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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This written statement is submitted on behalf of Gallagher Estates Limited in response 

to Matter 2 relating to Spatial Strategy in Plan:MK. 

 

1.2 This statement supplements the representations we submitted at the regulation 19 

consultation stage on behalf of Gallagher Estates, relating to Land at North Milton 

Keynes (NMK), an omission site which was considered as an alternative option to the 

Milton Keynes East (MKE) strategic allocation. 

 
1.3 On behalf of Gallagher Estates, we have submitted written statements to Matters 1, 

2, 3 and 4. 

 
1.4 We look forward to participating in the examination hearings and assisting the 

Inspector with his assessment of the plan’s soundness and legal compliance. 
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2.0 MAIN MATTER 2: SPATIAL STRATEGY 

 

Issue 2 - Emerging Growth Context, Plan Period and Plan Review (the long-term 

growth strategy) 

 

Q2 .5  Does a  13  o r  12  year  per i od  on  p lan  adopt ion  prov ide  su f f i c i en t  ce r ta in ty  

for  hous ing and  econom ic  g row th  in  the sho r t  t o  m ed ium  term ?  W ou ld  i t  

a l low  for  appropr ia te founda t i ons  for  t he po ten t ia l  t rans fo rm at iona l  

g row th  env isaged in  the  M K  Fu tu res  2 050  and  N I C repor ts?  

 

2.5.1  No, a short plan period of just 12-13 years from adoption will not allow for appropriate 

foundations for longer term, potentially transformational, growth envisaged in the MK 

Futures 2050 and NIC reports. 

 

2.5.2 Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires authorities to, inter alia, ‘identify a supply of specific, 

developable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and, where possible, for 

years 11-15’.  

 

2.5.3 Clearly, Plan:MK does not provide for a longer term supply of land for housing. This is 

surprising given the local circumstances for delivering growth at Milton Keynes through 

large scale development sites, in the past, at present and as envisaged in the future. Such 

developments involve relatively long lead-in times, including work to prepare development 

frameworks, prepare and submit planning applications and to bring forward the 

development including strategic infrastructure. 

 

2.5.4 In our view, Milton Keynes is one of few locations in the country where planning for the 

long-term is entirely necessary in order to ensure that development and infrastructure 

needs are properly planned for and delivered.  

 

2.5.5 We therefore conclude that the plan period proposed does not represent a positively 

planned or justified plan, and is therefore unsound. To address this soundness issue, the 

Council should extend the plan period to at least 15 years. 

 

 Q2 .7  I s  i t  necessary  for  soundness  tha t  P lan :M K  be m od i f ied  to  prov ide  a  bas i s  

for  t he  l onger  t erm  grow th  agenda?  W ou ld  th i s  undu ly  p re-em pt  the  

spa t ia l  cho ices  advocated in  the  M K Futures  2050  and N I C repor ts  ( for  

ex am ple  fu r ther  oppor tun i t ies  for  sus ta inab le  in tens i f i ca t i on  w i th in  the 
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u rban  a rea  and  g row th  l oca t i ons  a long the  caM [K ]ox  a rc  once  EW R  and  

the  Expressw ay  a re  im p lem en ted)?  

 

2.7.1 Yes. As stated in our response to the Regulation 19 Plan:MK consultation, NMK represents 

a more sustainable growth opportunity when compared with other alternatives including 

MKE. As we have stated in our response to Matter 1, there is a risk that the Council’s SA 

in comparing NMK with either MKE or the other option east of the M1, but not both east 

of the M1 sites as a comprehensive/cumulative scheme, risks comparing ‘apples and 

pears’. 

 

2.7.2 As set out in our written statement in response to Matter 1, the selection of MKE instead 

of NMK is, at best, marginal. As set out elsewhere in our statement, there are also 

significant uncertainties regarding the site’s deliverability given there can be no certainty 

over the outcome of the HIF Bid. 

 

2.7.3 NMK provides a clear long-term growth option, of a significantly larger scale than MKE, 

which does not rely upon cross-boundary cooperation and for which the likely 

environmental, social and economic effects have been considered. If, however, MKE 

represents the full extent of growth east of the M1 Motorway which would be acceptable 

in the long term, or could unduly pre-empt spatial choices about other opportunities, 

which we say should include NMK. 

 

2.7.4 Taking the above into account, and putting aside our view that NMK is a more sustainable 

strategic growth option when compared to MKE, Plan:MK should identify that (in addition 

to the strategic allocations identified in Plan:MK) longer-term expansion should be at NMK 

and not a further phase of development to MKE. 

 

 Q2 .8  W ou ld  a  po l i cy  com m itm en t  i n  P lan :M K  to  a  rev iew  w i th in  a  spec i f i ed  

t im ef ram e represen t  an  approp r ia te  response  to  M K  Fu tu res  2050  and 

N I C recom m enda t i ons?  I s  there  con f idence th i s  w ou ld  be jus t i f i ed  and 

ef fec t iv e g iven  a  s im i la r  approach  w as con ta ined w i th in  the 2013  Core 

S t ra tegy  (P o l i cy  CSAD1)?  

 

2.8.1 No. There is significant uncertainty regarding the form of the plan review which could 

come forward post-Plan:MK, including whether this could be a joint plan prepared with 

neighbouring authorities. Generally, it should have been more straightforward for the 

Council to have brought forward the review of the Core Strategy as required by Policy 

CSAD1 than the review of Plan:MK is anticipated to be, due to the increased level of 
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growth which is to be planned for and in seeking to secure wider place making objectives 

associated with the transformation of Milton Keynes within the growth arc. 

 

2.8.2 Barton Willmore acting on behalf of Gallagher Estates helped to draft Policy CS1A in the 

2013 Core Strategy. This was accepted by the Core Strategy Inspector at that time as a 

pragmatic solution in the circumstances that existed in 2012/13. 

 

2.8.3 As Plan:MK will be required to be reviewed within 5 years of its adoption, we would 

question the merit of a policy commitment for a review with a specified – presumably 

shorter – timeframe. 

 

 Q2 .10  I f  the Counc i l  i s  com m i t ted to  a  rev i ew  of  t he  P lan , w ha t  w ou ld  be the  

jus t i f i ca t ion  for  s t ra teg ic  r eserve s i tes  for  de l i ve ry  pos t  2 031 ?  Does th i s  

ref l ec t  or  p re- judge the  ongo ing w ork  on  a  w ider  s t ra tegy  and  

in f ras t ruc tu re  p lann ing  fo r  fu tu re  subs tan t i a l  g row th?  I s  there  ev idence  

in  the  M K Fu tures  2 050  or  N I C repor ts  for  eas t  o f  M K  be ing  a  s t ra teg ic  

d i r ec t i on  o f  grow th?  

 

2.10.1 As stated in our further written statements and in our Regulation 19 stage consultation 

response, the inclusion of MKE in our view already pre-judges decisions regarding the 

future substantial growth of Milton Keynes. We strongly contend that a decision now to 

breach the M1 Motorway and allocate MKE, in preference to NMK, is not justified. 

 

2.10.2 We therefore recommend that in order to make Plan:MK sound, the allocation of MKE 

should be deleted, either with NMK replacing it and the contribution towards meeting 

needs within the plan period to 2031, or for the assessment of transformational long-term 

growth options to be deferred to a future review of Plan:MK. 

 

 




