledge informs this joint response.
The site for this extensive new area of Milton Keynes is due east of Grade II Campbell Park
Registered Park and Garden (RPG), and so is likely to be visible in the long and panoramic
views from its east-facing belvedere on the highest ground in the west of the RPG. These
views are outlined in BGT’s Research and Recording Dossier on the site, available at
https://bucksgardenstrust.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Campbell_Park-rvsd1.pdf
While these views already include built up areas we are particularly concerned to ensure that
buildings taller than the general heights in place are not planned as these would be intrusive
and damaging to the intended views. We urge the Council to ensure that tall buildings which
affect these view lines are not permitted.
In order not to damage these panoramic easterly views from Campbell Park we also request
additional tree planting to filter and break up views of the proposed developments as this
area is short of trees generally.
The proposed new park along the River Ouzel is an extension to the Ouzel Valley Park which
the BGT has identified as of considerable local historic interest within the whole network of
city open spaces. This is set out in its Research and Recording Dossier on the site, available
at https://bucksgardenstrust.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/Ouzel-Valley-BGT-R-RFINAL-dossier-01-Dec-19.pdf. We agree with the Milton Keynes Parks Trust that the applicant
should follow Milton Keynes' original parkland design principle of ‘strings, beads and settings’
as identified in the BGT report. The application of this principle will help to provide continuity
of character with the existing open space network of Milton Keynes which is very important
to preserve, whilst providing functional and varied open spaces for the future inhabitants of
Milton Keynes East.
We request that the applicant works with the Milton Keynes Parks Trust in developing the
scheme in detail.
A2.46 Natural England
Initial response
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 21 April 2021 which was received by
Natural England on the same day.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that
the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and
future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
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SUMMARY OF NATURAL ENGLAND’S ADVICE
NO OBJECTION
Based on the plans submitted, Natural England considers that the proposed development will
not have significant adverse impacts on statutory designated sites and has no objection.
Natural England’s further advice on other natural environment issues is set out below.
Biodiversity Net Gain
We welcome the inclusion of Biodiversity Net Gain as stated in the Biodiversity Impact
Assessment Metric (March 2021) and the ambition to secure 14.51% biodiversity net gain.
Your approach to biodiversity net gain should be compliant with the mitigation hierarch, as
outlined in paragraph 175 of the NPPF.
SUMMARY OF NATURAL ENGLAND’S ADVICE
NO OBJECTION
Based on the plans submitted, Natural England considers that the proposed development will
not have significant adverse impacts on statutory designated sites and has no objection.
Natural England’s further advice on other natural environment issues is set out below.
Biodiversity net gain is a key tool to help nature’s recovery and is also fundamental to health
and wellbeing as well as creating attractive and sustainable places to live and work in.
Planning Practice Guidance describes net gain as an ‘approach to development that leaves
the natural environment in a measurably better state than it was beforehand’ and applies to
both biodiversity net gain and wider environmental net gains. For biodiversity net gain, the
Biodiversity Metric 2.0, can be used to measure gains and losses to biodiversity resulting from
development. We advise you to use this metric to implement biodiversity net gain. Any action,
as a result of development, that creates or enhances habitat features can be measured using
the metric and as a result count towards biodiversity net gain.
The Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management, along with partners, has
developed ‘good practice principles’ for biodiversity net gain, which can assist plan-making
authorities in gathering evidence and developing policy. Natural England would like to draw
your attention to Annex A which contains useful resources on how to embed Net Gain into
the Local Plan.
Green Infrastructure
We welcome the inclusion of Green Infrastructure. GI refers to the living network of green
spaces, water and other environmental features in both urban and rural areas. It is often used
in an urban context to provide multiple benefits including space for recreation, access to
nature, flood storage and urban cooling to support climate change mitigation, food
production, wildlife habitats and health & well-being improvements provided by trees, rights
of way, parks, gardens, road verges, allotments, cemeteries, woodlands, rivers and wetlands.
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership (NEP) undertook
Green Infrastructure Opportunities Mapping in 2018. The development falls within the
Opportunity Zone - 13 Ouzel Corridor. We support the ambition to designated the land
adjacent to the River Ouzel as a linear park made up of semi-natural habitats, including
woodland, scrub, rough/meadow grassland and wetland habitats as the incorporation of GI
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will contribute to the mapped opportunities providing flood buffering and linking fragmented
habitats.
Priority Habitats
Connected to the above point is the requirement to preserve and enhance priority habitats
such as deciduous woodland and traditional orchards (found within the proposed
development boundary). These are considered and protected within the adopted MK:Plan
policies, as well as the NPPF, but we advise consideration of these habitats to ensure
continuity and a commitment to these habitats of national importance. When connected by
further Green Infrastructure, they can provide a key part of a Nature Recovery Network.
Climate Change Adaptation
We welcome consideration of Climate Change, as outlined in the Design & Access Statement
(Chapter 6, page 111). In considering climate change adaption, it is important to recognise
the role of the natural environment to deliver measures to reduce the effects of climate
change, for example tree planting to moderate heat island effects. In addition factors which
may lead to exacerbate climate change (through more greenhouse gases) should be avoided
(e.g. pollution, habitat fragmentat ion, loss of biodiversity) and the natural environment’s
resilience to change should be protected. Green Infrastructure and resilient ecological
networks play an important role in aiding climate change adaptation.
Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land or Minerals and Waste reclamation
Soil is a finite resource that fulfils many important functions and services (ecosystem services)
for society, for example as a growing medium for food, timber and other crops, as a store for
carbon and water, as a reservoir of biodiversity and as a buffer against pollution. It is therefore
important that the soil resources are protected and used sustainably.
Local planning authorities are responsible for ensuring that they have sufficient detailed
agricultural land classification (ALC) information to apply NPPF policies (Paragraphs 170 and
171). This is the case regardless of whether the proposed development is sufficiently large to
consult Natural
England. Further information is contained in GOV.UK guidance Agricultural Land Classification
information is available on the Magic website on the Data.Gov.uk website.
If you consider the proposal has significant implications for further loss of ‘best and most
versatile’ agricultural land, we would be pleased to discuss the matter further.
Guidance on soil protection is available in the Defra Construction Code of Practice for the
Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites, and we recommend its use in the design and
construction of development, including any planning conditions. Should the development
proceed, we advise that the developer uses an appropriately experienced soil specialist to
advise on, and supervise soil handling, including identifying when soils are dry enough to be
handled and how to make the best use of soils on site.
Other advice
Further general advice on the consideration of protected species and other natural
environment issues is provided at Annex B.
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Should the proposal change, please consult us again.
Revised response
Thank you for your consultation.
Natural England has previously commented on this proposal and made comments to the
authority in our letter dated 18 May 2021.
The advice provided in our previous response applies equally to this amendment although we
made no objection to the original proposal.
The proposed amendments to the original application are unlikely to have significantly
different impacts on the natural environment than the original proposal.
Should the proposal be amended in a way which significantly affects its impact on the natural
environment then, in accordance with Section 4 of the Natural Environment and Rural
Communities Act 2006, Natural England should be consulted again. Before sending us the
amended consultation, please assess whether the changes proposed will materially affect any
of the advice we have previously offered. If they are unlikely to do so, please do not re-consult
us.
A2.47 Berks, Bucks & Oxon Wildlife Trust
Initial response
The Berks, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust (BBOWT) is a local nature conservation charity, and
as such our comments relate specifically to the protection and enhancement of the natural
environment and wildlife. We comment on as many relevant issues as our resources allow,
and the absence of a comment on an issue should not be taken as our approval.
This development is located in part within the Ouzel Valley Biodiversity Opportunity Area. The
ecological surveys have identified that the most valuable natural features within the site for
wildlife are the Ouzel river and adjacent habitats including the mosaic of wet scrub and
grassland at Pineham Nature Reserve and 3 fields of species rich grassland towards the north
west of the site.
The mature hedgerows across the site offer important habitat connections and contain
mature and veteran trees.
It is pleasing that the illustrative layout plan has sought to protect and retain most of these
high value features for wildlife and also proposes suitable green infrastructure to be
incorporated into the site. However, we have the following concerns which I recommend are
addressed before a decision is made regarding this application.
Veteran Trees
The ecology surveys have identified 40 veteran trees within the site. I have been unable to
locate a plan showing these trees, however the ES states that 11 veteran trees will be
destroyed as a result of the development.
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The NPPF is clear that “development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable
habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless
there are wholly exceptional reasons…” it goes on to list such reasons as “for example,
infrastructure projects (including national significant infrastructure projects, orders under the
TWA and hybrid bills)…” this development does not meet the definition of a wholly
exceptional reason and therefore all veteran trees should be retained on site, connected to
other semi-natural habitat as part of the scheme layout.
Farmland Bird Mitigation
The development will result in the unavoidable loss of farmland bird habitat. As these species
require large, open areas of farmland it is not possible to provide mitigation for them on-site.
This includes species such as Skylark, Linnet, Yellowhammer and Lapwing.
We therefore recommend that a farmland bird mitigation package is provided as
compensation for this impact, to help increase suitable habitat for farmland birds within the
wider countryside.
River Ouzel linear park
We recommend that this whole area is enhanced for wildlife and biodiversity and as such it is
referred to as a ‘nature reserve’ or ‘nature area’ within the plans to help make this distinction.
This would offer the new community access to natural green space and a connection with
nature that in known to be beneficial for health and wellbeing.
River Crossings and Wildlife
The road crossing over the river Ouzel should be designed to retain the natural river
morphology and allow adequate passage for mammals along the river bank.
Great Crested Newts
Great Crested Newts are known to be present on the site and will be impacted by the
development proposal with pond 19A probably being lost. Full GCN surveys have not been
completed to support this application and therefore the full extent of the impact on GCN is
unknown.
So as to make an informed decision about the likely impact of this development on this
protected
species and to ascertain if any proposed mitigation is suitable to sustain a favourable
conservation status of the GCN population on site, further surveys are required to be
submitted in support of this application. A decision should not be made until this information
is available.
Information is required to confirm which ponds are being used by GCN and the likely
populations size. It seems likely that this application, (if applying for a traditional licence) will
need to identify a receptor area which can hold and protect GCN from the development
activities alongside a package of compensatory habitat.
Biodiversity Impact Assessment
We are pleased that a Biodiversity Impact Assessment has been submitted to evidence how
measurable biodiversity net gain can be achieved on the site. We have a few concerns about
the content of the calculations, described below. We would be happy to assess the BIA in full
if the spreadsheet can be provided.
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We do not agree that it is likely that fairly good other neutral grassland can be achieved along
community paths, allotments and basins as it is hard to create the correct management
regimes and soil nutrient levels to create species richness in these areas. We suggest it would
be more appropriate to include these areas as modified grassland.
We note that the many SuDS features on the site have been entered as wildlife habitats, when
they should be entered into the calculator as SuDS features to take into account their function
which will provide a less valuable habitat than that of a natural feature.
Defra have advised that the ecological connectivity score will be removed due to concerns
about double counting habitat distinctiveness. We therefore recommend that this attribute
is not used.
Where Strategic significance has been set to ecologically desirable but not in local strategy
there should be justification as to why the area is ecologically desirable. MK has identified
ecologically desirable areas base on BOAs and wildlife corridors, or which the western half of
the site falls under. It is less clear why any habitats in the east would be classed as such.
We also advise caution about using condition scoring for low value habitats as it is unlikely to
be relevant in the majority of cases.
Revised response
The Berks, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust (BBOWT) is a local nature conservation charity, and
as such our comments relate specifically to the protection and enhancement of the natural
environment and wildlife. We comment on as many relevant issues as our resources allow,
and the absence of a comment on an issue should not be taken as our approval.
Thank you for the opportunity to make comment on the amended planning application as
mentioned above. I have reviewed the amendments submitted and do not find any, other
than a location for bat mitigation, which is in relation to ecology and biodiversity. I therefore
request that our previous response, dated 20th March 2021, is referred to and recommend
that our concerns are addressed before a decision is made regarding this application.
A2.48 Sport England
Sport England – Non Statutory Role and Policy
The Government, within their Planning Practice Guidance (Open Space, Sports and Recreation
Facilities Section) advises Local Planning Authorities to consult Sport England on a wide range
of applications.
This application falls within the scope of the above guidance as it relates to: major residential
development of 300 dwellings or more and creation of a site for one or more playing pitches.
Sport England assesses this type of application in light of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) and against its own planning objectives, which are Protect - To protect the
right opportunities in the right places;
Enhance - To enhance opportunities through better use of existing provision;
Provide - To provide new opportunities to meet the needs of current and future generations.
Further information on the objectives and Sport England’s wider planning guidance can be
found on its website:
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https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-planning/planning-for-sport
The occupiers of new development, especially residential, will generate demand for sporting
provision. The existing provision within an area may not be able to accommodate this
increased demand without exacerbating existing and/or predicted future deficiencies.
Therefore, Sport England considers that new developments should contribute towards
meeting the demand that they generate through the provision of on-site facilities and/or
providing additional capacity off-site. The level and nature of any provision should be
informed by a robust evidence base such as an up to date Sports Facilities Strategy, Playing
Pitch Strategy or other relevant needs assessment.
The Proposal and Assessment against Sport England’s Objectives and the NPPF
Sport England welcomes the intention to provide on-site sports provision/playing pitches to
meet the needs of the new population. We however recognise that at this outline stage, there
is little detail of the type and mix of facilities/sports pitches to be provided. Further detail will
be brought forward through the subsequent reserved matters application(s).
Sport England would wish to add that Milton Keynes Council have been developing their own
up to date Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) for the council area. This PPS represents an up to date
quantitative and qualitative assessment of the local community’s current and future needs
for playing pitches across the main pitch sports. Sport England considers that any forthcoming
detailed proposals for the allocation area should take account of the findings of the emerging
PPS and build on the identified actions and recommendations. For example, the PPS has
identified a shortfall in third generation rubber crumb (3G) artificial grass pitches (AGP) to
meet the needs of football in the area.
We welcome the intention to ensure that any new school playing pitches and sports facilities
have community use agreements in place to enable the local community to benefit from these
sport facilities. It will be important that facilities are designed with dual use (ie education and
community) in mind. Providing genuinely community accessible facilities will be critical if the
intention is to meet the sporting needs of the development. Further information on this can
be found here: https://www.sportengland.org/campaignsand-our-work/use-our-school .
Consideration should also be given to indoor sports facilities as well as outdoor facilities. New
development will generate a demand for both. In that respect, community usage of school
sports facilities eg sports halls if accessibly located and designed appropriately can make a
significant contribution to meeting that demand.
Design and layout of playing field/sports facilities
It will be important that any new sports facilities and playing field provision are designed and
constructed in accordance with our and the relevant national governing body technical design
guidance. Further details can be found here: https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-canhelp/facilities-and-planning/design-and-costguidance/outdoor-surfaces .
In relation to any new playing field, including those ancillary to the proposed schools, Sport
England would expect that a ground conditions assessment of the land to be used as playing
field is undertaken by a specialist sports turf contractor or agronomist in accordance with our
Natural turf for sport guidance (2011).
This should cover drainage and identify any constraints on the land and a scheme of works
for addressing them. Sport England will likely seek to ensure that this element is secured via
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a planning condition on any subsequent reserved matters application. Furthermore, Sport
England would expect that any pitches are accommodated and marked out in accordance
with the relevant national governing body for sport’s pitch/court size guidelines. Please see:
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-andplanning/design-and-costguidance/outdoor-surfaces .
Phasing
Sport England further notes that at this stage there is no detailed phasing plan setting out
when the sports provision will be delivered and that further detail is to follow. It will be
important that detailed consideration is given to the phasing to ensure that the emerging
community has access to adequate and fit for purpose sport and recreation provision. This
will ensure that good habits and patterns of physical activity and sports participation are
developed at an early stage of the development. Providing the sports element too late within
the phasing of development can mean that these behavioural patterns become established
and are more difficult to change. Consequently, when new sports facilities are introduced
their usage and the benefits they provide to the local community are not maximised.
Active Design
Sport England, in conjunction with Public Health England, has produced ‘Active Design’
(October 2015), a guide to planning new developments that create the right environment to
help people get more active, more often in the interests of health and wellbeing. The guidance
sets out ten key principles for ensuring new developments incorporate opportunities for
people to take part in sport and physical activity. The Active Design principles are aimed at
contributing towards the Government’s desire for the planning system to promote healthy
communities through good urban design. Sport England would commend the use of the
guidance in the master planning process for new residential developments. The document
can be downloaded via the following link: https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-canhelp/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/activedesign
Conclusion
Sport England does not wish to object to the application in light of the above, as it is
considered capable of meeting our planning objective 3, that is: Provide - To provide new
opportunities to meet the needs of current and future generations.
The absence of an objection to this application, in the context of the Town and Country
Planning Act, cannot be taken as formal support or consent from Sport England or any
National Governing Body of Sport to any related funding application, or as may be required
by virtue of any pre-existing funding agreement.
We would be grateful if you would advise us of the outcome of the application by forwarding
a copy of the decision notice.
A2.49 Public Health
Planning Application Reference Number and Name: Milton Keynes East
Date of Review: July 2021
Reviewed by: Liz Parsons, Laura Waller, Ian Brown and Oliver Mytton
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Construction Phase Impacts
Determinants of
Health

Overall Health
Impact Rating
in Planning
Application

Access to health
care services and
other social
infrastructure

Neutral to
2024
Neutral 2025 –
2047 (for all
priority groups
1 – 3)

Access to open
space and nature

Yes
Slight Negative
to 2024 (for all
priority
groups)
Neutral 2025 – No
2047 (for all
priority
groups)
Slight Negative No
(for all priority
groups)

Air quality and
neighbourhood
amenity
Accessibility and
active travel

Crime reduction
and community
safety
Access to healthy
food
Access to work and
training
Social cohesion and
lifetime
neighbourhoods

Public
Health
Review –
Follow Up
Action
Yes

Slight Negative Y
to 2024 (for all
priority
groups)
Neutral 2025 – Y
2047 (for all
priority
groups)
Neutral
N

Neutral

Note that mitigation measures need to exist
for people travelling by foot and bicycle

Note that mitigation measures need to exist
for people travelling by foot and bicycle

Note that mitigation measures need to exist
for people travelling by foot and bicycle

Impacts of lowered air quality may be felt
unequally – and will be greater for those with
underlying respiratory conditions and
children.
Note that mitigation measures need to exist
for people travelling by foot and bicycle. Safe
facilities for walking and cycling are
particularly important for the priority groups.
Note that mitigation measures need to exist
for people travelling by foot and bicycle. Safe
facilities for walking and cycling are
particularly important for the priority groups.

Y

Neutral to
N
slight positive
Slight Negative Y
to 2024

Neutral 2025 –
2047

Public Health Comments

Having facilities in the neighbourhood (e.g.
parks, shops, schools) from when residents
first move in will be important for allowing
people to live and have things to do in the
area from the start. This is important for
developing norms and behaviours within the
community, developing a sense of
community and reducing dependency on the
car (enabling active living).

N
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Determinants of
Health

Overall Health
Impact Rating
in Planning
Application

Public
Health
Review –
Follow Up
Action

Minimising use of
resources
Climate change

Neutral

N

Neutral

Y

Operational Phase Impacts
Determinants of
Overall Health
Health
Impact Rating
in Planning
Application

Housing quality
and Design
Access to
healthcare
services and other
social
infrastructure

Moderate

Public
Health
Review –
Follow
Up
Action
Y

Slight

Y

Access to open
space and nature

Moderate

N

Public Health Comments

Public Health Comments

Noting that there is a proposed Health
Hub to serve the local area. The
capacity (number of patients/number of
GPs) is not specified. It is noted that the
area currently has area has fewer GPs
per capita than the national average.
Further detail on the capacity of the
new Health Hub should be sought.
We welcome the focus on access to
green space and other places for play
(four neighbourhood play areas and
eight local play areas) which are
important for physical activity, obesity
prevention and mental health – for both
adults and children.
We welcome the focus on providing
safe and attractive car-free routes to
link these spaces together.

Air quality, noise
and
neighbourhood
amenity

Neutral

Y

We note the site is near to the M1 and
other busy roads. Adequate assessment
and where appropriate mitigation
measures to reduce the impact of noise
and air pollution will be important.

Accessibility and
active travel

Slight

Y

We welcome the focus on provision of
safe attractive networks for active
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Determinants of
Health

Overall Health
Impact Rating
in Planning
Application

Public
Health
Review –
Follow
Up
Action

Public Health Comments

travel and linkage to major new public
transport links (Rapid Mass Transit
system). Design that promotes active
living and active travel will be vital for
the physical and mental health of the
future residents of all ages. If done well
the impact on health should be greater
than slight.
We welcome the focus on dementia
friendly environments (which can have
benefits for many groups of people) and
the active design principles.
Crime Reduction
and Community
Safety
Access to healthy
food

Neutral

Y

We support the suggestion to reassess
impact as part of reserved matters.

Slight

Y

We note the council will retain control
over the number of takeaways in line
with existing powers. We note the
provision for a new foodstore and other
smaller food stores. Access to healthy
affordable food is vital for health and
wellbeing. Measures should be
considered to ensure that these shops
do sell a good range of healthy and
affordable foods to support people’s
health.
Orchard and allotment spaces will also
provide opportunities for physical
activity and community cohesion.

Access to work
and training
Social cohesion
and inclusive
design
Minimising use of
resources

Moderate

N

Slight and
moderate for
priority group
2
Neutral

N

N
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Climate change

Slight

Public
Health
Review –
Follow
Up
Action
N

Public Health Comments

A2.50 Canal and River Trust
The Canal & River Trust is a statutory consultee under the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. The current notified area
applicable to consultations with us, in our capacity as a Statutory Consultee was issued to
Local Planning Authorities in 2011 under the organisations former name, British Waterways.
The 2011 issue introduced a notified area for household and minor scale development and a
notified area for EIA and major scale development.
This application falls outside the notified area for its application scale. We are therefore
returning this application to you as there is no requirement for you to consult us in our
capacity as a Statutory Consultee. We are happy to comment on particular applications that
fall outside the notified areas if you would like the Canal & River Trust’s comments in specific
cases, but this would be outside the statutory consultation regime and must be made clear
to us in any notification letter you send.
Should you have a query in relation to consultation or notification of the Canal & River Trust
on planning applications, please email us at planning@canalrivertrust.org.uk
A2.51 Thames Valley Police
No comments received.
A2.52 Buckinghamshire Fire and Rescue
No comments received.
A2.53 Ramblers
No comments received.
A2.54 Homes England
No comments received.
A2.55 Representations from interested parties
The Parks Trust
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Thank you for consulting The Parks Trust on the above application. Our comments on the
application are set out below. We submit these comments in our position as an owner of a
neighbouring area of land in the form of Pineham (part of the Ouzel Valley Linear Park) and
Pineham Nature Reserve and as a body specifically set up to provide, equip and maintain
parks and open spaces for the benefit of the public in and around Milton Keynes.
1.
General comment
Our comments on this application are made in relation to the proposals for the provision of
green infrastructure in the development. The Parks Trust is supportive of the proposals in
respect of this provision, as are outlined in the Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan and in
the Landscape and Public Realm section of the Design & Access Statement.
2.
Strategic context
At a strategic level, viewing the proposed development in the context of it being a major
extension to Milton Keynes, we are supportive of the proposal to extend the Ouse Valley
Linear Park and to create an interconnected framework of green corridors within the
development through the enhancement of existing natural and semi-natural features in the
landscape, as well as the development of new and varied habitats and environments.
As the designs continue to develop The Parks Trust would ask that the applicant continues to
look to the following principles when developing the landscape, green infrastructure and
public open space proposals:
Rooted in Local Geography and Ecology
Landscape design and the selection and specification of planting schemes must suit local
topography, ground conditions, soil type and habitat cover, using these as opportunities to
reflect and strengthen local character and enhance the ecology of the area.
Strategy-led Design
New areas of landscape and green infrastructure should be designed to address the
opportunities and constraints identified at a strategic level and form part of an integrated
network of green space and habitats. Opportunities to connect new green infrastructure to
and address gaps in the existing network should be identified and incorporated.
3.
Site-wide layout
Within the development area itself, we are supportive of the principles that have been
applied in establishing a hierarchy of green spaces in an interconnected network that will
serve a variety of GI functions across the network, ranging from the proposed extension of
the Ouse Valley Linear Park, the creation of green corridors along the main watercourses in
the development areas, strategic landscape buffers surrounding the development and
landscaped grid road corridors.
4.
Particular GI proposals
Whilst the outline application does not cover the detailed design of the green spaces, at this
stage of planning we are supportive of the principles the applicant has applied in the proposed

(154)

planting schemes, provision of access infrastructure, footbridges across the River Ouzel,
potential play locations and strategic landscape buffers.
The Parks Trust would ask that the applicant continues to work with us through the design
and delivery process for the scheme including through the reserved matters and discharging
of future conditions.
The Parks Trust request that the applicant considers the following principles when developing
the detailed design of the developments open and green spaces:
Accessible Routes
Landscape should be designed to provide a range and variety of access routes for people
appropriate to the scale of the scale of the space whilst ensuring sensitive features are
buffered and access to ecological areas that could suffer from disturbance is actively
discouraged through the design.
A Multi-functional Network
The green infrastructure network should be planned to serve a range of environmental
functions, ensuring sufficient land is allocated so these functions can be performed without
conflict or compromise.
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems should be designed as open systems that integrate with
and add interest to the surrounding landscape. They should receive, process and utilise local
surface water to create schemes that are natural in appearance, have gently-contoured
gradients into water bodies and good accessibility for maintenance purposes and have nativespecies landscaping provide habitat for biodiversity.
Play For All Ages
Play for all ages should be encouraged and promoted through the landscape framework. It
must be designed and integrated in an innovative way that complements other uses through
both formal and informal provision.
Combining Grey and Green Infrastructure
Grid Roads and transport corridors to surrounding settlements will serve as a multi-functional
combination of grey and green infrastructure.
5.
Future stewardship
The Parks Trust is encouraged by the proactive engagement by the applicant in regard to the
future stewardship of the green infrastructure and open spaces of the development. We are
also supportive of the inclusion of a maintenance contribution for open space in the S106
Heads of Terms and the reference made to the long-term management in the Design & Access
Statement (p.225).
In order to maximise upon the work and engagement to date The Parks Trust would like to
work with the applicant to ensure that effective mechanisms and provision of resources for
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the stewardship of green infrastructure in perpetuity must be planned from the outset and
provided.
• All green infrastructure should be planned and designed so that it is practical and cost
effective to maintain. At the most basic level this includes considering how the land will be
accessed from public roads and how maintenance machinery will move within the sites
between and around obstacles. It also includes considering how sites will be used and how
robust they will be given they will be in the public realm.
• A way of ensuring green spaces are designed and laid out so they can be effectively and
sustainably maintained is to engage the future site managers in the planning and design
process. The Parks Trust has made it part of its mission to offer advice and guidance to
planners and developers on the design of new parks and landscape in and around Milton
Keynes.
• Each area of green space should have a management and maintenance plan prepared as
they are being planned and designed. This should be costed, including allowances for annual
maintenance and future replacements using sinking fund principles. This will help to avoid
overly costly, unstainable designs and identify the level of resources that will be necessary to
cover future maintenance.
• The stewardship arrangements for new green infrastructure stewardship must ensure this
will be specified, monitored and carried out to a high standard by personnel with the
necessary range of skills, knowledge and equipment.
• Arrangements for green space stewardship must also ensure the users of parks and green
spaces and those living or working nearby know which body is responsible and accountable
for the land and its maintenance are able to engage with that body. It also means ensuring
green infrastructure is kept safe and secure and presented to the public at both local and
strategic levels, so people know where to go and what opportunities there are for them to
enjoy access to green space within their areas.
• Parks and other areas of green infrastructure should be transferred into the care of The
Parks Trust, where the Trust is the most appropriate stewardship body, together with
sufficient resource to cover the future costs of maintenance, as soon as possible after
completion of each site. For newly landscaped areas, this will most practically be done be
after a 12-month establishment maintenance period after practical completion of the
landscaping contract.
6.
Aspects that need to be strengthened
When progressing the designs of the open spaces areas, green corridors and landscape
buffers we would ask that the applicant looks to the Milton Keynes parkland development
principle of ‘Strings, Beads and Settings’. The application of this principle will help to provide
continuity with the existing open space network of Milton Keynes whilst providing functional
and varied open spaces for the future inhabitants of MK East.
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At this point The Parks Trust does not believe that the proposals provide sufficient
connectivity northwards along the River Ouzel toward Newport Pagnell. Although aspects of
this are dependent on factors and stakeholders outside of the application boundary we would
like to see the applicant come forwards with some bolder and more ambitious proposals to
better connect both the landscape and people with areas to the north of the site.
7.
Response to the detailed part of the application
The applicant has worked with the Parks Trust in accommodating an access route and suitable
underpass as part of the Tongwell Street reconfiguration. We are therefore supportive of this
aspect of the application as detailed on drawing MKE-WSP-ZZ-ZZ-C-DR-001.
MK Forum
We object to this application and request that it be refused.
We are keen that the development of MK East (MKE) should learn from the development of
the other expansion areas on the edge of Milton Keynes and result in an attractive place to
live that is valued by its residents and visitors alike. Whilst there is much to commend
regarding the application (such as the focus on high quality open space) we are concerned
that it does not take into account the lessons of the development of the Western Expansion
Area, to which we refer below.
We also feel that the application makes a serious, regrettable and ill-judged incision into the
grid road network which offers a dangerous precedent for the future.
We make the following points:
1. LACK OF A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR MK EAST
PlanMK (Policy SD12) is clear in requiring a “comprehensive development framework……for
the Strategic Urban Extension as a whole”. Whilst this has happened in part through the
approval of the SPD, the application covers only a portion (albeit the major portion) of the
SPD area and it is therefore not possible to tell whether the development as a whole will
conform to the SPD: the lack of a plan for the “Bloor Homes” area is particularly concerning.
By way of an example, the Housing Statement (s3.8) refers to self-build housing and that
“…the parameters provide the flexibility for St James to provide self-build serviced plots in
the future and the wider allocation can provide for self-build provision should an area not be
provided by St James. It will be for Bloor and MKC to demonstrate collectively how this will
be delivered”. What if Bloor’s application contains a similar comment referencing St James?
The Council will be powerless.
Developing this argument further, the SPD requires four grade separated pedestrian/cycle
links across the A 422 between Newport Pagnell and MKE. However their spacing is
disproportionate, with only one being on the St James land. There could be a risk that Bloor
could argue that they are not prepared to bear the cost of all of “their” links due to their cost
which, one might argue ought to be borne in part by St James as the majority landholder.
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We are particularly concerned about the redway link immediately to the west of Tickford
Roundabout, potentially beneath the A442 bridge over the River Ouzel, which will provide
critical access into the heart of Newport Pagnell for the residents of MKE. We understand that
the land required is outside the control of both St James and Bloor and therefore we need to
understand how the link can be delivered. It is vital that it is available for the first residents as
they will be relying upon the town for goods and services until the construction of the
Community Hub.
The Council should make clear to both Bloor and St James that it requires both applications
to be available for their consideration at the same time to ensure that the essential interrelationships between the two to be assessed together, and that it would be inappropriate
to decide on either application until it has the ability to consider them both at the same time.
We argued this particular point (about a total strategic approach) at MK Council’s
Development Review Forum and, whilst we are pleased to note that the land owned by both
MK Council and Parks Trust are now included within the application, the land controlled by
Bloor Homes and SEGRO/Newlands is not.
We note that the Planning Statement (p50 Note 1) states that the plan has been prepared “in
conjunction with Bloor Homes”: there is no evidence of this and no supporting statement
from Bloor within the application.
2. PACE OF DELIVERY
The 26 year programme of delivery is far too slow and will mitigate against the early
establishment of a thriving community – in this context we note the slow, drawn-out and,
apparently, incoherent process in developing the Western Expansion Area where there are
two significant but separated pockets of development and no shops or other commercial
facilities.
Whilst we are pleased to note that the “Community Hub” is included in Phase 1 it is clear that
there will not be sufficient catchment population to enable its successful development and
no indication in the application about whether or not it is to be developed in phases.
A long development period also exposes residents to matters such as mud on roads, unmade
roads awaiting adoption etc, which can be a very wearing process: we return to this below.
We also note the following:
a. We understand that St James intend to develop all of the residential land themselves rather
than sell parcels to other developers. This eliminates the element of competition and means
that St James are the sole determinant of the programme, which they can then arrange to
suit their own corporate targets. It runs the risk of St James being accused of inflating house
prices and, by association, making housing less affordable to those on lower incomes.
b. It is reasonable to expect that such a long development programme will be lengthened as
it is reasonable to assume that it will be impacted by one, if not two, financial downturns.
There is also the risk that, as a public company, Berkeley (St James’s parent) are at risk from
either a takeover or merger with a company that does not share their current priorities.
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We are therefore concerned that, in a nutshell, there are too many chickens in the MKE
basket, which could have consequences upon the rate and pattern of delivery elsewhere in
the city as well as house prices. It would be a very poor return for the community for the
£95m pump priming through the HIF bid.
3. DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Plan:MK Policy SD10 requires that applications for Strategic Urban Extensions should be
accompanied by a “Delivery Framework”. We do not believe that the submitted documents
fulfil this requirement as they are too general in nature. We believe that there should be a
detailed plan showing how the site will be split into individual development parcels and the
disposition of house price ranges (eg High, Medium, Low, Starter) across the whole area: we
need to be able to get a feel for the way in which the site is to be developed. We appreciate
that the proposals indicate differing character areas (eg Riverside, Primary Street etc) but we
do not think that documents are explicit enough. What will be the architectural approach –
one firm doing everything or will there be a variety of differing styles?
4. ROAD LAYOUT
We cannot support the proposed road layout.
We objected to the location of the bridge crossing the M1 during the consultation on the SPD
and we see no reason to change our views. If anything, now that the development plans for
the area are becoming clearer, the folly of the proposed bridge location is becoming ever
more apparent. It is our view that the appropriate place to cross the M1 is in the vicinity of
the Tongwell Roundabout. Given the apparent convenience of such a location, we are
surprised that no comparison has been undertaken between the two alternatives to justify
the selection that has been made.
The general thrust of the development pattern of MKE is to move traffic southwards towards
J14 with one of the arguments being that an extra M1 crossing provides “resilience”. We
would argue that this is a mistaken belief: it is the existence of the “grid”, rather than an extra
crossing point that provides resilience in giving people alternative routes to their destinations
. Whilst the proposals might indeed provide an extra M1 crossing in addition to the three that
already exist, the proposals destroy the “resilience” of the existing grid that would enable
residents of the area to use H4 as an alternative to H3 (unless they “rat run” through the Bloor
land).
It is clear to us that J14 represents a huge challenge for the future and that it will have to be
remodelled in due course, as the city expands further to the east. We believe that it is
important therefore that the design work is undertaken now to ensure that the development
of MKE does not remove any potential options for such development. Can we be absolutely
sure, for example, that the St James development does not use land that might be required if
a junction flyover needs to be constructed in the future?
We also suspect that using the H4 as the crossing point would be cheaper due to the landform.
The proposed M1 crossing location has given rise to the following issues:
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a. The removal of the southbound carriageway of V11 between the Tongwell roundabout and
Carleton Gate which, we presume, has arisen because of the difficulty of making a clean
junction with the new road (which, in itself, is indicative of the contrived design brought about
by the location of the M1 crossing). This means that traffic from the Tongwell and Blakelands
South Employment Area will now have to make longer journeys to reach Junction 14 using
V10, which has a single carriageway (unlike V11, which is being dualled as part of this
application). Significantly too it removes the “left turn exit” option from Tongwell onto H4
meaning that all traffic wanting to travel to J14 will have to exit Blakelands South and
Tongwell onto V10. Whilst we may have overlooked it, we could not find any justification
within the application for the closure of this stretch of road.
b. People living in the area south of the MKE Community Hub who wish to travel into the
northern part of MK have no realistic opportunity to access H4 other than to “rat run” through
the Bloor Land to Willen Road. Similarly, for people living west of the M1 who wish to drive
into MKE. It is longer (and, therefore, less efficient) to encourage people to go further north
to H3, only to go south again.
c. Logic therefore suggests that that the “Bloor Homes rat run” should become, at the worst,
a non-frontage road or, at best, a short piece of grid road. However, because we cannot see
Bloor’s proposals, we have no idea what is intended. Even if it were to be made a grid road,
it would be an inelegant, over engineered solution to a problem that need not exist.
d. The layout will also create a “rat run” through Willen gridsquare from the H4 to the new
Carleton Gate roundabout for residents who might otherwise use the grid roads (eg H4) to
access areas outside the gridsquare.
We have serious doubts whether the planned “treatment of the A509” south of the Holiday
Inn will be effective in preventing rat-running.
We object to the new road on the eastern side of the site (which, presumably, will become
the A509 in due course) being largely single carriageway. The A509 is a dual carriageway from
the A422 junction and the opportunity should be taken to continue this to J14.
There are only four gridroad access points for residents of MKE: we think that this is
insufficient, given the scale of MKE and the fact that the road on the eastern side of MKE will
carry a large amount of through traffic from outside the immediate area travelling to J14. We
think that this could lead to traffic congestion at peak times for residents. Also, because there
are no apparent separate access points for construction vehicles, it means that these roads
will inevitably become dirty for the construction period (see below 6. Phasing).
The cross-sections (DAS pp 149-151) do not show the typical corridor widths. According to
the Milton Keynes Planning Manual (p47) the corridor width (centreline to boundary) for a
residential area should be 40m with 30m elsewhere: this that Link 103, for example, should
have a total width of 70m rather than 60m.
The approved SPD was clear that the main roads within MKE were to be Grid Roads, by which
we understand that they run through corridors 60-80m wide (depending upon the adjoining
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uses). We are concerned to note that this does not appear to be the case and that, for
example, Link 103 does not contain a dualling reservation – the submitted drawings (DAS
p151) shows woodland planting within what , we assume, could be the line of the second
carriageway.
5. QUALITY OF PLANS
We are concerned about the general quality of some of the plans, which are confusing
because of the amount of information (often needless) which they contain. We feel that,
attractive as they are, they appear to be more like promotional brochure plans rather than
ones that communicate specific proposals. For example, on the Movement and Access Plan
(DAS p99), it is very difficult to pick out the Redways. It does not help, for a start, that the
widths of lines in the key have a different weight to those used on the plan, but it is completely
impossible to understand the nature of the N/S spine road through the eastern area of
development , which has a yellow/purple colouring that is not in the key. Fundamentally
though, the plan fails in its primary purpose of showing “Movement and Access”: one cannot
determine, at a glance, how one might cycle from Newport Pagnell to the employment area
at J14.
6. PHASING AND CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
We are concerned that the Phasing Plan (DAS p216) does not seem to have been designed to
enhance the creation of a settled community. We also do not believe that the statement on
Construction Management (DAS p220) is strong enough.
Large development areas such as MKE are bedevilled by problems caused by construction
traffic, mud on roads and unmade roads serving completed houses. This will be exacerbated
in MKE due to the elongated development period.
We therefore make the following comments:
a. The current plans for Phase 1 leave the Community Hub in isolation from the area that it
serves – this is wrong – the development should be contiguous. As currently proposed, how,
for example, would construction traffic reach Phase 2 other than by using the roads through
Phase 1?
b. There should be provision for “Clean” and “Dirty” accesses to ensure that construction
traffic does not mix with that of residents. We suggest that there should be two dedicated
construction access points from the eastern grid road (one for the northern half of MKE and
one for the southern) and that the building work “draws back” to them as it progresses. This
would also mean that there could be a proper wheel washing facility to eliminate the
transmission of mud onto the adjacent grid roads.
7. LINKS INTO NEWPORT PAGNELL
The approved SPD showed four grade separated links across the A422 into Newport Pagnell
for pedestrians and cyclists, of which the current application shows only one – the route
through the Interchange Park Industrial Estate. This is not good enough and shows the
importance of having a combined plan that shows the whole of the SPD area (see above). The
links into Newport Pagnell are critical for MKE because its residents will rely upon the town
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for shopping and others matters that MKE cannot provide – particularly in the early days when
MKE is still growing.
At least one crossing should be built to serve the St James housing at the outset, in addition
to a crossing from the Bloor development: it is vital that the development of MKE is
undertaken in a coordinated manner and that the first residents of all areas have redway
access to Newport Pagnell.
8. OPEN SPACE
We welcome the attention given to the provision and design of the open space, particularly
the lattice of landscape woven through the housing areas and alongside the roads but have a
number of queries:
a. We welcome the principle of passing the open space to the Parks Trust but we feel that the
statement in the DAS (p186) could be more positive eg “It is our intention to pass the open
space to the Parks Trust” would be better. It should also be made clear that such transfer
should be accompanied by sufficient funds to ensure ongoing high quality management,
maintenance and enhancement as may be appropriate in perpetuity.
b. We would argue that the location of the allotment sites is too peripheral. They should be
tucked within the housing areas to provide supervision against vandalism and should be
provided within each development phase. The site near Moulsoe is particularly unsuitable
due to its general remoteness from MKE.
c. A downside of an Outline Planning Application followed by years of Reserved Matters
applications is that some key strategic issues are not dealt with adequately at either stage.
We propose that a comprehensive plan for specific and scaled surface water management
systems should be required before full Outline Planning Consent is decided. This will ensure
that an area-wide plan (for all three main developers’ sites) is decided at this stage, with only
minor refinements of this at Reserved Matters stages. This will ensure that imaginative ideas
for open space, landscaping and housing area design are not compromised at later stages.
The comprehensive SUDS plan should make much clearer the different SUDS techniques and
designs to be used in specific locations and what outcomes these will achieve to manage
runoff effectively, and that these are truly compatible with public access and enjoyment of
open spaces. It should also be created in close conjunction with the Environment Agency,
Internal Drainage Board and Anglian Water and be subject to specific public consultation.
d. The Community Orchard is too remote and should be in a more central location to
encourage its use and adoption by the community.
e. We are concerned about the lack of open space penetration into the employment areas:
they should not be seen as “no-go areas” for local residents and should form part of an
integrated open space network.
9. TREES AND WOODLAND
a. Trees are needed amongst housing for visual as well as biodiversity value. We have not
been able to find sufficient evidence of the scale of commitment to tree planting within
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housing areas, other than alongside grid-roads. In a warming climate, trees provide essential
shade and mitigation of the ‘urban heat island’ effect as well as contributing to urban
landscapes. These need to be along local streets and in small pocket parks, as well as residents
having gardens of sufficient size to be able to plant trees.
b. Design Code principles need to be established to define widths of road verges, etc,
sufficient to take trees of appropriate scale. In other new housing areas insufficient widths
have been provided for the size of canopy of mature trees.
c. The existing area is deficient in woodland. We suggest that the small woodland planned for
the eastern ridge is far too small. This should be much larger and designed as an accessible
green space because residents on the eastern side will be relatively distant from the riverside
linear park. This would make a more positive contribution to the overall landscape and break
up the skyline of urban development as well as contributing to carbon sequestration to
mitigate climate change.
10. BIODIVERSITY AND ECOLOGY
We have reservations about proposals for how biodiversity is to be protected and enhanced.
a. The linear park should become one of the greatest assets of the MK East development and
we welcome commitments to do this well as a sensible way to treat land undevelopable for
housing or employment. However features of value to wildlife must also be retained within
housing areas as a parallel priority. A core principle underlying ‘Biodiversity Net-Gain’ (as in
the CIEEM ‘Biodiversity Net-Gain Good Practice Principles for Development’ Principle 1:
“Apply the Mitigation Hierarchy Do everything possible to first avoid and then minimise
impacts on biodiversity. Only as a last resort, and in agreement with external decision-makers
where possible, compensate for losses that cannot be avoided. If compensating for losses
within the development footprint is not possible or does not generate the most benefits for
nature conservation, then offset biodiversity losses by gains elsewhere.”). We are not
persuaded that the proposed scale of loss of biodiversity within the development area can be
justified. For example, the development area has very little woodland and only dozens of
substantial ‘potential veteran trees’ yet the proposal is for 11 out of 40 of these to be lost to
development. Similarly, we are concerned that not enough of existing hedgerows are to be
retained. These are a fundamental part of habitat to retain birds and other wildlife in and
among housing.
b. While welcoming the proposed ‘green lattice’ through the housing areas it is not clear what
these will include other than grassland. These should be planned for biodiversity as well as
visual landscape.
c. We recognise that bird species breeding in arable fields east of the A509, such as
Yellowhammer and Skylark (both of which are in national decline) will be displaced by
development. We suggest that Net-Gain funding should be used to enhance conditions for
them in farmland in the wider area rather than claim that development to benefit other bird
species would compensate for this.
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d. There should be a clear commitment to installing nest-bricks in housing and industrial
buildings to benefit bird species that depend on buildings for nest-places, several of which
are in national decline, such as swift, house sparrow and starling, as well as boxes for bats.
11. REDWAYS
a. We are concerned that there appears to be a general lack of understanding about redways
eg Illustration 2 in the Foreword shows segregated paths for cyclists and pedestrians, whereas
a redway is a combined route. Is this a departure from existing design policy (if so, it is
necessary to show how this works across the whole of MKE) or slack drafting with the
illustration?
b. There is a lack of clarity on the various plans concerning cycle routes with the use in the
keys to the plans of “Redways” and “Public Routes (including ….cycle links)”: are the latter
also redways or not? Eg Is the Type A “shared cycle/pedestrian” route on DAS p153 a redway
or not?
c. There is no E/W redway through the main development area east of the River Ouzel.
d. There should be redway connections to all the schools.
e. There should be redway connections into the employment areas – particularly to the one
by J14 (which should be a continuous through route).
f. There should be a redway running from the A422 bridge south to the Activity Hub to provide
a direct link into the area for the residents of Newport Pagnell.
g. There should be a comprehensive plan for redways through the whole of MKE that we can
consider at this stage
12. COMMUNITY HUB
We have been concerned by the introduction of the description of the main focus of Milton
Keynes East as a “Community Hub” (which happened at a late stage in the SPD consultation
process). This is at variance with Plan:MK which does not mention such a facility and has a
clear retail hierarchy of City Centre, Town Centres, District Centres and Local Centres).
Consequently, we think that it creates unnecessary confusion.
We therefore suggest that, in planning terms, it would be better to retain the “Local Centre”
designation for the commercial heart of MKE. This is not to downplay its obvious function
acting as a hub for the community but to provide consistency and clarity with approved
documentation (particularly Plan:MK) and avoid the possibility of having created a planning
loophole that can be exploited.
We are further concerned by the reference within the Retail Study to the (Community Hub)
having a “level of self-sufficiency similar to places such as Woburn Sands and Stony Stratford”.
Both these towns are historic settlements that cater for their own residents and people from
outside the immediate locality (eg, Stony Stratford caters for Old Stratford and Deanshanger)
and the amount of shopping and business floorspace has grown up over the years. It is also
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relevant to point out that, in Plan:MK, they are both in the same tier of retail hierarchy as
Newport Pagnell itself.
As a consequence we believe that it is clear that MKE should not seek to attract retail
customers from
outside the immediate area.
13. COMMUNITY RESERVE SITES
There is no mention of the need to provide Reserve Sites for community uses that might
emerge throughout the development period, as happened with the WEA. There should be an
appropriate provision for such sites that can be passed to the Milton Keynes Community
Foundation (or some such similar body, if appropriate) at nil value at the appropriate time:
the sites should allow for the development of buildings to support the local community and
the work of the Foundation. This replicates the situation in the Western Expansion Area (ie
Fairfields and Whitehouse) but we would argue that there should not be a “use it or lose it”
clause or, if there is, then it should be tied to the completion date of the last dwelling in the
development area, if not, a set period afterwards to allow for potential demand to arise once
the community has “settled down”. The ten year restriction in the WEA is too limiting – not
only can it be the case that community demand may not arise until development is well
advanced but it also penalises MKCF if development does not occur in accordance with the
programme that was originally anticipated – the extended development period proposed by
the applicant is particularly relevant in this respect.
14. BUILDING OF COMMUNITY
There is scant mention made in the submitted documentation about the importance of
building strong local communities at the outset, and it is important to learn from the
experiences in the Western Expansion Area where there are plentiful dwellings but a low level
of provision of community facilities – the lack of shops is particularly concerning. We suggest
that there should be a firm requirement in MKE to provide, at the very least, a general store
of at least 150 sq m and a meeting place following completion of the first 750 dwellings.
Consideration should be given to funding community development and arrivals work by a
body such as Community Action MK: they are currently doing such work in the WEA having
previously worked in other developing areas.
It is also important to appreciate that MKE might split into three communities – two separated
by the Ouzel Valley and the third as an outlier of Moulsoe and to understand any implications
for this.
Whilst it may seem a minor point at the moment, we wonder whether consideration has been
given to the general subject of nomenclature – both for the main roads (are they to follow
the H and V naming system?) and the whole area and sub areas. We think that this is
important because, not only does it make communication easier but it also helps to formulate
ideas. We would ask that this be discussed within the Council as well as Moulsoe PC and
Newport Pagnell TC. We would urge that names that are chosen that have a local significance
rather than pure marketing names (as happened with Magna Park).
15. ADDITIONAL POINTS
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a. MKE should provide a wide range of housing to cover people at all stages of their lives.
Whilst there is reference to “Later Living”, the assumption is made that such residents will be
requiring assisted accommodation of some form. However, whilst this will appeal to some
people, we believe that an area the size of MKE should be providing accommodation to attract
people who may wish to downsize but still require high quality detached houses (or, more
realistically, bungalows). We would see this as an important component of being a dementia
friendly neighbourhood: there should be the opportunity for such people to live at home,
within comfortable surroundings with personal, protected outdoor space.
b. The Arts Trail (DAS p139) should not be restricted to one area of the parkland but should
spread through the whole of MKE amongst housing as well as within the whole green
network.
c. There is minimal mention of self-build housing within the application, which appears in the
Housing Statement (3.8) rather than the DAS. The wording is somewhat half-hearted and
there seems to be an apparent wish to shift the burden of provision onto Bloor Homes. Such
housing is an important component of the overall housing market and is likely to become
increasingly so following the Bacon Review. We believe that there should be a clear
commitment from the applicant to a provide a minimum number of plots (we suggest 200 is
the minimum number appropriate for a development of the scale of MKE as a whole) together
with at least one site for a self-build group of c20 people.
d. We suggest that the Local Play Area shown on DAS p170 is too close to the Grid Road. Such
facilities should be in areas that are completely safe, overlooked and away from the possibility
of noxious fumes from an adjacent Grid Road.
e. It should be made clear that existing Rights of Way should only be closed once suitable,
equally convenient, alternative routes have been provided.
f. In view of the significance of this application and the issues raised, we feel that it would be
beneficial to all parties if the Council were to arrange a meeting with St James, Bloor Homes,
the Parks Trust, the local Parish Councils and community groups such as ourselves and Milton
Keynes Cycling Forum to have a roundtable discussion about the issues that have been raised
by this application. We feel that this will be highly productive in helping all parties to share
their concerns and possible solutions that may, or may not, be available.
We hope that our comments will be helpful in developing the proposals into a form which,
we feel, will form a better development of this important extension to Milton Keynes.
MK Cycle Forum
Initial response
Milton Keynes Cycling forum response to planning application from St James
Application ref: 21/00999/OUTEIS
Milton Keynes Cycling Forum is a group that meets regularly to support improved
opportunities for cycling in the borough of Milton Keynes and the surrounding area. The
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forum includes representatives of cycling groups, Milton Keynes Council, the Parks Trust and
other interested bodies.
The Forum is grateful for the time that has been taken by representatives of St James to
meet with us and address issues that we have identified as crucial to ensure that this
scheme is successful, sustainable and in keeping with Milton Keynes Council's SUE Adopted
SPD. We welcome the statement in the Berkeley/St James Consultation Brochure (February
2021) that the estates would be developed to the 15-minute neighbourhood principle so
that residents would have access to all their needs within a short walk or bike ride from
home. Our comments below are in keeping with that statement.
Our intention has been to ensure that there is safe and sustainable access to and through
the development area, allowing connectivity with existing settlements (primarily Milton
Keynes, Moulsoe and Newport Pagnell) and improved links to areas beyond, particularly the
rest of the Borough and to Cranfield.
In preparing this statement we have discussed the contents with the relevant officers at the
Parks Trust and Milton Keynes Council regarding cycling, Rights of Way and park land, and
believe that our comments are in line with their views.
In terms of land use we support the application to extend the urban envelope of Milton
Keynes eastwards over the M1 and the proposed mix of residential and employment uses,
however there are some considerable issues that need to be resolved before unconditional
support can be given.
We would support the planning application on condition that the following issues are
addressed.
These are all matters we have discussed with the developers and they have agreed in
principle support in the meetings we have had with them. By and large we are satisfied with
the solutions being proposed to meet the connectivity links for cycling and walking set out
in the Council's SPD. However we have two serious reservations and these are set out in
Items 2f and 8 below. The bridge across the M1 at J14 and linking this application with the
proposals of the two other land owners, Segro and Bloor to ensure that there are adequate
grade separated crossings of the A422 to Newport Pagnell.
The map as page 20 from Revised planning documents submission dated 10-89-2021, Design
and Access Statement Addendum (September 2021), is used for references as below:
1. Standards of walking and cycling routes: These must meet the current national standards
(currently LTN 1-20) and Milton Keynes Council's Redway Design Standards as well as
standards set by The Parks Trust to ensure appropriate width, materials, surfaces, lighting
etc. for safe use by cyclists, pedestrians etc.
2. Crossings of M1: There needs to be at least five cycling/walking routes across the
motorway, covering the whole length of the motorway in the development area to meet
MKC agreed standards. Some of these already exist, albeit requiring some engineering
solutions to make them usable, and others need to be constructed. The following have been
identified to us, going from north to south:
a. Existing bridge carrying Willen Road, with added redway route alongside it (Bridge 5 in
Crossings Plan)
b. Existing farm track/public footpath bridge, which will be enhanced to connect to the
redway along Tongwell Street. The bridge will carry a redway alongside or combined with
the public footpath, and this will connect to other paths in the development area (Bridge 6
in Crossings Plan)
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c. New major route across motorway just north of public footpath, carrying a road and
redway alongside it with suitable barriers and distance from road (Bridge 7 in Crossings
Plan)
d. Underpass taking the River Ouzel under the M1, with possible additional engineering to
minimise risk of flooding to the path. This would probably be a leisure route and subject to
occasional flooding (Bridge 8 in Crossings Plan)
e. Underpass taking Broughton Brook under the M1, just south of the underpass above, with
the same points re flooding (Bridge 9 in Crossings Plan)
f. The most important need is to provide the bridge across the M1 south of Junction 14,
(Bridge 10 in Crossings Plan). Due to the potential flooding of the two proposed leisure
routes to the north this will be the only safe all-weather Redway route for cyclists and
pedestrians near this important junction, linking into the residential and employment areas
of the MK East development from the whole of the southern areas of Milton Keynes. We
understand from the applicant that funding will be ring fenced and the approach on the
eastern side dedicated, but we understand that there are land ownership issues on the
Broughton side of the M1, which unless resolved will prevent this bridge being built. It is
essential that the delivery of this bridge needs to be undertaken in advance of the
completion of the first residential and commercial units in the southern half of the
applicants scheme, therefore, the Planning Consent and any related S106
agreement/unilateral undertaking/s must contain an 'All Reasonable Endeavours' obligation
by both MKC and the Applicants to negotiate land ownership agreements to enable this new
dedicated bridge crossing to be provided. An alternative would be a crossing just north of
Junction 14, to land owned by MKDP. Either solution would require appropriate links to the
redway network. Unless this undertaking is provided the MK Cycling Forum will not support
the application.
3. No public rights of way should be lost, although some will need to be amended to ensure
more people are able to access them. In particular:
a. The bridge over A509 (Bridge 1 in Crossings Plan) to combine the crossing of two rights of
way and be made in to a redway to enable cycles and other wheeled vehicle to cross the
dual carriageway safely and to connect in to Howard Way to the north. A redway from the
bridge along Howard Way would then allow good and safe connections to Tickford Fields
and to the North Crawley Road.
b. The very short piece of Footpath Broughton FP002a between Broughton Grounds Lane
and Bridleway Broughton 003, to either be converted to Bridleway or be made into an easily
cycleable route, subject to landowner agreement, so that there is a direct route from
Broughton to Moulsoe using the adopted highway that crosses the motorway south of
Junction 14 (Bridge 11 in Crossings Plan).
c. All bridleways that run through the development area to be given suitable surface, such
as Conipave, in consultation with MK Council's Rights of Way team, so that they are useable
by horses as well as bicycles, wheelchairs and other two wheeled vehicles, thus providing
very valuable through routes in the area and offering safe off-road links to Moulsoe and
beyond (see Connectivity Plan). An alternative would be to run a redway alongside the
bridleways.
d. The bridleways at the North East of the site (extensions of Moulsoe BW 019 and Moulsoe
BW003 beyond the development site) should also be surfaced suitably as far as the North
Crawley Road, with landowner permission, to allow for year-round connection between the
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north of the site and Cranfield.
4. Redways and other cycle routes need to be planned and shown to, and through, the
employment areas, linking with the existing networks (see Connectivity Plan which does not
provide detail in this area).
5. A422 crossing at the northwest of the development area, at the roundabout link to A509
(Bridge 2 in Crossings Plan): a crossing under the road beside the River Ouzel is definitely
needed as shown. This is essential, but also subject to flooding and therefore mitigation
engineering will be required to minimise this important link to Newport Pagnell.
6. Redways directly alongside roads (See Connectivity Plan): While this is acceptable in some
circumstances, with appropriate wide margins and vegetation etc, it is not appropriate on all
these routes unless it is absolutely clear that all roads through the development will be
30mph maximum, preferably 20mph, that crossings will not be at grade, but that they will
not require cyclists to climb steep hills (so the roads will need to go up or down rather than
the redways having to do so). It is also crucial that the links with redways on the other
proposed developments (i.e. Segro and Bloor developments) are clear.
7. London Road south from Tickford roundabout: this has a high potential to become a 'rat
run' so that crossing and cycling along it may be hazardous and unpleasant. A safe crossing
at the north end to connect with underpass along River Ouzel and the bridge crossing of
A509 is necessary. Filtering of HGV traffic is crucial and it is recommended that all road
traffic is filtered to allow an additional crossing point and to aid modal shift from private
cars to sustainable modes.
8. Connections beyond the boundaries: the strategic nature of this application which is one
part of an Adopted SPD requires that provision is made for safe connections across the
other major roads around the site, including to and from the other two land ownerships
covered by the SPD. The A422 along the northern edge is an unrestricted dual carriageway
which requires multiple safe crossings in order to connect to Newport Pagnell. This
application is providing two grade separated crossings, but it is essential that the other two
land owners, Bloor and Segro also provide grade separated crossings from their sites.
Crossings with lights are not safe or efficient Proper grade separated crossings need to be
provided to the two other sites at the March End Road Roundabout and east of it to connect
to existing footpaths into Newport Pagnell. We therefore expect that Milton Keynes Council
will ensure that before this application is considered a commitment from all three
landowners is secured to provide and fund these crossings as Off-Site Highway
Improvements. Unless this commitment is achieved by Milton Keynes Council the MK
Cycling Forum will not support the application.
Supplementary response
After further engagement with the applicants we are pleased to be able to support the
application subject to the following amendments to our initial representation which have
been agreed with the Applicants
2(f) - the Infrastructure Delivery Plan forming part of any Tariff /S206 Documentation will
provide “ring fenced “ Funding of £ 2 million pounds for this Cycle Bridge Link and a more
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realistic target date of 2025 -2030 for implementation rather than the 2O38 to 2048 dates
shown in the current draft -the latter are wholly unrealistic this important link has to have
an early delivery date -the applicants - MKC and Parks Trust to undertake to use all
reasonable endeavours to procure !
2 d consideration to be given to providing the River Ouzel underpass ( Bridge8 ) adjacent to
the current BMX Facility as a Redway Link - the applicant has agreed to provide as part of
the ground works required in this area in conjunction with Parks Trust and Milton Keynes
Cycling Association an off -road /MTB course to an agreed British Cycling Specification to a
value of approx £200k
2e consideration to be given to providing this link (Bridge 9) as a Redway
8 - on the understanding that the Connectivity concerns with the Boor /Segro applications (
current and future ) and there relationships with this application as part of the MKEASTSUE
adopted SPD are carefully considered as part of the approvals process for those applications
we will withdraw the last sentence of our original representation !
The Applicants have agreed to the setting up of a Stakeholders Cycling Group to include
MKC Highways and Transport planners - The Cycle Forum and Parks Trust to engage on the
required matters of detail In regard to all Cycling matters relevant to the delivery and
implementation of the consented scheme “

All responses and representations received can be viewed in full, online at
www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/publicaccess using application ref. 21/00999/OUTEIS.
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