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MILTON KEYNES COUNCIL: EXAMINATION OF PLAN:MK. 
Response on behalf of the Guinness Partnership. Representor ID147068. 
 
Matter 1: Legal requirements and the Duty to Co-operate 
 
Q1.1 Is the Plan compliant with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) (as amended) and 
the 2012 Regulations? In particular, is the Plan compliant with the Local Development Scheme and 
the Statement of Community Involvement? 
 
1.1 No. Note 2 on page 2 of the current Local Development Scheme (LDS) (MK/Mis/003) indi-

cates that Plan:MK “will replace the existing 2005 Milton Keynes Local Plan and the 2013 
Core Strategy.” This replacement of all policies in the 2005 Milton Keynes Local Plan and the 
Core Strategy is not replicated in Appendix H of the Submission Plan.  

 
1.2 To illustrate the non-compliance of Plan:MK with the LDS, Section 1 of “Proposed Submis-

sion Plan:MK Policies Map: Schedule of new and deleted designations” (October 2017) 
(MK/SUB/10) relating to 2005 Local Plan Policy S1 states: “Areas of Attractive Landscape are 
no longer being designated or used within Plan:MK for the purposes of considering plan-
ning applications. Instead, a criteria-based policy for assessing landscape impacts is being 
proposed. “ 

 
1.3 However, the deletion of the policy is not shown in Appendix H as expected according to the 

Local Development Scheme. Instead, Policy HN12 of the Submitted Plan refers to Areas of 
Attractive Landscape as a criterion for assessing proposals. 

 
1.4 Appendix H of the Submitted Plan must therefore be updated to ensure it shows how all pol-

icies in the 2005 Local Plan and Core Strategy will be replaced upon adoption of Plan:MK.  
This will ensure consistency of the adopted plan with both the LDS and Regulation 8(5) of 
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations. 

 
 
Q1.4 Has the Sustainability Appraisal adequately assessed the likely environmental, social and eco-
nomic effects of Plan:MK? Does the appraisal demonstrate that the Plan has been tested against all 
reasonable alternatives? In particular: 

i) Has the inter-relationship of effects, including cumulative impacts, been addressed? 
ii) Is there adequate coverage of all reasonable alternatives (sites and policies)? 
iii) Are reasons for rejecting alternatives and discounting unreasonable options clearly 

given? 
iv) Is the SA proportionate and relevant in contributing to the evidence base of Plan:MK 

(NPPF paragraph 167)? 
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1.5 The Sustainability Appraisal accompanying the Submitted Plan (MK/SUB001) does not 
demonstrate that the Plan has been tested against all reasonable alternatives.  

 
1.6 Section 3.6 of the “Levante Gate – A Sustainable Housing Allocation for Milton Keynes” (June 

2017) which accompanied our representations to the Proposed Submission Plan, indicates 
that in preparing the Core Strategy, the authority considered that 2,500 dwellings could be 
accommodated on land at Eaton Lays, Levante Gate and South of Caldecotte, east of A5 (ref 
MSKA9) (Extract of Core Strategy SA is included in Appendix 1).   

 
1.7 There is no information within the Sustainability Appraisal that site MSKA9 was re-appraised 

for the potential to accommodate around 2,500 dwellings. This contrasts with other sites 
appraised for both the Core Strategy and Plan:MK i.e. east of M1 (MKSA2 and south of Mars-
ton Vale Line (MKSA8) (see extract of Core Strategy SA included in Appendix 1).  

 
1.8 There is no evidence to support the exclusion of MSKA9 from the potential reasonable 

alternatives for the plan, especially as it was previously considered an appropriate option. 

Furthermore, whilst Plan:MK allocates 600 dwellings to Eaton Lays (Policies DS2 and SD15) 

and a minimum of 195,000m2 Class B2/B8 floorspace on land south of Milton Keynes in South 

Caldecotte, this has resulted in the exclusion of the Levante Gate site from allocation.  As this 

was part of the MSKA9 assessed for the Core Strategy, there is no robust evidence 

demonstrating why the larger MSKA9 area was not re-appraised as an alternative for Plan:MK. 

 

1.9 Notwithstanding the exclusion of area MSKA9 as a reasonable alternative, the Sustainability 
Appraisal (paragraphs 6.2.13 to 6.2.19) (MK/SUB005) recognises that authority’s track rec-
ord in housing delivery. It notes (first bullet of paragraph 6.2.17) that “despite having a large 
number of planning consents granted the market in Milton Keynes is dominated by four 
main landowners and a handful of large house builders”. Paragraph 6.2.18 indicates that 
options for improving delivery including “diversifying land allocation thereby catering to all 
aspects of the market.” 

 
1.10 Paragraph 10.6.3 (MK/SUB/005) with regard to housing emphasises that an “important con-

sideration is the need to provide for a good mix of housing sites, recognising the need to 
ensure not only the delivery of 26,500 homes within the plan period, but also a steady 
‘trajectory’ of housing delivery across the entire plan period (such that there is a rolling 
‘five year housing land supply’). Linked to this, there is a need to support smaller housing 
sites that are in turn suited to development by small/medium sized housebuilders, as this 
diversity can add resilience and in turn help to prevent unforeseen dips in the housing tra-
jectory, and to provide more of the affordable housing requirement in the earlier part of 
the plan period. This being the case, there is merit in the proposal to support both strate-
gic urban extensions (as opposed to just one), although the proposal to follow a restrained 
approach to growth in the urban area is perhaps more questionable.” 

 
1.11 Given the clear recognition in the SA that the it is essential to diversify land allocations to 

increase the number of house builders operating in the area, it is unfortunate that the rea-
sonable option of increasing the allocation of medium sized sites around Milton Keynes was 
not included. Instead, the SA only assessed the potential of medium sized sites within the 
current settlement boundary. This The rejection of non-strategic sites surrounding Milton 
Keynes means that the SA has not considered all reasonable alternatives, particularly given 
the clear recognition of the delivery failures associated with the current approach. This 
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therefore compounds the failure to reconsider all options originally appraised for the Core 
Strategy (Appendix 1). 

 
1.12 Table 6.3 of the SA (MK/Sub/005) notes that the medium site of Levante Gate was rejected 

as it was “sequentially less preferable to other medium scale site options.” Table 1 below 
provides an extract of this table showing the sites which could accommodate at least 350 
dwellings (the threshold for small sites according to table 6.3). This indicates that all sites for 
less than 1,000 dwellings were rejected due to conflicts with neighbourhood plan or the se-
quential more preferred other locations in the list.   

 
Table 1: Extract of table 6.3 of Sustainability Appraisal 
 

Ref Name Capacity WBP Comment 

7 South of Newport Pagnell 500 Rejected as would conflict with 
Neighbourhood Plan 

8 Levante Gate 625 Rejected as other medium sites sequential 
preferred 

9 Wavendon Golf Course 700 Table 6.4 indicates that this site is 
sequential less preferable to SE MK. 

10 Caldecotte South 994 Earmarked for employment 

11 WEA Expansion 1,000 Site of 1,000 dwellings or more 

12 Shenley’s Den Farm 1,500 Site of 1,000 dwellings or more 

13 Wavendon / Woburn (‘eastern’) 
broad area 

1,500+ Site of 1,000 dwellings or more 

14 South East MK 3,000 Site of 1,000 dwellings or more 

15 East of M1 (north) 3,000+ Site of 1,000 dwellings or more 

16 East of M1 (south) 3,000+ Site of 1,000 dwellings or more 

17 North of MK 3,000+ Site of 1,000 dwellings or more 

 
1.13 However, in making the choice for large strategic sites, the authority has ignored the con-

cerns expressed in the SA (paragraph 6.2.13-6.2.18) regarding the track record of housing 
delivery.  Our concerns regarding Milton Keynes’ track record and the implications for main-
tain a 5 years supply are detailed in our statement on matter xxx.  Furthermore, although 
the SA indicates that the site was sequential less preferred, there is no detail showing the 
order of preference of site. 

 
1.14 The rejection of medium sites as allocations, especially given the concerns highlighted in the 

SA regarding delivery indicates that reasonable options have not been fully considered in the 
plan.  

 
1.15 The authority must therefore demonstrate why reasonable alternatives assessed in the 

preparation of the Core Strategy have not been reconsidered for Plan:MK. This is especially 

important for medium sized sites such as Levante Gate given the clear recognition within the 

Sustainability Appraisal that that Council’s approach in concentrating on a limited number of 

sites has impacted upon housing delivery resulting in the shortfall experience. It is only 

through re-considering alternatives previously assessed that the authority will be able to 

ensure delivery in both the short and longer term.  The current strategy is not therefore 

considered justified, effective and positively prepared and national policy compliant.   
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Q1.10 Does the Policies Map illustrate the appropriate information? Are all relevant land-use desig-
nations shown on the Policies Map? (NPPF – para 157, 4th bullet point). Is there a schedule of modifi-
cations to the Policies Map? 
 
1.16 The response to question 1.1 details our concerns regarding consistency of the Plan with the 

LDS. The Areas of Attractive Landscape example included in the response whilst listed in ta-
ble 1 of the Map changes document, there is no map showing the removal of the designa-
tion. As explained in the response to question 1.1, this is concerning since the inclusion of a 
site within this designation is referred to within policy HN12.  

 
 

 

Appendix 1 – Extract of Core Strategy Sustainability Appraisal Addendum (2) September 2011  
































