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Section 1 : Introduction  

1.1. Purpose 

1.1.1 This Statement of Participation sets out how the Council has involved residents and 

key stakeholders in preparing the Milton Keynes City Plan (MKCP) 2050 in 

accordance with Regulations 18 and 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local 

Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. 

 

1.1.2 This statement has been prepared in accordance with Regulation 22(1)(c) of the 

Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. It sets out 

how Milton Keynes City Council (MKCC) has involved residents and stakeholders in 

the preparation of the Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 and provides a summary of the 

main issued raised and how comments have influenced the emerging Milton Keynes 

City Plan 2050.  

 

1.1.3 This statement explains how the engagement during the preparation of the Milton 

Keynes City Plan 2050 has been in accordance with the Councilôs adopted 

Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) of March 2024. The SCI document sets 

out how the Council will consult and involve the public and statutory consultees in 

planning matters. Full details of the current adopted SCI can be viewed here: Milton 

Keynes Council Draft Statement of Community Involvement, September 2013. 

1.2. Background 

1.2.1 This statement describes how the Council has undertaken community participation 

and stakeholder involvement in the production of the Local Plan, setting out how such 

efforts have shaped the Plan and the main issues raised by consultation / 

representations. 

 

1.2.2 The Council began preparing a new Local Plan for the City in 2022. The new Local 

Plan will set out the strategic vision, objectives and spatial strategy for Milton Keynes, 

as well as the planning policies which will guide future development. The Plan will look 

ahead to 2050 and identify the main areas for sustainable development growth. It 

establishes policies and guidance to ensure local development is built in accordance 

with the principles set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. The Local Plan 

will replace the adopted Plan:MK (2019). 

 

 

 

 

https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2024-07/SCI%20March%202024.pdf
https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2024-07/SCI%20March%202024.pdf
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1.2.3 The Council previously consulted on the Ambition and Objectives for the Milton 

Keynes City Plan 2050, where the New City Plan Ambition and Objectives, and 

Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report, were published for consultation between the 

31st of January 2023 and the 16th of March 2023. A summary of the main issues 

raised can be found in the Statement of Consultation for the Ambition and Objectives 

consultation available here: Regulation 18 Consultation Statement. Comments made 

during the Ambition and Objectives consultation helped to shape the policies and 

proposals set out in the draft Milton Keynes City Plan 2050.  

 

1.2.4 The Regulation 18 consultation on the draft Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 was open 

for a period of 12 weeks  from the 17th of July 2024 until 5pm on the 9th of October 

2024. As part of this, we organised and attended a range of activities to proactively 

support meaningful community engagement with the consultation. During this period, 

we received 609 individual representations to the draft Plan (331 representations via 

our online consultation platform on Urban Intelligence, and 278 representations via 

email and / or letter). Overall, we received over 7,500 individual comments providing 

feedback on a range of key themes, issues and specific draft policies. We also 

received 196 signed survey responses from residents of Whaddon Parish. Section 

3A, Appendix A  and Appendix A  Schedule 1  of this Statement, address the 

requirements of Regulation 22 (1)(c)(i)(ii)(iii) and (iv).  Section 3A  sets out the main 

issues raised by representations received in relation to Regulation 18, and the 

Councilôs amendments in response.  

 

1.2.5 The Councilôs Proposed Submission Local Plan (óProposed Submission Milton 

Keynes City Plan 2050 Regulation 19 plan for consultationô) and supporting 

documents, including the Sustainability Appraisal, were published in accordance with 

Regulation 19 for a 6-week  consultation period, from the 7th of  November 2025  

until  5:30pm on the 22 nd of December 2025 . However, due to a technical issue, 

some people did not receive the notification email at the start of the consultation. An 

additional 6-week  re-consultation was therefore run from the 5th of January 2026 

until 5:30pm on the 16 th of February 2026 . The Council consulted specific 

consultation and statutory bodies, local amenity and residentsô groups, businesses 

and individual residents. A variety of consultation techniques were used in 

accordance with the Councilôs adopted Statement of Community Involvement (March 

2024). Section 3 B and Appendix B  of this Statement address the requirements of 

Regulation 22 (1)(c)(v) (d). Section 3B  sets out the main issues raised by 

representations received in relation to Regulation 19, and the Councilôs proposed 

amendments. It also links to copies of the full representations received, and a 

document containing the Councilôs summary of, and responses to, all 

representations received in relation to Regulation 19.  

  

https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2024-07/Regulation%2018%20Consultation%20Statement.pdf
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1.3. Structure of Statement 

1.3.1 This Statement of Participation comprises of three core sections: 

 

Section 1:  Introduction 

Section 2:  Plan Production Timeline 

Section 3: Main issues raised and amendments in relation to the consultation 

carried out under Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 ï Regulation 22(1)(c)(iii)(iv)(v) 

(d). Section 3  is supported by the following Appendices: 

 

Appendix A ï Regulation 18 Consultation Activities ï Regulation 22 ï (1)(c)(ii)  

Appendix A Schedule 1  - Schedule 1 Details of the Bodies and Persons the 

Council invited to Make Representations Under Regulation 18 of the Town and 

Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 ï Regulation 22 

(1)(c)(i)  

 

Appendix B ïRegulation 19 Consultation Activities and Representations Made 

Pursuant to Regulation 20 ï Regulation 22(1)(c)(v)  

 

Appendix C ï Notification and Consultation Materials  
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Section 2 : Plan Production Timeline  

2.1. Local Development Scheme 

2.1.1 The creation of a new Local Plan requires numerous thorough and robust stages of 

consultation. This is to enable early and ongoing engagement with the local 

community, businesses and organisations to develop a comprehensive document, 

tailored to the needs of the district in terms of strategy and the policies required. 

 

2.1.2 Figure 1  below sets out the stages of the Local Plan production process agreed as 

part of the Councils Local Development Scheme (LDS) which can be found here. The 

LDS outlines main consultation stages of the emerging Local Plan up until the 

Submission date in April 2026.  

Figure 1: Plan-making Timeline in the Council's Adopted Local Development Scheme 

2.2. Key Local Plan Stages Undertaken 

Ambitions/Objectives Consultation  

¶ 31st of January 2023 until the 16th of March 2023. 

Regulation 18 (Draft Local Plan) Consultation  

¶ 17th of July 2024 until 5pm on the 9th of October 2024. 

Regulation 19 (Pre-submission) Consultation  

¶ 7th of November 2025 until 5:30pm on the 22nd of December 2025. Due to a 

technical error, an additional consultation ran from 5th of January 2026 to 5:30pm on 

the 16th of February 2026.  

https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2025-11/LDS%20October%202025.pdf
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Submission to the Secretary of State  

¶ March 2026 

¶ The Council analysed the comments received during the Regulation 19 

consultation stage and considered that the Local Plan is sound and therefore can 

be submitted for Examination in Public (EiP). 

¶ The Plan was submitted to the secretary of State in April 2026. 
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Section 3: Main issues raised and amendments in 

relation to the consultation carried out under Regulation 

18 and Regulation 19  - Regulation 22 ï (1)(c)(iii)(iv)(v)(d ) 

 

3.1 Summary of Representations and Identification of Key 

Issues  

 

3.1.1 The following sections provide an overview of the main issues and the Councilôs 

amendments/actions in response in relation to the representations received to the 

Regulation 18 (Section 3A ) and Regulation 19 (Section 3B ) consultation 

stage(s).  

Use of AI  

3.1.2 To make efficient use of resources, AI (Co-pilot) was used to assist in generating 

summaries of representations received to the Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 

consultation, and the generation of main issues. All outputs were reviewed, 

checked and supplemented by the Councilôs planning officers. The software was 

used responsibly and lawfully. 

A.  Analysis of Responses Received - Main Issues Raised 

and Amendments Per Draft Policy at Regulation 181 

3.2 Our Growth Strategy  

Draft Policy GS1 Our Spatial Strategy  

3.2.1 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS1  

¶ General support for concentrating growth in urban and edge of urban areas rather than 

rural areas, although some concern that rural areas are still being impacted. Support 

for focussing growth within and adjacent to the city to maximise use of existing 

infrastructure and transport options.  

¶ Objections and suggestion by multiple developers that a more dispersed spatial 

strategy, with more growth in Olney and rural areas (apportioned and allocated), 

should be pursued to provide a more diverse housing supply, meet local rural housing 

 
1 This statement includes minor updates to correct grammatical, formatting and typographical errors present in 
the Consultation Statement supporting the Regulation 19 consultation stage. 
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need and facilitate neighbourhood planning. Some alternative development sites were 

promoted.   

¶ Suggestion that Olney should remain identified as a ókey settlementô (as per Plan:MK). 

References are contained in the plan to ókey settlementsô but this ótierô is not included 

in the settlement hierarchy. Comments that there is no evidence provided to support 

this change. Concerns raised about amalgamating all settlements outside of Milton 

Keynes city into one tier within the hierarchy does not reflect the different roles 

amongst villages and Olney as service centres, etc.  

¶ Concern that Strategic City Extensions wonôt functionally relate well to the city and 

would be car dependent.  

¶ Concerns around focussing development on wholly new sites and not pursuing 

regeneration opportunities resulting in a two-speed city.   

¶ Mixed support for further eastward expansion, with some suggesting it is appropriate 

to make use of new infrastructure investment there and to protect more sensitive 

landscape on the west of the city. Others consider the amount of growth eastward is 

too much and skewed, resulting in existing and planned infrastructure being 

overwhelmed.  

¶ Concern regarding the lack of small site allocations, less than the 10% target set out 

by the National Planning Policy Framework, and ongoing reliance on larger sites.   

¶ Support and encouragement for a brownfield land first approach, with many 

respondents suggesting additional brownfield land should be identified, in part to 

satisfy national requirement for 10% of housing to be on brownfield land.   

¶ Some object to Newport Pagnell being merged with Milton Keynes city within the 

settlement hierarchy.   

¶ Some concern around the transparency of the site selection approach and scores, and 

why some sites were chosen over others.   

¶ Lack of detail on how capacity figures have been derived for the various elements of 

the growth strategy (such as ótransport hubsô).   

¶ Support for denser development around transport hubs.   

¶ Some concern over the coverage of the óreasonable alternativesô in the Sustainability 

Appraisal and why some options are not covered (i.e. more distributed growth across 

the rural area allowing for continued sustainability and vitality in these areas).   

¶ Some developers broadly supported the proposal to focus growth within/adjacent to 

the city/urban areas that has significant infrastructure, recognising that it can best 

support a sustainable pattern of development/infrastructure requirements.  
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¶ Suggestion that the phasing of new development and the housing trajectory needs to 

be set out, along with a five-year housing land supply when publishing the Regulation 

19 plan.   

¶ Support for the role Neighbourhood Plans would continue to play in guiding growth of 

their local areas. Some consider that a housing target or figure should be set for the 

rural area or parishes to guide preparation of Neighbourhood Plans. The strategy 

should allow for Neighbourhood Plans to come forward in Tier 1 settlements too.  

¶ Suggested that there should be a phased approach to growth, and more clarity should 

be provided relating to projected growth to 2030, 2040 and 2050.  

¶ Community involvement should be improved as part of future planning for the Strategic 

City Extensions.  

¶ There should be further investigation into options for types of transport systems, and 

more clarity about how the transport strategy will be implemented.  

¶ Some support for the strategic aim to create a vibrant Central Milton Keynes 

highlighting positive impacts on businesses and providing more homes.  

¶ Some comments that the aspiration to reach a population of 410,000 is not clearly 

justified, nor is why such a large buffer against housing needs is planned for.   

3.2.2 Amendments for Draft Policy GS1  

¶ Between the Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 stages of the Milton Keynes Plan, the 

settlement hierarchy policy was refined for clarity and inclusivity. In Tier 1, the term 

ñdesignated urban area of Milton Keynes Cityò was simplified to ñCity of Milton 

Keynesò, and the phrase ñconsiderable majorityò of development was softened to just 

ñmajorityò, reducing the emphasis on the scale of development expected there. 

¶ For Tier 2, the scope was broadened. While Regulation 18 referred to ñOlney and rural 

settlementsò, Regulation 19 now specifies ñOlney and villages beyond the City of 

Milton Keynesò, offering a clearer and more inclusive description of areas outside the 

urban core. The requirement for development to be within defined settlement 

boundaries and aligned with made neighbourhood plans remains consistent, though 

the wording has been streamlined for readability. 

Draft Policy GS2 Strategy for Homes  

3.2.3 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS2  

¶ Concern that the term "key settlements" is used within Policy GS2 (relating to 

neighbourhood plan-led development), although this is undefined in Policy GS1's 

settlement hierarchy, causing confusion. 
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¶ Respondents noted that the Council need to ensure that 10% of all the homes being 

delivered will come forward on small sites of less than 1 hectare in line with Paragraph 

70 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

¶ Concern that the policy framework is ineffective and confusing due to incomplete 

coverage of neighbourhood plans across Milton Keynes. 

¶ Respondents noted that although intended to be helpful the provision of nominal 

housing figures (per National Planning Policy Framework 23 s67) of one dwelling (in 

s23 of the supporting text but not in the policy itself) is not enough to provide Town, 

Community and Parish councils with confidence that Milton Keynes City Council will 

engage National Planning Policy Framework 23 s14 in decision making 

¶ Concern that the approach fails to consider Previously Developed Land sites adjacent 

to, on the edge of, sustainable village, towns or rural settlements. Policy GS2 A) iii) 

allows for small brownfield opportunity sites within designated settlements as windfall 

homes but that this doesn't accommodate sites adjacent, close by or well-related to 

these settlements 

¶ Newport Pagnell Town Council object to the change in status of Newport Pagnell to 

become part of the Milton Keynes City Boundary and request that the town is defined 

by the settlement boundary as per the emerging Neighbourhood Plan (NPNP3). 

¶ Suggestions that Table 1 in Policy GS2 needs updating to reflect Policy GS14 (C1), 

the latter of which states that 7,750 homes would be delivered in the Eastern Strategic 

City Extension by 2050. 

¶ Suggestions that Brownfield land should be prioritised. 

¶ Suggestion that housing targets should be reviewed as past completions require 

higher targets. 

¶ Concern that development is disproportionate to the existing villages and 

infrastructure. 

¶ Concern that home building will be impacted by planned revisions to National Planning 

Policy Framework. 

¶ Respondents suggested that concentrating development in a few key sites preserves 

the character of the city. 

¶ Respondents suggested that Previously Developed Land sites should be supported 

across the plan, not just in settlements or the city. Approach fails to consider Previously 

Developed Land sites adjacent to, on the edge of, sustainable village, towns or rural 

settlements. Policy GS2 A) iii) allows for small brownfield opportunity sites within 

designated settlements as windfall homes but that this doesn't accommodate sites 

adjacent, close by or well-related to these settlements. 
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¶ Respondents suggested that strategic decisions on Previously Developed Land 

should be in the Milton Keynes City Plan 2050, not deferred to Neighbourhood Plans. 

¶ Suggestions that it would be clearer to state in policy the minimum numbers of homes 

required to be delivered.  

¶ Some respondents felt that the policy should be more ambitious by considering growth 

in the whole administrative area. 

¶ Concern that the lack of pro-active mechanisms to ensure proportional growth in 

villages. Without clear housing requirements/ indicative figure in Table 1 for 

Neighbourhood Plan areas (Paragraph 67 and 68 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework) or justification of why a figure cannot be provided, the policy risks the 

vitality of local services and does not comply with national policy guidelines for 

proportional sustainable growth.  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should be drafted to consider appropriate sites adjacent to 

these boundaries to ensure proportional growth (which is essential for the 

sustainability, viability and vitality of local services). 

¶ Responses noted that the Council need to ensure that 10% of all the homes being 

delivered will come forward on small sites of less than 1 hectare in line with Paragraph 

70 of the National Planning Policy Framework. The Council will need to ensure that 

these are identified as an allocation in the Local Plan or Brownfield Register and does 

not consider small site windfalls as contributing to the 10% requirement. A failure to 

allocate small sites will contribute to the continued decline in small and medium sized 

house builders. 

¶ Suggestion for the housing numbers to reflect a 20% buffer. 

¶ Respondents suggested that this also be applicable to the regeneration of estates to 

ensure all areas of Milton Keynes are healthy and environmentally friendly (with further 

regeneration plans established from the outset). 

¶ Concerns raised regarding contradictions in Policies GS1 and GS2 regarding 

developments in rural areas. 

¶ Concern that there is an overemphasis on quantity and affordability of new homes, 

rather than quality. 

¶ Suggestion that the strategy should consider each settlements unique opportunities.  

¶ Concern that the term "key settlements" is used within Policy GS2 (relating to 

neighbourhood plan-led development), although this is undefined in Policy GS1's 

settlement hierarchy, causing confusion. 

¶ Suggestion that the spatial strategy should direct proportionate growth to key service 

centres like Olney. Milton Keynes Strategy for 2050 (dated 2021) included Olney as a 
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sustainable location within a growth option due to the sustainable transport modes 

available and opportunity for an active lifestyle, range of services and facilities, access 

to nature and potential transport improvements (either a bypass and/or Mass Rapid 

Transit connection). 

¶ Suggestion to raise the contingency from 18% to 20% which would allow Milton 

Keynes City Council to allocate an additional 1,200 homes, particularly focused 

around/in rural settlements with primary schools.  This could impact the vitality of these 

locations and aid to support services like primary schools, which struggle without new 

housing. 

¶ Suggestion that a 20% buffer would help the Council maintain a five-year housing 

supply and avoid speculative development. To significantly boosting the supply of 

homes and aid implementation and delivery (Paragraph 60 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework) support a 20% allowance of developable reserved sites to provide 

extra flexibility and/or to help to address any actions as a result of the Governmentôs 

housing delivery test. 

¶ Concern raised that there is no explanation as to why Milton Keynes is seeking to grow 

so big so fast. 

¶ Respondents felt that Moulsoe is disproportionately affected. 

¶ Concern raised regarding dropping population in rural areas. 

¶ Concern that Policy GS2 Strategy for Homes could result in an over-supply (of homes) 

if demand does not exist. Suggestion that development should be phrased in the light 

of demand. 

¶ Suggestion that the Council sets out how housing need was calculated more clearly 

within the draft plan and potentially re-run the Regulation 18 consultation. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the number of homes, infrastructure requirements, and 

duration of the plan. Recognise that the plan would be reviewed every five years and 

suggests the later years of the plan should be presented as more indicative given they 

could change. 

¶ Concern raised that the housing need has not been substantiated, as it is based on 

projections from 2014. 

¶ Concern raised that the target of 11,000 homes in Central Milton Keynes is too low. 

¶ Concern raised regarding developing on green space. 

¶ Concern raised that Milton Keynes has changed from a city of trees to a city of low-

quality development. Concern that estates are quickly constructed with little regard to 

the impact on the wildlife and its surroundings. 
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¶ Concern that too much land is allocated for development in the rural north and east of 

the borough, and that the focus should instead be on densification. 

¶ Concern that Policy GS2 will cause the city to grow too large absorbing the village 

communities. 

¶ Respondent sought absolute clarity on the housing requirements for rural areas and 

that a proportionate approach considers viability. 

¶ Concern that the Plan currently lacks a specific strategy for housing in rural areas. A 

continued failure to meet the needs of the rural area will prolong speculative planning 

applications. 

¶ Suggestion that a more balanced housing supply is required, and that this should 

include a wider range of sites that can be considered deliverable in the short term to 

provide sufficient flexibility. 

¶ Concern that there is no guarantee that the various proposed allocations, especially 

strategic scale development, will be delivered at all or to the extent projected within 

the proposed plan period. It will be necessary for a thorough review to be undertaken 

in relation to the proposed housing allocations and for this to lead to an update to the 

housing trajectory. 

¶ Concern raised that additional land may be required to be identified for housing 

development. This might be based on the projected shortfall from current sites and/or 

the need for an appropriate buffer of housing sites. 

¶ Concern that the figures in Table 1 should not be seen as maximum limits, especially 

for sustainably located sites. 

¶ Suggestion that the housing requirement should be higher than the top of the range. 

Strongly disagree with statements in the Sustainability Appraisal indicating that there 

was no justification for a greater figure as consider there are additional deliverable 

sites which can contribute to achieving a higher number. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the effectiveness of the proposed housing supply. Note the 

need to evaluate a breakdown of completions and commitments, a need to evidence 

the supply from 'Transport hubs', issues with viability in certain locations, achievable 

delivery rates from strategic sites, and the evidence behind the 11,000 units proposed 

for Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Suggestion that the housing requirement should be expressed as "at least 63,000" 

homes to remove any uncertainty. 

¶ Suggestion to include a housing trajectory, being mindful of realistic lead in times and 

delivery rates. 
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¶ Concerns raised over how the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment has 

assessed a promoted site, referencing the approach to best and most versatile 

agricultural land, the identification of constraints, and how flood issues could be 

addressed. 

¶ Suggestion that there is a need to consider the impact/implications of the spatial 

strategy on neighbouring areas (particularly Buckinghamshire) as the growth strategy 

progresses. Evidence indicates a cross-boundary relationship in housing and 

employment demand, which could impact migration and commuting patterns between 

Milton Keynes and Buckinghamshire. Both Milton Keynes City Council and 

Buckinghamshire Council need to address these strategic cross boundary issues 

through cooperation/evidence in their planning processes (via the Duty to Cooperate). 

¶ Suggestion that smaller, deliverable sites are essential for maintaining a consistent 

housing supply and meeting short-term needs. 

¶ Concern that the draft Plan does not consider the unmet housing needs of 

neighbouring areas like Bedford Borough and Buckinghamshire. 

¶ Responses noted the importance of ensuring housing sites meet the National Planning 

Policy Framework definition of 'deliverable,' highlighting concerns about large outline 

sites where permissions might expire before reserved matters are submitted. They call 

for a thorough assessment of site deliverability to update the housing trajectory. 

¶ Suggestions to enhance the policies map, recommending that it specifically identifies 

sites with over 10 dwellings expected to contribute to meeting housing needs over the 

plan period 

¶ Responses noted that there is an allowance in the plan for 115 units per year from 

sites under 10 dwellings. suggests adding a line in the table for homes on suitable and 

deliverable sites over 10 dwellings (identified in the Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment). 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the assumed capacity of sites against the likely 

deliverability identified in Policy GS2. This may result in lower-than-anticipated supply. 

¶ Concern that the draft Plan does not set out a 'deliverable' housing supply, with 

housing numbers considered to be vague and overly reliant on longer term strategic 

sites. 

¶ Concern that the draft Plan does not identify a short-term supply from available and 

developable sites, or for subsequent periods. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the calculations behind the number of homes being 

planned for, and question whether the proposals are going beyond the timeframe to 

2050. 
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¶ Concern raised that the quantum of development identified from this source appears 

to be dependent on windfall sites coming forward. In the absence of more detailed 

information around the locations which this policy relates to and whether indeed such 

sites are, available, achievable and deliverable, they believe the policy as drafted lacks 

the requisite compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable source of supply. 

Suggest that to avoid this and potential double counting of sites, specific sites should 

be identified and allocated for development. 

¶ Responses acknowledged the role of Neighbourhood Plans in meeting local housing 

needs within defined settlement boundaries and agree with the Milton Keynes City 

Plan emphasis (Policy GS2) that ñNeighbourhood Plan-led development within 

villages and rural settlements should be of a scale appropriate to the size of the 

relevant settlementò. 

¶ Concern that the Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 seeks to provide Neighbourhood Plans 

with a steer but focuses only on their role in planning for homes as part of the spatial 

strategy in draft Policy GS1, and only in the 'Tier 2' areas (similar to the draft Policy 

GS2 'Strategy for Homes' A - ii.). Suggestion that this is amended to encourage and 

enable new and modified Neighbourhood Plans to come forward within the Tier 1 City 

as well. 

¶ Responses highlighted the Wolverton Town Centre Neighbourhood Plan as an 

exemplary neighbourhood plan which supports growth and housing development on 

brownfield sites (where policies were developed in collaboration with the local 

community). 

¶ Suggestion that there is greater certainty and clearer prescriptions/minimum housing 

requirements for each parish/area to meet local needs and provide proportionate 

growth. As drafted, delivery could be 1 dwelling per neighbourhood plan area. 

Alternatively, request that land is allocated at key settlements/villages within the Local 

Plan itself. 

¶ Suggestion that the level of development needed to be delivered in each 

neighbourhood forum/parish council area should be prescribed from the outset. This 

would allow Neighbourhood Plans to consult on the spatial approach and allocation of 

land necessary to meet local market and affordable housing needs. 

¶ Responses noted that Neighbourhood Plans may be supported by an Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan or aspirational and necessary infrastructure for such growth. Responses 

sought clarity on whether such infrastructure can be funded by Section 106 

mechanisms when its proportionate growth. 

¶ Newport Pagnell Town Council consider that Policy GS2 should refer to the total 

housing that should be delivered by Neighbourhood Plans (collectively and 

individually). 
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¶ Criticism of the reliance on Neighbourhood Plans for rural development, noting their 

historical ineffectiveness in delivering housing. 

¶ Concern raised regarding whether affordable homes will be genuinely affordable. 

¶ Responses felt it was essential that a greater proportion of new homes built are 

affordable, and they support the target of 40% across Milton Keynes, including Central 

Milton Keynes. 

¶ Concern that the current delivery of affordable homes in Central Milton Keynes has 

been limited due to a failure of the planning system enabling developers to avoid 

affordable housing and Section 106 contributions through Section 106 contributions 

for off-site provision. 

¶ Suggestion that there should be more social housing, not just affordable housing. 

¶ Concerns raised on the over-reliance on strategic urban extensions for affordable 

housing. Suggests including an additional buffer in the Local Plan to ensure 

continuous housing provision, given the proposed changes within the National 

Planning Policy Framework to the standard method for calculating housing needs. 

¶ Concern that 40% affordable housing is a new high level for the present Milton Keynes 

market, and it is not clear that this will be achieved. 

¶ Suggestion that affordable housing should consider a variety of ownership models and 

support diverse community needs. 

¶ Representations noted the importance of ensuring that new homes are built with safe 

and attractive cycle routes to the city centre and argues that promoting car reliance is 

unjust, particularly due to affordability and environmental sustainability. 

¶ Suggestion to amend the policy to specifically mention Cohousing, which provides 

mutual support for older people (citing Still Green Cohousing as an example). 

¶ Suggestion for the policy wording to allow new forms of housing, particularly 

community-led options like Cohousing, to meet the needs of older people. 

¶ Concern that the Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 Policies Map lacks details on Phase 

North ï South Mass Rapid Transit. 

¶ Respondents requested no high-rise development on Campbell Park. 

3.2.4 Amendments for Draft Policy GS2  

¶ In the Regulation 18 draft, the plan proposed delivering between 53,245 and 63,000 

new homes by 2050, with a detailed breakdown of allocations across strategic sites 

and urban regeneration areas. The policy emphasised three delivery routes: estate 

regeneration, neighbourhood plan-led development, and windfall brownfield sites. It 
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also included specific figures for Gypsy and Traveller pitch provision and highlighted 

the role of strategic extensions in meeting specialist housing needs. 

¶ By the Regulation 19 stage, the housing target was revised to a minimum of 50,372 

net new homes, with a planned supply of 59,779 homes to provide a buffer and support 

growth ambitions. The delivery mechanisms were streamlined, now focusing on estate 

regeneration and neighbourhood plans that allocate at least one home. The windfall 

category was retained but rephrased as ñsmall opportunity sites.ò The table of housing 

supply was updated with revised figures for each strategic site, notably increasing the 

allocation for Central Milton Keynes and reducing some brownfield site capacities. 

Additional provisions were introduced for Travelling Showpeople, and the policy now 

includes a requirement for development within Metro Corridors to align with Policy 

HQH4. 

¶ Overall, the Regulation 19 version presents a more structured and quantified 

approach, with clearer distinctions between minimum requirements and planned 

supply, and a more focused delivery strategy aligned with infrastructure and spatial 

priorities. 

Draft Policy GS3 Strategy for Economic Prosperity  

3.2.5 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS3  

¶ Support for the policy as it supports improvements to working, living and shopping in 

Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Concern that Central Milton Keynes should not be so heavily relied upon to situate 

office space (citing concerns that, with the added housing here, transport routes may 

be overwhelmed). 

¶ Suggestion that the Council adopts a broader economic strategy that moves beyond 

warehousing, urging the council to diversify into sectors like technology, healthcare, 

education, and tourism to boost resilience. Respondents felt a more varied economy 

would also improve quality of life by offering greater job options, services, and 

amenities, making the area more appealing to residents and newcomers alike. 

¶ Concern that Milton Keynes does not need a university due to the closeness of 

Northampton University. 

¶ Concern that Paragraph 36, bullet point 1 is unclear how the amount of floorspace 

required to replace ageing stock is more than that required by economic growth. At 

bullet point 2, the statement that there is a need for 480,000-520,000sqm of offices 

and 300,000sqm of this is to be in Central Milton Keynes is unclear. This does not 

align with Policy GS3 A. 1 where the 300,000sqm figure includes education or 

research and development uses. Please clarify the office sqm requirements, as recent 

proposals in Central Milton Keynes indicate a lack of demand for offices, at least in the 

short term. 
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¶ Suggestion that a market led approach should be encouraged. Suggestion that 

Plan:MK and the Article 4 direction placed on the Central Business District highlights 

a conflict between market requirements for more homes in Central Milton Keynes and 

a lack of demand for office floorspace. Suggestion that one way to alleviate this may 

be to promote mixed use development in Central Milton Keynes, which could include 

office and residential as per Paragraph 43. The increased height profiles also covered 

by the Plan may support commercial viability of such schemes. 

¶ Suggestion that Policy GS3 should support refurbishment, extension and 

redevelopment of aging stock and a flexible approach to end uses, such as Classes 

E, C3 and other suitable uses. The criteria to reuse existing stock must be balanced 

with the benefits of redevelopment, such as enhanced public realm and connectivity. 

Support for start-ups should be market led. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should allow a range of uses within Class E or other suitable 

uses (subject to other policies) to enable all sizes/types of employment units to come 

forward. To support inward investment, policies can focus on high demand uses. 

Mixed use office and/or residential led development along with increased height and 

density in Central Milton Keynes, as per the draft Plan, is one way to potentially 

achieve this, subject to site specific viability. 

¶ Concern that the policy should not be too restrictive, for example by requiring 

unachievable thresholds of supporting uses in residential led schemes, such as Class 

E. Instead, the existing approach to active frontages on key streets should be used, 

thereby allowing a variety of commercial uses to come forward. 

¶ Red Bull Technology are supportive of the broad approach to economic growth but 

disagree with Policy GS3 which they consider to be too rigid. Consider that the policy 

as drafted fails to adequately recognise the delivery of Research and Development 

uses in areas outside of Central Milton Keynes. Propose that the policy is amended to 

support the provision and expansion of Research and Development uses across the 

City, and the potential for clusters such as around Tilbrook. 

¶ Concern that land allocation prioritises short-term economic benefits, especially 

warehousing, at the expense of sustainability. Respondents highlighted challenges 

like unaffordable business units, uncertain economic contributions of warehousing, 

and insufficient energy policies. Concerns include freight reduction, environmental 

impact, job quality, and road maintenance. They call for collaborative planning, a 

holistic evaluation framework, and the adoption of Doughnut Economics to ensure 

informed trade-offs. 

¶ Support for policy suggests residential and mixed-use conversion to redevelop older 

buildings. 

¶ Supports replacing old buildings with more efficient ones and repurposing of buildings 
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¶ Suggestion that aging commercial buildings should be easily able to convert to 

residential and social housing where tenants would be close to amenities.  

¶ Suggestion to expand on the possibilities of land use and 'old stock' refurbishment / 

reuse to encourage major charities, small high-tech businesses, restaurants etc. to 

consider the concept of building their respective businesses in Milton Keynes.  

¶ Suggestion to include purpose-built start-up facilities in new developments, possibly 

near retail sites. 

¶ Suggestion to install solar panels on buildings or car parks and not on fields to give an 

income to the building to help with refurbishment. 

¶ Concern about whether research has been done on business space needs and call 

for planning policies to support small business units, live-work spaces, and flexible, 

short-to-medium lease options to boost Small and Medium-sized Enterprises 

opportunities and employment variety. 

¶ Suggestion for more affordable sites to accommodate and develop such business 

start-ups and scale ups. 

¶ Support for a diversified economy. Over-concentration on one sector can exaggerate 

the effects of an economic downturn in that sector. There should be scope for the 

development of other, hopefully counter-cyclical, sectors, to counter economic 

downturns. 

¶ Support to make Milton Keynes a varied and successful economic area, believing 

existing skills should be leveraged. 

¶ Concern that the changes in working patterns and places since Covid may not have 

fully been considered. 

¶ Urban&Civic, Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land, and The Society of Merchant Venturers 

consider that the employment needs as set out in the Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessment should be addressed and included in Policy GS3. 

Consider there is the opportunity to boost the City's economic potential with a wider 

range of employment sites including provision at Milton Keynes North.  

¶ Moulsoe Parish Council consider that projected economic needs should be re-

evaluated and question whether there is realistic demand for the employment uses 

proposed. 

¶ Suggestion that there should be consideration of a buffer and/or flexibility to allow for 

changing circumstances in economic activity. 

¶ Concern that the Councilôs approach is unsound, and that additional sites should be 

identified to meet shortfalls. 
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¶ Concern that Policy GS3 currently prejudices sites outside of Central Milton Keynes 

and that, in order to accord with the National Planning Policy Framework, the policy 

should facilitate expansion and upgrade of existing facilities, and infrastructure 

provision, to support the knowledge-based economy. 

¶ Storey Homes broadly supports the draft policy but points out that it overlooks the 

significance of village-based employment in fostering local community and economic 

well-being. 

¶ Suggestion that Milton Keynes must boost its cultural funding to unlock talent, attract 

business, and grow as a tourist destination. 

¶ Concern that the figures (from 2022) are out of date ï with there being empty parking 

spaces and shops within Central Milton Keynes and Bletchley. 

¶ Historic England highlight the potential for developing skills in sustainability and 

resilience, particularly in older, traditionally built structures. A Borough-wide survey of 

pre-1919 buildings is recommended to identify opportunities, aligning with findings in 

a related Historic England report. 

¶ Historic England supports encouraging the redevelopment of historic buildings, 

emphasizing the importance of heritage-informed approaches. The response 

highlights the need for heritage expertise to ensure positive design outcomes and 

references resources from Historic England for guidance. 

¶ Concern raised that planning policies alone can't drive inward investment; they must 

be backed by a proactive Economic Regeneration team to attract businesses and 

promote Milton Keynes as a business hub. 

¶ Concern regarding whether the impact of permitted development (leading to the loss 

of commercial space) has been considered. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding high rise development. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the emphasis on warehousing which has led to 

complicated footpath diversions, and future developments should avoid this or provide 

efficient alternatives. 

¶ Concern raised that developing Milton Keynes as an information technology centre will 

increase energy demands, potentially limiting planning and other needs like Electric 

Vehicle charging; and there is a lack of focus on the need for specialist building skills, 

essential for both new developments and retrofitting older dwelling. Suggestion that 

the current review of local Further Education provision should address this. 

¶ Hallam Land seek clarification on the amount of employment land proposed for the 

Eastern Strategic City Extension, noting that Policy GS14 requires around 40 

hectares, which is not listed in Table 2 which provides a detailed breakdown of the 

275.5-hectare requirement. 
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¶ Buckinghamshire Council consider that the level of employment growth shown in 

Policy GS3 falls short of the forecast need, and it is not clear how much of the 

proposed supply is already committed or to be provided via new sites. 

¶ Galliford Try raised concern that the overall requirements for employment floorspace 

in Central Milton Keynes is ambitious and does not align with recommendations of the 

background evidence. Request clarification on whether the amount of floorspace 

indicated is gross provision or net having regard to potential loss. 

¶ West Northamptonshire Council considers that the Plan appears to make insufficient 

provision for warehousing and general industrial purposes in accordance with 

evidence set out in the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment, and 

notes concern about implications of additional pressures this will place on nearby 

Authorities. 

¶ Objection to expanding logistics operations due to their visual impact and tendency to 

be replaced regularly and lack of jobs for the area. 

¶ Objection to the development of new warehousing. 

¶ Concern that demands for warehousing will fall in the future. 

¶ Milton Keynes Forum raise concern that the claims that Milton Keynes is becoming an 

IT hub is not supported by the evidence such as the NOMIS Labour Market Profile, 

which shows that only 7.8% of Milton Keynes' workforce is categorized as 

Professional, Scientific, or Technical compared with averages of 9.6% (region) and 

9.1% (UK). Likewise, 9.4% work in Transportation and Storage compared with 4.8% 

(region) and 5% (UK). 

¶ Milton Keynes Forum suggest that Milton Keynes should be making better use of 

existing institutions such as the Open University itself as well as Milton Keynes 

College, the University Hospital, and nearby institutions such as Cranfield and 

Buckingham Universities to raise the employment profile of the city. 

¶ Milton Keynes Development Partnership supports plans for a mixed-use city centre 

and new office development in Central Milton Keynes but questions the scale 

proposed (300,000sqm). The HEDNA report does not reflect historical supply or 

current commercial challenges that exist in the city centre and region, especially post-

pandemic. Milton Keynes Development Partnership advocates for a more sustainable 

approach by prioritising reuse of current space over large-scale new development. 

¶ Concerns about the extent of office floorspace. 

¶ Hallam Land requests flexibility in the commercial uses permitted in allocation policies, 

especially for those delivering employment land in the medium to long term, like the 

Eastern Strategic City Extension. 
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¶ Varsity Town Planning representing RO Group suggests that roadside uses like food 

and drink, and Electric Vehicle charging, should receive stronger policy support within 

this employment policy. Suggestion that the policy should be broadened to support 

diverse employment uses that contribute to inward investment. 

¶ Kier Group Limited raise concern that the employment strategy in the Plan will be 

ineffective in delivering employment in Newport Pagnell and other settlements to the 

north of the district and that the promoted site should be included to provide additional 

services and facilities. 

¶ Concern that the Universal Studios project and the East West Rail link are not well 

reported in the plan, suggesting that these are crucial factors which will attract 

investors and thus should be highlighted. 

¶ Milton Keynes Community Foundation strongly support the ambition for a residential 

undergraduate university to be located in the city centre, as part of attracting young 

people and creating vibrancy. 

¶ Future Wolverton Limited calls for stronger support for the co-operative and mutuals 

sector in Milton Keynes, highlighting access to finance as a key challenge. They 

criticise the Plan for overlooking this sector's growth needs and emphasize the 

importance of the Milton Keynes School for Social Entrepreneurs. They urge Milton 

Keynes City Council to align with national policies to support co-op business skills 

development. 

¶ Suggestion that Policy GS3 should do more to support social entrepreneurship, 

especially in disadvantaged areas. 

¶ Suggestion to disperse adult education to improve skills. Many people who would like 

to acquire an employable skill are limited by having to travel several miles. Suggestion 

that more use should be made of outlying village/community halls. 

¶ Suggestion that to support the skills agenda there should be more accessible 

university and college and apprenticeships. 

¶ Gayhurst Parish Council, suggest more emphasis on "maintaining, improving or 

delivering new mass rapid transit, public transport and/or active travel modesò. 

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should make provision for Heavy Goods Vehicle parking 

within or adjacent to employment provision. 

¶ Responses expressed frustration with the current congestion on the M1 and the 

inadequacy of Junction 14 for Milton Keynes. 

¶ Concern raised that transport is of little focus in the Policy. 

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should help small businesses grow and offer Council 

partnerships to help them. Criticise the current plan for not attracting major tech firms 
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and suggest that converting office space to apartments misses opportunities for 

economic growth and innovation. 

¶ Suggestion for a more dynamic, flexible, and inclusive approach to economic 

development that empowers small businesses while reimagining how urban spaces 

and ageing assets can be transformed. 

3.2.6 Amendments for Draft Policy GS3  

¶ The opening sentence is more direct and formal in Regulation 19, removing phrasing 

like ñsupports our economic prosperityò and replacing it with ñwill be directed to 

locations shown on the Policies Map.ò 

¶ The reference to ñBlocks A1-4 and B1-4ò in Regulation 18 is refined in Regulation 19 

to ñBlocks A1-4, and B1-3 and the Tech and Innovation Area within Block B4,ò offering 

more precise locational guidance. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces clearer and more consistent formatting in the employment 

land table, including a ñSource of supplyò column and standardised use descriptions. 

¶ Phrasing like ñdevelopment proposals for the refurbishment of existing buildingsò in 

Regulation 18 is expanded in Regulation 19 to include ñrefurbishment, reuse, and/or 

extensioné and/or redevelopment,ò broadening the scope of supported activity. 

¶ Support for education and skills development is consolidated in Regulation 19 into a 

single clause, whereas Regulation 18 separates it into two. 

¶ References to ñsuperfast broadband and wireless communicationsò in Regulation 18 

are simplified in Regulation 19 to ñdigital communications infrastructure.ò 

¶ Transport-related support is updated from ñmass rapid transit, public transport and/or 

active travel modesò to ñMetro and public transport infrastructure and services,ò 

aligning with updated terminology. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces new wording to support small-scale employment units, 

specifying size ranges for office, serviced office, and industrial/warehousing 

floorspace. This was not present in Regulation 18. 

Draft Policy GS4 Strategy for People Friendly and Healthy Places  

3.2.7 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS4  

¶ General support for the policyôs focus on promoting physical and mental health in 

strategic development proposals. 

¶ Suggestion that applicants should be able to commit to implementing a marketing 

strategy post-permission to define the mix and distribution of social infrastructure. 
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¶ Suggestion that the policy should recognise the contribution the Grand Union Canal 

infrastructure contributes to opportunities for active travel. 

¶ Sport England recommend the strategy clearly references Active Design Principles 

and recommends completion of the checklist for planning applications to ensure 

embedded in design. 

¶ Concern that there is a lack of focus with continuing greening of Milton Keynes. 

Suggestion for a 30% tree canopy, at least 3 trees in sight of every home, school and 

workplace and for every home to be within 300-meters of a park. 

¶ Concern that dense urban living fosters feeling of being trapped. Concern over 

increasing density, height and reduced room sizes. 

¶ Support for concept of encouraging close proximity to amenities.  

¶ Suggestion to include definition of óstrategicô. It is assumed that this relates to strategic 

allocations, but clarity is sought. 

¶ Concern that infrastructure provision based on Table 3 distances alone is inadequate 

and needs to account for existing local infrastructure, viability and proposed scale of 

population. 

¶ Suggestion that the Table 3 distances should be requirement not guidance. 

¶ Concern that the policy is over restrictive and should be aspirational as it is not 

possible to achieve the catchment distances outlined in Table 3 on every site. 

Paragraph 49 explains that this is not required yet Policy GS4 requires provision of an 

appropriate mix óin line withô Table 3. This should be changed to óhave regard toô. 

¶ Suggestion that putting Mass Rapid Transit along routes must not result in the loss of 

the existing services on other parts of those routes. 

¶ Suggestion that Active Travel routes should be direct and have strong 2-way legibility 

to encourage use. 

¶ Suggestion that walking should be encouraged. Walk / cycle connections should be 

promoted to schools.  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should emphasise the importance of work and employment 

in health. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy needs a more nuanced discussion of obesity and climate in 

terms of having vital and viable centres and local accessibility to services / 

sustainability.  Concerns could be better addressed through restricting opening hours. 

¶ Smith Jenkins question why a hospital use is required to provide a Health Impact 

Assessment. 
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¶ Concern that it is unreasonable to restrict Hot Food Takeaways close to primary 

schools when primary children are unlikely to use them.  Should balance with National 

Planning Policy Framework principle of supporting economic development (since 

superseded). 

¶ Suggestion that there is no need to require suicide prevention in building design as 

this is covered by Building Regulations. 

¶ Concern that allotments are not required. People should be able to choose what 

facilities are near their home. If there is no access to healthy food it doesnôt mean they 

are unhealthy.  

¶ Suggestion that People Friendly Healthy Places should form more of a major part of 

the Plan. 

¶ Suggestion that the links between health and planning should be more explicit and 

more said about mental health. 

¶ Eliminating food deserts and encouraging mixed use development supported. 

¶ Concern that the policy is too prescriptive. 

¶ Responses queried how development at Bow Brickhill can be delivered in accordance 

with this policy, including loss of valuable landscape. 

¶ View that places should be clean and safe, and that effective policing would make 

streets safer.  Suggestion that security and safety should be higher priority.  

¶ Suggestion that the promotion of good physical and mental health should apply to 

existing communities too.  

¶ Concern that Local Centre of Glebe Farm has no local shop or health infrastructure. 

¶ Concern regarding how this policy is applied in a rural setting. 

¶ Concern that Milton Keynes Hospital needs to be upgraded and expanded. 

¶ Suggestion that Health Impact Assessments should be mandatory for all new 

developments to ensure healthy sustainable transport choices are made including the 

proportion of active travel. 

¶ Support / need for early provision of doctors and dentists in new developments; or 

temporary services in place. 

¶ Concern about sufficient provision to meet the needs of the growing population. 

¶ Suggestion for the need for a clearer definition of and guidelines for health impacts. 

3.2.8 Amendments for Draft Policy GS4  
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¶ The Regulation 19 version introduces a trigger/threshold: it applies specifically to 

developments of 10 or more dwellings, whereas Regulation 18 applied to all strategic 

development proposals. 

¶ The phrase ñpromote good physical and mental healthò in Regulation 18 is changed 

to ñimprove physical and mental healthò in Regulation 19, suggesting a more active 

role for development. 

¶ Regulation 19 adds ñcultural infrastructureò to the list of facilities to be provided or 

contributed to, expanding the scope beyond just social and community amenities. 

¶ The movement hierarchy in Regulation 19 is broken down into three clear sub-points 

(a, b, c), making the prioritisation of transport modes more explicit and structured. 

¶ The phrase ñsafe, direct and accessible routesò in Regulation 18 is expanded in 

Regulation 19 to include ñinclusiveò, reinforcing the emphasis on equitable access. 

¶ Regulation 18 separates the design and public realm elements into two points; 

Regulation 19 merges them into one, streamlining the policy and improving flow. 

¶ Housing is described in Regulation 19 as ñaccessible, adaptable, and well-designedò, 

adding ñadaptableò to the Regulation 18 wording and slightly reordering the terms for 

clarity. 

¶ The final clause in Regulation 19 adds ñmitigating noise pollutionò to the environmental 

considerations, which was only implied in Regulation 18. 

¶ Reference to Table 5 added. 

Draft Policy GS5 Our Retail Hierarchy  

3.2.9 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS5  

¶ Responses highlighted the importance of Midsummer Place's as a key retail and 

leisure centre. 

¶ Responses emphasised the need for early consultation on the Mass Rapid Transit 

plans. 

¶ Concern that there is no mention of retail in rural area, and suggestion that the Plan 

should support remaining rural retailers. 

¶ Criticism of the policy for not supporting retail development outside town centres. 

Responses felt that the current retail hierarchy underestimates the need for retail 

space on or near strategic sites. Suggestion that the policy is amended to support 

demand-driven retail development at strategic sites where a need can be 

demonstrated. Suggested policy wording ñthat additional retail development outside 

the retail hierarchy may be supported if it meets local needs and does not conflict with 

aims set out within the retail hierarchy.ò 
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¶ Suggestion that local centres should be delivered prior to development and that 

existing centres need redevelopment. 

¶ Support for draft Policy GS5, believing in equality of access to facilities (with or without 

a car), and the need to reduce urban traffic. 

¶ Tattenhoe Parish Council are supportive of the draft proposals. 

¶ Request for a comprehensive method to predict retail floorspace requirements to 

guarantee the Plan's effectiveness. Respondents acknowledged the reason for 

concentrating on immediate retail needs given the uncertainties of long-term 

predictions but insisted on clearer explanations in the supporting documents to prevent 

issues. Recommendations to detail the ability of current vacant floorspace to satisfy 

identified needs and how this aligns with the redevelopment of Midsummer Place. 

¶ Suggestion to explicitly state that there is no short to medium-term necessity for new 

retail floorspace to avoid speculative developments outside of central areas. 

¶ Request clarification on the draft policies map for Central Milton Keynes, particularly 

the extent of the Primary Shopping Area and shopping frontages. 

¶ Suggestion to enhance nightlife by connecting the theatre district with the dome and 

new flats, incorporating dining, drinking, and artisan retail to create a more vibrant 

atmosphere. 

¶ Concern that a supermarket at one extreme end of Central Milton Keynes should not 

be considered as ñlocalò to the other end 2km away. Central Milton Keynes cannot be 

regarded as a single space for convenience shopping if active travel is to be promoted. 

The same will be true of the largest proposed new areas. For this reason, small and 

medium sized supermarkets should be actively preferred over superstores in district 

and local centres. 

¶ Concern that it is not clear from the information given what size or number of 

convenience stores will be required in the new strategic areas. Some guidance should 

be given. 

¶ Concerns that flexibility should be allowed for shops to change use. 

¶ Responses emphasised the importance of local shopping, as many residential areas 

lack local shops, leading to increased car usage for short trips. 

¶ Has concerns that prioritisation of Central Milton Keynes may harm smaller centres. 

¶ Suggestion that movement and parking are essential for the topic of this policy. 

¶ Agreement with draft Policy GS5, supporting the hierarchy, however concern raised 

that it conflicts with draft Policy GS4. Clarification sought on how food deserts will be 

rectified without additional building provision. 
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¶ Support for draft Policy GS5, however concern raised regarding the provision for 

villages, as many villages have lost their shops and pubs. 

3.2.10 Amendments to Draft Policy GS5  

¶ The opening sentence is slightly reworded for clarity and flow, with Regulation 19 

removing the reference to ñnational policyò and simplifying the structure. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces ñVarious existing Local Centres and newly delivered Local 

Centres within Strategic Urban and City Extensionsò under Local Centres, expanding 

the scope beyond just existing centres. 

¶ The roles of each centre type remain broadly consistent, but wording is slightly refined 

for conciseness and consistency (e.g. ñshopping and service needsò is used more 

uniformly). 

¶ Regulation 19 removes the phrase ñas defined in national policyò from the description 

of town centres, streamlining the language. 

¶ The City Centre description is unchanged in substance but slightly reformatted for 

clarity. 

Draft Policy GS6 Open Countryside  

3.2.11 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS6  

¶ Francis Jackson Homes (FJH) suggests that the wording "similar built footprint and 

volume of built form to that which already exists and enhances its immediate setting" 

be omitted. They also propose that a site-specific impact should be introduced to 

Policy GS6 to allow suitable Previously Developed Land sites to be developed in the 

Open Countryside where they are well-related to existing sustainable settlements. 

¶ Some concern that Policy GS6 is overly restrictive compared to National Planning 

Policy Framework Paragraph 84, which restricts ñisolated homesò in the countryside. 

¶ Francis Jackson Homes suggest that Policy GS6 should be more flexible and 

permissive to genuinely take a "brownfield first" approach and maximise the use of 

Previously Developed Land for new homes as per the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

¶ Some suggest greater flexibility for open countryside development aligned with 

housing and infrastructure goals. Some suggest expanding Policy GS6 to support 

developments that address cross-boundary sustainable housing needs, especially 

where there are significant housing shortfalls. 

¶ Some disagree with Policy GS6 because it isnôt strong enough to protect the Open 

Countryside from speculative development. 

¶ Some request no development in the Open Countryside. 
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¶ Some feel that a proportion of Open Countryside should remain as farmland. 

¶ Disagreement with the inclusion of Moulsoe Parish in the urban area. Some suggest 

that Moulsoe should have a greater buffer and feel it has been protected unequally. 

¶ Concern that Policy GS6 threatens open countryside in Moulsoe and North Crawley. 

¶ Historic England suggest that support for Enabling Development is inappropriate in 

Policy GS6 (remove from criterion iii.). Proposed wording ñThe development would 

represent the optimal viable use of a heritage asset." 

¶ Suggestion that if Criterion B. 7. i-iii. is all required, iv. should be part of iii. rather than 

an independent criterion. 

¶ Some agree with the policy if Criteria B. 1. to B. 7. are alternatives rather than all 

requirements. 

¶ Storey Homes suggest that the policy should include references to rural exception 

sites in the Open Countryside as per the National Planning Policy Framework. Storey 

Homes request that a link is incorporated between Policy GS6 and Policy HQH9 due 

to their interrelatedness. 

¶ Some suggest that Policy GS6 encourages tree planting, landscaping, and 

enhancements to the Open Countryside. 

¶ Gayhurst Parish Council request that the "Horse related development" policy from 

Plan:MK is carried forward into draft Policy GS6 Open Countryside. 

¶ Suggestion that Policy GS6 should refer to other suitable land uses in the countryside, 

including sports facilities and affordable housing schemes as per Policy HQH9 and 

National Planning Policy Framework Paragraph 70b. 

¶ Smith Jenkins suggest point 7 of Policy GS6 should be separated into two separate 

criteria for new or replacement isolated homes in the Open Countryside. 

¶ Smith Jenkins and Stockgrove Homes consider that Paragraph 2 of Policy GS6 is 

overly restrictive. 

¶ Some suggest that the protection of the surrounding landscape is addressed in draft 

Policy PFHP7(8), making it unnecessary for Policy GS6 to restrict proposals based on 

landscape impact. 

¶ Anglian Water Recommend Policy GS6 parts 4 and 5 reference water recycling 

infrastructure in open countryside, to avoid refusal subject to permitted development 

changes. 

¶ Smith Jenkins and Stock Grove Homes and others consider it inappropriate for draft 

Policy GS6 (criterion ódô) to restrict the redevelopment or reuse of brownfield land to 

non-residential brownfield land as it is not in accordance with the National Planning 
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Policy Framework which seeks to make best use of all Brownfield Land.  Suggestion 

that Policy GS6 is more restrictive than national policy on Green Belts, which allows 

redevelopment of previously developed land regardless of its current use. 

3.2.12 Amendments to Draft Policy GS6  

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a reference to Policy CEA12, linking the policy to wider 

landscape protection guidance. 

¶ The criteria structure is clearer in Regulation 19, with more detailed sub-clauses and 

expanded explanations, especially for rural worker dwellings. 

¶ The rural worker dwelling clause is significantly expanded in Regulation 19, requiring 

evidence of: 

¶ Need for proximity to work, 

¶ Economic sustainability of the enterprise, 

¶ Proportionality of dwelling size to enterprise needs. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces new criteria2: 

¶ Reference to Policy ECP5 (Supporting a diverse rural economy) and Policy 

HQH8 (Exception sites) for certain development types. 

¶ The heritage asset clause is retained but slightly reworded for clarity. 

¶ The reuse of buildings clause is simplified in Regulation 19, focusing on footprint and 

volume, and removing ñnon-residential brownfield landò wording. 

¶ The clause on extensions and ancillary structures is reworded in Regulation 19 to 

focus on proportionality of footprint and volume. 

¶ The subdivision of residential buildings is retained with minimal change. 

¶ The replacement isolated homes clause is restructured in Regulation 19, with clearer 

formatting and slightly refined wording (e.g. ñsubstantially the same footprint and 

volumeò). 

¶ Regulation 19 separates out new isolated homes of exceptional quality into a distinct 

final criterion, repeating the design standards for emphasis. 

Draft Policy GS7 Wind Turbine and Solar PV Spatial  Strategy  

3.2.13 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS7  

 
2 The Consultation Statement supporting the Regulation 19 consultation stage set out that new policy criterion 
for Policy GS6 included ñSupport for Gypsy and Traveller pitches where unmet need is evidenced and  
sites are accessibleò, this criterion was not included in the Proposed Submission (Regulation 19) Milton 
Keynes City Plan 2050; but is now set out as a proposed addition in the Schedule of Proposed Changes (see 
ref. PM025). 
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¶ Some respondents want policy to reflect national policy approach and other material 

considerations, such as the Wind Turbines Supplementary Planning Document. 

¶ Support for solar/wind farms should be conditional on no negative impacts to best and 

most versatile agricultural land, Special Landscape Areas, and compliance with other 

policies.  

¶ Support for the policy wording as drafted and support for renewable energy generation 

due to need to tackle climate change.   

¶ Support for local generation and community owned energy infrastructure.  

¶ Suggestion that it should be easier to build renewable energy provision in Milton 

Keynes.  

¶ Support for using existing built form for solar panels where retrofitting may not be 

possible elsewhere due to heritage and viability issues.   

¶ Support for energy storage, including from solar panels on industrial rooftops and over 

car parks, subject to safeguards.  

¶ Concern that renewable energy would not protect the environment. 

¶ Concern regarding potential conflict with Special Landscape Areas and local 

landscapes generally. Suggestion that Special Landscape Areas be excluded for 

areas of search. 

¶ Some respondents raise concerns about using agricultural land, open spaces, and 

open countryside for solar and wind farms. Some concerns about impacts on food 

security.  

¶ Suggestion that farmland needs to be improved instead of building on it.  

¶ Suggestion that the focus should be on offshore wind and nuclear energy.  

¶ Suggestion that policy should consider new designs and technologies.  

¶ Suggestion that policy should consider impacts on designated and non-designated 

heritage assets and their settings and require a Heritage Impact Assessment.  

¶ Policy approach should be consistent with Policies GS6 and CEA12, which could be 

said to conflict. Wind turbines and solar farms conflict with the notion of Open 

Countryside.  

¶ Concern regarding impact on residents, local communities, woodlands, biodiversity, 

linear parks, and infrastructure.  

¶ Suggestion that policies should consider potential landscape, heritage, and visual 

impacts of solar and wind farms in other authority areas.  
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¶ Suggestion that Milton Keynes City Council should partner with local community 

energy organisations, such as Wolverton Community Energy to supply energy and 

provide other benefits to communities. 

¶ Suggestion that further consultation is needed. 

¶ Suggestion that agricultural land should have greater priority than wind turbines and 

solar farms and policy should consider criteria for associated infrastructure and 

development. 

¶ Suggestion that usable development land should not be used for solar farms, due to 

constrained Milton Keynes land supply. 

¶ Some advocate using buildings, parking canopies, and developed areas instead. 

Suggests renting warehouse roof space to generate electricity from solar panels. 

¶ Further explanation is needed about how the areas of search have been selected. 

¶ Suggestion that areas of search be refined to identify more certain allocations. 

¶ Queries as to why some Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment sites had 

been included in the solar farm area and others excluded.  

¶ Suggestion that a minimum stand-off distance for wind farms from residential 

properties should be included. 

¶ Suggestion that solar panels should be made mandatory on all new homes and grant 

schemes introduced to support retrofitting solar panels.  

¶ Energy from new renewable energy generation should feed into new and existing 

developments.  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should encourage solar panels more. 

¶ Suggestion that energy needs are offset by better building standards, heat pumps, 

and retrofitting of existing houses.  

¶ Greater emphasis should be placed on micro-generation to protect greenfield land. 

¶ Suggestion that energy storage is not green in and of itself.  

¶ Suggestion that policy needs to consider air traffic routes.  

¶ Some support for wind but not solar due to visual impact.  

¶ Some object to new wind turbines in principle. 

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should specify the maximum size of wind/solar farms that 

could come forwards, to ensure efficient use of land.  



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
36 

¶ While the carbon study concluded that Grades 1 and 2 agricultural land are unsuitable, 

wind and solar developments do not permanently prevent future agricultural use. 

Suggestion that the policy should support wind and solar, subject to grid infrastructure, 

access, radar, ecology, and site-specific considerations.  

¶ Suggestion that designated sites should be listed within footnotes linked to Paragraph 

63 in the Plan, and wording of Policy GS7 should include that development ñwould not 

adversely affect and would seek to significantly enhance biodiversityò. 

¶ Suggestion that operational and utility resilience may support projects in locations 

outside the designated areas.  

3.2.14 Amendments for Draft Policy GS7  

¶ The term ñsolar farm developmentò in Regulation 18 is simplified to ñsolar 

developmentò in Regulation 19, broadening the scope beyond just large-scale farms. 

¶ Regulation 18 specifies a minimum size of 5MW for solar farms; this threshold is 

removed in Regulation 19. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces new criteria for assessing proposals, including: 

o A suitable restoration plan and after-use of the land. 

o Avoidance of adverse cumulative impacts with other energy developments. 

¶ The requirement in Regulation 18 to avoid ñunacceptable impact on the availability of 

best and most versatile agricultural landò is removed in Regulation 19. 

¶ The final clause supporting solar panels and canopies on parking structures and 

buildings is retained in Regulation 19, but the wording is slightly simplified and 

streamlined. 

Draft Policy GS8 Hanslope Park  

3.2.15 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS8  

¶ Historic England raised concern about the impact on the three listed buildings on site. 

Historic England suggest that the policy should clarify how these buildings and their 

settings will be protected, supported by a Heritage Impact Assessment. 

¶ Some concern regarding the designated assets on site and therefore the suitability of 

a Local Development Order. Hanslope Parish Council object due to the impact of 

development on the designated assets at Hanslope Park and increased light pollution 

from Hanslope Park, impacting the setting of the Grade I listed St James the Great 

Church. 

¶ Suggestion that Policy GS8 contradicts the strategy of the Plan which emphasises 

development within defined settlement boundaries to meet local needs. 
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¶ Some suggest that Hanslope Park should remain Open Countryside. Hanslope Parish 

Council object to the changing of the Open Countryside designation. Councillor 

Andrew disagrees with the changing designation from Open Countryside. 

¶ Some raise concern regarding insufficient road infrastructure and the unsuitability of 

travel plans. 

¶ Some concern that expansion of Hanslope Park should not be encouraged due to poor 

transport linkage and inadequate capacity for public transport. 

¶ Concern that expansion of staff numbers would worsen the strain on an overloaded 

and unsuitable road network. 

¶ Hanslope Parish Council object due to there being no regular bus service. Concern 

regarding maintenance of local road infrastructure. 

¶ The Milton Keynes Green Party suggest that development at Hanslope Park should 

only be permitted if public transport is improved. 

¶ Some concern regarding the insufficient access to the site via narrow rural roads, used 

as rat runs at peak time through Hanslope, Tathall End and Haversham Road causing 

danger and disruption to locals. 

¶ Some raise concern that local flood risk and adverse impacts mean a Local 

Development Order would not be in accordance with the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

¶ Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust highlight that Little Linford 

Wood is close to Hanslope Park and would be impacted by any development. They 

suggest to not permit any development closer to the wood than is existing. Suggested 

wording: ñThere are no impacts to Little Linford Wood Local Wildlife Site and 

development does not encroach any closer than already exists.ò 

¶ Some raise concern regarding the impact on the Biodiversity Opportunity Area near to 

the site. 

¶ Hanslope Parish Council object due to the impact on biodiversity, noting that the site 

borders a Biodiversity Opportunity Area. 

¶ Concern regarding the impact on surrounding wildlife and natural habitats. 

¶ Some raise concern regarding loss of green space. 

¶ Some concern that the Local Development Order would remove the need to apply for 

planning permission to check and balance development on site. 

¶ Some concern that the sites surrounding Hanslope Park were deemed unsuitable for 

development due to infrastructure limitations and therefore a Local Development 

Order would not be suitable on the site. Some suggest removing the Local 
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Development Order proposal from the Plan. Councillor Andrew raises concern 

regarding infrastructure and disagrees with the establishment of a Local Development 

Order. 

¶ Some suggest exploring alternative locations or satellite offices. 

¶ Suggestion that proposed development should take account of the surrounding 

countryside and villages. 

¶ Some concern regarding increased noise and pollution.  

¶ Suggestion to add "highways upgrade as appropriate" as well as travel plans to 

accommodate for increased traffic. 

¶ Concern regarding speeding and congestion in the local area. Some concern 

regarding safety of pedestrians. 

¶ Concern regarding the impact of development on local flooding; especially in Tathall 

End. Concern regarding previous flooding issues worsened by construction. 

¶ Hanslope Parish Council object to Policy GS8 due to local flooding, referencing the 

September/October 2024 flooding which affected the roads and access to the Park. 

¶ Concern raised regarding flooding and sewage overflows. 

¶ Suggestion to add: 'All new development should only take place within the existing 

built area with no extensions beyond the boundary into open countryside'. 

¶ Suggestion to add: 'There should be no additional car parking added which would 

further increase the volume of traffic on the existing Hanslope to Haversham road.' 

¶ Suggestion to add: 'There should be no additional residential development in nearby 

villages to support growth. Any new development should fund a redway to Hanslope 

and to MK via Castlethorpe and Wolverton, a Sustrans route has already been devised 

for this using existing footpaths and bridleways.' 

¶ Hanslope Parish Council object to Policy GS8 due to no explanation of the details of 

the development that will be permitted under the Local Development Order. 

Castlethorpe Parish Council note the potential for a Local Development Order for 

Hanslope Park and consider that more information will be needed to assess proposals 

and potential impacts. 

¶ Hanslope Parish Council object to Policy GS8 due to lack of information regarding the 

lifetime and exact area of the Local Development Order. 

¶ Hanslope Parish Council object due to there being no safe pedestrian or cyclist access 

to the site. Hanslope Parish Council object due to the need for active travel facilities 

along Newport and Park Roads. 
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¶ Hanslope Parish Council object due to the insufficiency of the narrow rural roads. 

¶ Hanslope Parish Council object as road improvements are required around "Devils 

Dip" - an accident hotspot. 

¶ Hanslope Parish Council object as the Call for Sites land surrounding Hanslope Park 

was assessed as unsuitable due to 'access constraints' and the significant costs 

associated with delivering strategic infrastructure to install suitable access. 

¶ Hanslope Parish Council object due to Sustainability Concerns; believing that local 

highway infrastructure, active travel facilities and local facilities are not suitable for 

future development. 

¶ Hanslope Parish Council request that Policy GS8 is removed from the Plan. 

¶ Suggestion that development should be no taller than existing buildings on site. 

¶ Some feel the surrounding local roads are dangerous, citing serious traffic incidents. 

¶ Some cite the low occupancy rates of the bus service provided from Milton Keynes 

Station. Hanslope Parish Council object due to there being no regular bus service. 

¶ Suggestion to include stronger wording regarding travel access. 

¶ Suggestion that staff utilise park and ride facilities. 

¶ Some object to Policy GS8 due to a lack of consultation with local residents. 

¶ Suggestion that Policy GS8 is strengthened by requiring implementation of improved 

transport initiatives to ease current traffic issues. 

¶ Suggestion that Policy GS8 also requires Traffic Management Plans. 

¶ West Northamptonshire Council note that care is required when considering the further 

expansion of Hanslope Park, ensuring it doesn't impact on the character of the wider 

area including via transport impacts. 

¶ West Northamptonshire Council note that Policy GS8 should recognise the existing 

and planned growth in West Northamptonshire which also needs to be considered. 

¶ The Conservative Group consider a Local Development Order to be inappropriate 

relative to the site's location and context and raise concerns regarding impacts on 

landscape, biodiversity, natural environment, flooding and transport impacts. 

¶ Suggestion regarding the importance of a development buffer should the New Towns 

Taskforce allocate a new settlement to the south an east of Hanslope Park. 

¶ Suggestion to remove the reference to Open Countryside. 

¶ Suggestion to remove the requirement for Travel Plans. 
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3.2.16 Amendments for Draft Policy GS8  

¶ The Regulation 19 version adds a new clause stating that proposals must maintain or 

enhance Hanslope Parkôs role in national security and/or governmental logistics, which 

was not referenced in Regulation 18. 

¶ The term ñredevelopmentò in Regulation 18 is broadened to ñ(re)developmentò in 

Regulation 19, allowing for both new development and redevelopment. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces additional criteria for assessing proposals: 

o Impact on heritage assets, with reference to Policy ECP5 (now Proposed Policy 

HE1 Heritage). 

o Impact on protected species and habitats. 

¶ The requirement for a Travel Plan in Regulation 18 is replaced in Regulation 19 with 

a broader expectation that sustainable transport initiatives are maximised, removing 

the need for a specific document at this stage. 

¶ Regulation 19 adds a new clause requiring a Transport Statement for proposals that 

lead to additional employment or storage floorspace, to assess impacts on the 

highway network and parking demand. 

Draft Policy GS9 Supporting Growth with Infrastructure  

3.2.17 This policy has now been captured in a new chapter of the Regulation 19 Plan 

named óInfrastructure Firstô. As such, Policy GS9 now relates to óSupporting transit-

oriented development and estate regenerationô in the Regulation 19 version of the 

Plan). 

3.2.18 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS9  

¶ Widespread support for the principle that infrastructure should precede development.  

¶ Many respondents emphasised the importance of timely delivery of different forms of 

infrastructure.  

¶ Developers and landowners of some strategic sites stressed that infrastructure 

requirements must not undermine the viability of developments. 

¶ Calls for flexibility in applying infrastructure requirements, especially where viability 

assessments show constraints. 

¶ Repeated calls for all policies, especially those requiring infrastructure or affordable 

housing, to be subject to viability testing. 

¶ Several respondents cited past failures to deliver infrastructure on time (e.g., Glebe 

Farm and Kingsmead). 
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¶ Concerns that ñinfrastructure-firstò is more of a slogan than a reality. 

¶ Include stronger enforcement mechanisms to ensure infrastructure is delivered before 

or alongside development. 

¶ Tariff System: Support for continuing the Milton Keynes Tariff approach to funding 

infrastructure. 

¶ Upfront Payments: Suggestions that Section 106 contributions should be paid earlier 

to ensure infrastructure is delivered on time. 

¶ Infrastructure Providers: Call for investment from all those with infrastructure provision 

responsibilities to make the plan more impactful and prevent simply relying on the 

Section 106 system. 

¶ Requests for ongoing dialogue and clearer processes to identify infrastructure needs 

per development. 

¶ Emphasis on involving residents, ward councillors, and local councils in planning 

decisions. 

¶ Calls for deeper, ongoing participation of residents in shaping the Plan, not just one-

off consultations. 

¶ Concerns that the Plan overrides or ignores existing Neighbourhood Plans, particularly 

in Castlethorpe and Newport Pagnell. 

¶ Calls for better cooperation with neighbouring authorities (e.g., Buckinghamshire and 

Central Bedfordshire) to better support infrastructure to serve regional housing needs, 

and climate, water, and energy resilience (especially in cross-boundary 

developments). 

¶ Suggestions to amend Criterion D to explicitly state that infrastructure delivery should 

be ñsubject to viability testing.ò  

¶ Suggestions to include flexibility for phased infrastructure delivery where appropriate.  

¶ Suggestions to Add ñand connecting green corridorsò after ñLinear Parksò in Criterion 

F. 

¶ Suggestions to Strengthen language to require long-term stewardship and biodiversity 

net gain. 

¶ Suggestion to clarify that linear parks should be included ñwhere appropriateò to avoid 

overburdening smaller sites. 

¶ Suggestion relating to Criterion F: Incorporate linear park requirements into 

Development Framework instead. 
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¶ Revise Criterion E to require that ñproposed long-term management and maintenance 

arrangements for green and blue infrastructure must be secured and clearly set out.ò  

¶ Criterion (e): Review requirement for maintenance arrangements as may not be known 

at application stage.  

¶ Clarify references (e.g., change ñ2.bò to ñB.2ò) for better readability. 

¶ Concerns about grid road capacity, junction bottlenecks, and cross-boundary traffic 

impacts.  

¶ Many respondents cited overloaded rural roads.  

¶ Concerns about poor connectivity, infrequent bus services, and lack of integration with 

new developments.  

¶ Calls for delivery of the Mass Rapid Transit system. 

¶ Underuse of Redways due to safety, maintenance, and wayfinding issues; calls for 

expansion and integration of the Redway network, grade-separated crossings, and 

better cycling infrastructure. 

¶ Concerns regarding the need for coordinated traffic assessments with neighbouring 

authorities. 

¶ Capacity issues: Existing schools are at or over capacity. 

¶ New Provision: Calls for timely delivery of primary, secondary, Special Educational 

Needs and Disabilities, early years, and post-16 education facilities. 

¶ Integration: Education infrastructure should be embedded in new developments and 

accessible by sustainable transport. 

¶ Support for Further Education: Emphasis on the importance of Milton Keynes College 

and the South-Central Institute of Technology in meeting local skills needs. 

¶ Concern at potential loss of the Open University.  

¶ Scepticism about a new university: Concerns that the proposed city-centre university 

campus is unrealistic given demographic trends and government policy. 

¶ Terminology: Refer to óhealthcare and social careô; to clarify these are planned 

separately with different organisations responsible.  

¶ Funding: Requests for social care infrastructure to be integrated into the Local Plan 

and viability assessments.  

¶ GP surgeries: Overwhelmed by recent growth; long wait times and lack of capacity. 

¶ Some raised concern regarding the need for an additional hospital.  
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¶ Milton Keynes Hospital cited as having the longest waiting lists nationally.  

¶ Concerns about the adequacy of services for an aging population. 

¶ Identified need for hundreds of new care beds and facilities. 

¶ Concerns about increased pressure on emergency services due to traffic and 

development sprawl.  

¶ Infrastructure planning: Calls for emergency services to be considered in strategic 

planning.  

¶ Concern at the lack of understanding of what a community facility is. 

¶ Under-provision: Delays in delivering community centres, shops, and meeting spaces 

in new developments. 

¶ Need for viable and sustainable community spaces in any strategic extension. 

¶ Social infrastructure: Emphasis on the importance of community development workers 

and early engagement.  

¶ Cultural infrastructure: Requests for cultural infrastructure to be embedded in 

community planning. Need for flexible spaces for events, arts, and heritage protection, 

preservation and enhancement.  

¶ Indoor Leisure & Recreation: 

¶ Support for provision of on or off-site facilities and maintenance arrangements from 

new development, based on latest evidence (Like Playing Pitch Strategy). 

¶ Preference for provision of built facilities rather than financial contributions. 

¶ Some views about the lack of current provision. 

¶ Linear Parks:  

¶ Strong support for the principle of establishing new Linear Parks from some.  

¶ Site promoters questioning the principle of linear parks being a requirement of new 

sites and suggesting there being flexibility about provision.  

¶ Calls for long-term stewardship and biodiversity enhancement.  

¶ Concerns about long-term management and funding of green spaces. 

¶ Requests for green corridors linking parks and natural areas. 

¶ Requests for new household waste recycling centres, especially in eastern Milton 

Keynes.  
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¶ Wastewater treatment Concern about infrastructure being overcapacity in existing 

systems; Need for upgrades and better planning. Importance of water infrastructure 

planning, flood mitigation. 

¶ Broadband: Calls for fast fibre to be a prerequisite for new developments.  

¶ Smart city goals: Digital infrastructure seen as essential for business, education, and 

supporting vulnerable residents.  

3.2.19 Amendments to Draft Policy GS9  

¶ Draft Policy GS9 deleted from the Regulation 19 Plan, supplemented by new 

Infrastructure First Policies (Proposed Policies INF1 and INF2). 

Draft Policy GS10 Movement and Access  

3.2.20 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS10  

¶ Suggestions to repair and upgrade existing infrastructure and improve safety on 

routes. 

¶ Crossover or changes to the Redway need to be more robust considering safety of 

users and visibility. 

¶ Suggestion that Policy GS10 should better integrate sustainable travel, biodiversity 

corridors, and emphasise active travel even more. 

¶ Concern regarding the consistency with National Planning Policy Framework 

(mitigation requirements, access). 

¶ Suggestions for more flexibility regarding car parking, especially in Central Milton 

Keynes and transport hubs. 

¶ Suggestions regarding requirements for transport plans. 

¶ Concern that cycle parking should be required. 

¶ Suggestion that additional clarity and emphasis needed on public transport priorities. 

¶ Suggestion that more criteria is needed to address transport links to rural settlements. 

¶ Concern that the policy must still protect vehicular flows around the city as many areas 

underserved by public transport and ensure elderly in these areas are considered. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy emphasise Active Travel further. 

¶ Concern regarding the details of grid road dimensions. 

3.2.21 Amendments to Draft Policy GS10  
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¶ Regulation 19 introduces a new opening clause stating that development proposals 

causing severe highway impacts or unacceptable safety risks will be refused unless 

effectively mitigated. This sets a firmer tone than Regulation 18. 

¶ The movement hierarchy is explicitly referenced in Regulation 19 (via Policy GS4), 

whereas Regulation 18 refers more generally to minimising travel and promoting 

accessibility. 

¶ Regulation 19 added a new criterion to require development proposals to maintain and 

where feasible expand the Public Rights of Way network. This will support objectives 

to increase connectivity within the city and access to the countryside.  

¶ Regulation 19 expands the list of requirements for development proposals, including: 

o Integration of wayfinding, seating, and lighting in walking and cycling 

connections. 

o Design considerations for people with disabilities and reduced mobility. 

o Integration of sustainable urban drainage systems and biodiversity 

enhancements. 

o Inclusion of mobility hubs in public transport infrastructure. 

o Safeguarding and enhancing access to public rights of way. 

¶ Parking standards are now linked to a specific appendix in Regulation 19, with a 

clearer expectation for evidence if standards are not met. 

¶ Parking design must now follow the movement hierarchy in Regulation 19, prioritising 

active travel within parking areas. 

¶ The clause about not prejudicing adjoining site development is retained but moved to 

the end of the list in Regulation 19. 

¶ Grid road extensions in Regulation 19 must now follow an agreed Design Code and 

enable connection to the existing network, whereas Regulation 18 focused more on 

physical design features like width and green infrastructure. 

¶ Regulation 19 strengthens protection of the Redway network by stating proposals to 

remove or cross Redways will be refused unless they prioritise active travel and 

maintain safety. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a requirement for major developments to connect to and 

mitigate impacts on the Redway network through financial contributions. 

¶ A new clause in Regulation 19 requires private infrastructure on highway land 

(including redways) to be screened with landscaping. 

¶ The headings in the policy are removed. 
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¶ Regulation 19 adds two new clauses related to canals: 

o Development near the Bedford to Milton Keynes Waterway Park must not 

compromise its delivery. 

o Development adjacent to canals must protect access to towpaths and, where 

possible, provide new inclusive public access. 

Draft Policy GS11 Principles for Extensions to the City  

3.2.22 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS11  

¶ Suggestion from some neighbouring authorities and other stakeholders that Milton 

Keynes should consider taking potential unmet needs from surrounding authorities. 

¶ Suggestion that adjacent land in neighbouring authorities should be identified for their 

growth potential (similar to the approach taken in Milton Keynes Strategy 2050), 

particularly in Central Bedfordshire and Buckinghamshire. 

¶ Support for the cross-boundary cooperation and infrastructure planning to meet 

regional housing needs. 

¶ Concern regarding whether the policy is flexible enough. 

¶ Concern about not having clear public transport system. 

¶ Suggestion of promotion of sustainable development (integrating public transport, 

green infrastructure, enhancing connectivity and prioritising development close to 

boundary). 

¶ Suggest that the policy needs revising in light of the updated National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

¶ Suggestions to amend policy wording to include ówhere possibleô. 

¶ Some respondents stressed the importance of parking. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy is renamed for clarity. 

¶ Suggestion to include a reference to East West Railway. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy and supporting text should go further to identify areas for 

such cross-boundary discussions or development through Local Plan processes (i.e. 

Milton Keynes City Council and Central Bedfordshire Council land). 

¶ Suggestion that the proposed development of the Eastern Strategic City Extension 

and a Mass Rapid Transit connection towards Cranfield already brings growth east of 

the M1 and that this development can enhance the Mass Rapid Transit system's 

viability by providing significant residential growth along its corridors. 
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¶ Concern raised that if Central Bedfordshire Council allocates Wharley Farm for 

development, Milton Keynes City Council must ensure its plan is flexible enough to 

bring the site forward comprehensively. 

¶ Requests that the Local Plan should allocate Hallam's land around Wharley Farm for 

development to support the delivery of Mass Rapid Transit, and ensure it is considered 

in the Central Bedfordshire Local Plan process. Marrons, on behalf of Hallam Land, is 

keen to discuss this further with both Councils to support Mass Rapid Transit and 

address housing needs in Cranfield. 

¶ Some respondents acknowledged the benefits in extending the Eastern Strategic City 

Extension into Central Bedfordshire, enhancing connectivity. 

¶ Suggestion to recognise that there are on ward connections to M1 Junction 13, to 

Magna Park and Richmond Station (reference to Transport Representations 

submitted) and supporting infrastructure investments. 

¶ Suggestion to incorporate biodiversity corridors and the existing green infrastructure 

network to support local ecosystems. 

¶ Suggestion to align with national policies on sustainable transport and biodiversity 

(National Planning Policy Framework 2024 Paragraph 105 and 174). 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should include a high-level reference to the strategic 

approach to energy provision. 

¶ Suggestion to include a reference to the importance of early engagement. 

¶ Suggestion that adjacent developments in neighbouring authorities should be included 

as part of Milton Keynesô housing requirement. 

¶ In all site-specific sections, it is suggested that at the end of the first sentence relating 

to archaeology field studies the following is added: ñin accordance with Policy EH5 

[now Proposed Policy HE1 Heritage], before any below-ground tests or work occursò. 

¶ Some requested that the principles continue those in Policy SD15 from Plan:MK.  

¶ Some appreciated the policyôs goals, especially relative to concerns about the impact 

of new developments on local roads, including the B4034. 

¶ Suggestion that if neighbouring authorities do not co-operate, or are not compelled to 

co-operate, development on Milton Keynes boundaries should be subtracted from this 

Plan by a corresponding reduction in housing growth, infrastructure and population-

related expansion into green space. 

¶ Suggestion that water and drainage services must be accommodated, and that water 

supply and sewerage should be considered alongside sustainable drainage systems 

and flood risk. 
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¶ Suggestion that there is no development on good arable farmland to improve food 

security. 

¶ Suggestion that the expansion of Milton Keynes should include extensions of the grid 

road network with traffic separated from pedestrians with underpasses / bridges 

instead of crossings, separated Redways and grass verges with trees to act as a 

sound barrier. New development should take the character and design of the existing 

transport network of Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some reject the principles, noting ineffective approaches to cross boundary 

cooperation such as in health services. 

¶ Support for the approach regarding water resource management, but suggestions that 

Policy GS11 should be supported by guidance and avoid Sites of Special Scientific 

Interest or local wildlife sites. 

¶ Recommendation that the design of the development should be based on a strategic 

landscape appraisal and proposal to amend point 4 to: ñThe design of the development 

should be based on and take into account a strategic landscape appraisal and should 

respect its context as well as the character of the city.ò 

¶ Concerns regarding high-level heritage implications and suggest a focused heritage 

assessment for proposed allocations. 

¶ Suggestion to highlight the challenge of extending the grid road system, Redways, 

and linear parks into rural areas with historic settlements like Moulsoe. 

¶ Suggestion that development should be phased, and that adequate time and effort 

should be dedicated to ensuring communities are fostered, not just that houses are 

built. 

¶ Suggestion that the name of Policy G11 is modified to provide clarity on the sites that 

the principles will apply, including reference to cross-boundary proposals. 

3.2.23 Amendments to Draft Policy GS11  

¶ The opening clause in Regulation 19 is more formal and structured, referring to 

ñpreparation of, and any joint-working uponò proposed allocations or development 

proposals, whereas Regulation 18 refers more generally to ñwhen, and if, development 

comes forwardò. 

¶ Regulation 19 adds an expectation for early engagement between authorities and 

infrastructure providers, which is not mentioned in Regulation 18. 

¶ The clause about securing developer contributions is moved up in Regulation 19 (from 

point 10 to point 2), giving it greater prominence. 
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¶ Regulation 19 expands the description of the urban extension to include ñpeople-

friendly and healthy, climate-resilientò qualities, and refers to integration with both 

urban and rural areas, whereas Regulation 18 focuses only on integration with the 

existing city. 

¶ Water resource management in Regulation 19 is more detailed, including flood 

controls, drainage, water supply, foul sewerage, and sewage treatment capacity, 

compared to the broader reference in Regulation 18. 

¶ Regulation 19 simplifies the design clause to focus on respecting context and 

character, while Regulation 18 includes more emphasis on the cityôs design principles. 

¶ The linear parks clause in Regulation 19 adds biodiversity protection to the list of 

benefits, which is not mentioned in Regulation 18. 

¶ Traffic impact assessment in Regulation 19 includes identifying a hierarchy of routes 

and off-site improvements, whereas Regulation 18 focuses more broadly on impacts 

and improvements to public transport and parking. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a new clause supporting residential access from H6 Whitney 

roundabout into proposed growth areas at Shenley Park, which is not present in 

Regulation 18. 

¶ The reference to community amenities in Regulation 19 replaces ñsocial and 

commercial facilitiesò in Regulation 18, with slightly refined wording. 

¶ The Park and Ride clause in Regulation 19 includes integration with public transport 

and Metro networks, whereas Regulation 18 refers only to linking with the city road 

system. 

Draft Policy GS12 Redevelopment of Wolverton Railway Works  

3.2.24 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS12  

¶ Suggestion that the location adjacent to the canal, and the importance of recognising 

its character and activating it as a resource within the development should be included 

in the policy wording. 

¶ Respondent suggests that any future design coding or master planning should include 

a vision of how the site will connect and interact with the canal. 

¶ Respondent suggests towpath improvements should be considered to encourage 

active travel for future residents. 

¶ Respondent notes that the Wolverton Conservation Area Review (2009) demonstrates 

a robust appreciation of the amenity value of the Grand Union Canal, and the benefit 

it offers in affording high quality views of the London and Birmingham Railway 

Company Carriage Works. 
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¶ Historic England suggests that Criterion viii should explicitly refer to heritage impact 

assessments rather than general surveys of built heritage. They highlight the omission 

of the site's intersection with a conservation area on the Heritage at Risk Register and 

stresses the need to address this in the Plan. The response recommends conducting 

a heritage impact assessment to guide Wolverton's growth while preserving its 

historical character and examining the site's relationship with a nearby Scheduled 

Monument. 

¶ Concern that sites should be preserved next to railway as if railway infrastructure 

changes, use may not be predictable. 

¶ The map of the primary retail area should be amended to include Radcliffe Street.  

¶ Suggestion to insert ñindustrial archaeologyò after ñbuilt heritageò in Criterion A. 8. 

¶ Suggestion that Wolverton is characterised by small residential streets, and any new 

development, especially housing, should be based on a street pattern similar to the 

Victorian parts of the town. 

¶ General support for the redevelopment of Wolverton Works. Significant opportunity to 

unify Wolverton with development on the north side of Stratford Road, especially if this 

could incorporate local shopping to complement that on the south side of the street 

providing a more cohesive double-sided shopping street. Respondent strongly 

suggests that as part of a mixed-use development, workshop and studio spaces are 

provided for small local businesses to support the growing IT and creative sector in 

Wolverton. 

¶ Suggestion that Section VIII is important; Wolverton Works is the last substantial 

surviving nineteenth century carriage works and thus of national importance. 

Suggestion that housing proposals must respect and work with the surviving buildings, 

which the last set of proposals for the site significantly failed at. 

¶ Future Wolverton Limited emphasises the suitability of Wolverton Railway Works for 

housing development due to its sustainable location near the town centre and the West 

Coast mainline. Future Wolverton Limited suggest that any development of the site 

should allow the railway works to continue operating (albeit on a smaller part of the 

site). Key issues to Future Wolverton Limited highlighted in the policy include:  

o 1. Improved Linkages and Movement.  

o 2. Conserving Heritage of the site.  

o 3. Community Amenities for the whole community.  

o 4. Housing Mix.  

o 5. New Infrastructure (including access to the Grand Union canal. Future 

Wolverton Limited emphasise that there should be a commitment to exploring 
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the potential to link the site to the Waste Recovery Park and use the generated 

energy). 

¶ Concern for the lack of road connections. 

¶ Suggestion to modifying the phrase ñIncorporate plans for primary and secondary 

education and health, as appropriate to the scale and nature of the development 

proposalò to ñincorporate plans for how education and health will be delivered, as 

appropriate to the scale and nature of the development.ò This change ensures that all 

phases of education, not just primary and secondary, are supported and delivered for 

all individual sites in the Plan. 

¶ Potential issues such as increased traffic congestion, strain on existing infrastructure, 

and noise and air pollution from construction activities raised. The respondent also 

emphasises the risk of losing the historical value of Wolverton Railway Works and the 

negative impact on local businesses due to reduced accessibility and increased 

congestion. The respondent points out the potential for community disruption through 

displacement of residents and businesses, and environmental concerns such as loss 

of green spaces and harm to local wildlife. It suggests prioritising sustainable 

development practices to mitigate these effects. 

¶ Concerns over heritage, ecology, contamination constraints, and note that there are 

viability concerns that have not been overcome. 

¶ Respondent raises concerns that Policies GS12 - GS19 do not provide a specific 

policy framework to ensure that flood risk is mitigated through site design, and 

highlights that the scale of the development means that flood risk cannot be mitigated 

through standard practices. The respondent also raises concerns that the policies do 

not contribute to flood risk mitigation (as per National Planning Policy Framework 

guidance) and suggests how to define the potential flood risk of new developments; 

they also suggest that they could allocate areas as Critical Drainage Areas. The 

respondent raises further concerns that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

recommendations have not been fully integrated into policy, as well as suggesting a 

level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is conducted in order to ensure a full evidence 

base. The respondent is pleased that green and blue infrastructure has been 

considered and raises the opportunity of enhancing blue infrastructure along the 

Wolverton Railway Works site (though requiring that there be an 8-meter buffer 

between development and the canal). 

¶ Milton Keynes Community Foundation consider that proposals to redevelop Wolverton 

Railway Works must include viable and sustainable community spaces. 

¶ Milton Keynes Forum suggest that the Railway Works is an important historical site 

that should be redeveloped as an outstanding example of conservation, appropriate 

to its importance within the history of railway development. Notwithstanding existing 

planning consents, Milton Keynes Forum believe that there should be a concerted 
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move to redevelop this site to provide a mixed-use development providing local 

employment opportunities (see e.g., The Paintworks in Bristol) in addition to residential 

use or even acting as a visitor attraction in the manner of STEAM (Museum of the 

Great Western Railway) at Swindon. Milton Keynes Forum suggest there should be a 

full frontage to the canal together with a footbridge across the canal. 

¶ The Milton Keynes Green Party consider that the policy related to Wolverton Railway 

Works should also include the need to interact with the canal. 

¶ Concerns about the potential diminishing of heritage through proposed growth. It is 

noted that the Plan's objectives mention conserving heritage but lack foundations for 

positive responses. The high-level nature of proposed site allocations limits Heritage 

Impact Assessments, necessitating further work to address heritage sensitivities 

through Heritage Impact Assessments. Historic England Advice Note 3 outlines a 5-

step approach to Heritage Impact Assessments , that is outlined in their response, and 

suggest that given the scale of areas covered, an approach similar to that of Warwick 

and Stratford-on-Avon District Councils in assessing the heritage sensitivities of places 

to change is used. 

¶ The response highlights the need for comprehensive Heritage Impact Assessments, 

including 3D modelling, to understand visual impacts on important views. It also 

emphasises the importance of analysing both designated and non-designated 

heritage assets to identify opportunities and minimise harm.  

¶ Concern that the plans for Wolverton railway works fails to consider the impact on 

listed buildings and heritage areas. The response calls for more detailed heritage and 

sensitivity analysis for all strategic urban extensions and areas around transport hubs 

to ensure informed allocation of housing. 

¶ The Parks Trust highlights the site's proximity to the Ouse Valley Linear Park, which 

has high environmental value. They suggest that residents of the redeveloped site 

should be able to access and enjoy the park in a managed way. This would require 

additional infrastructure to handle increased public access and educate visitors about 

the park's environmental sensitivity. Therefore, they request adding the point below to 

the policy to address these needs. ñA9: Include a reasonable contribute to the 

provision of infrastructure that enables and facilitates managed access to the nearby 

environmentally sensitive areas of the Ouse Valley Linear Park.ò 

¶ Any retail floorspace in expansion areas/redevelopment sites must be proportional to 

the development size, where the local area is in the hierarchy of centres, and meet 

local need only, so that it does not compete with the hierarchy of centres, as outlined  

in Policy GS5 and the criteria/tests of Policy ECP2. 

¶ Support for building on brownfield sites. 

¶ It is noted the site is a brownfield site that can be sympathetically developed to provide 

housing and services for the area. 
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¶ Support for the redevelopment of Wolverton railway works and view that the heritage 

value is very low. 

¶ Anglian Water Services support Policies GS12, GS13, GS14, GS15, GS16, GS17, 

GS18 and GS19 and the quantum and phasing of allocations subject to the comments 

and specific criteria. They particularly welcome the quantitative carbon assessment of 

spatial options, including embedded carbon in existing infrastructure that underpins 

the evidenced based selection of the strategic growth sites. 

¶ Suggestion that housing as well as a museum to highlight the history of the Wolverton 

Works would be more appropriate. 

¶ Suggests tower blocks diminish quality of life. 

¶ Suggestion that that the provision of community facilities should apply to surrounding 

villages as Wolverton residents use these. 

3.2.25 Amendments to Draft Policy GS12  

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a comprehensive masterplan requirement for the delivery of 

around 400 homes. 

¶ Education provision is expanded in Regulation 19 to include early years, primary, 

secondary, and Special Educational Needs and Disabilities contributions. 

¶ Health provision in Regulation 19 includes both primary and social care, whereas 

Regulation 18 only mentions health generally. 

¶ Regulation 19 adds a requirement for non-residential floorspace, and community uses 

that complement Wolverton Town Centre. 

¶ Regulation 19 requires a Heritage Impact Assessment covering both on-site and 

nearby heritage assets, including the Wolverton Conservation Area. 

¶ Structural surveys are required in Regulation 19 to assess the feasibility of reusing 

existing buildings, with demolition needing justification. Regulation 19 introduces  

¶ Emphasis on Canalside development with active frontages and mixed uses that 

respect the site's heritage and setting.  

¶ More concise language around low and zero carbon energy infrastructure in 

Regulation 19. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes specific reference to integrating the canal towpath into active 

travel infrastructure. 

¶ Regulation 19 adds a requirement for public transport improvements for Wolverton 

Town Centre. 
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¶ Highway infrastructure requirements in Regulation 19 consider the site's proximity to 

Wolverton Town Centre, adding nuance to traffic mitigation. 

Draft Policy GS13 Redevelopment of Walton Campus  

3.2.26 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS13  

¶ Support for policy if new Open University site maintains green spaces. 

¶ Concern over Public transport being provided. This site may provide an opportunity to 

provide land for Kents Hill primary school. Improvements are needed for Church Lane 

Road and the footpath. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Sustainability Appraisal 

need to split these sites up. 

¶ Suggestion that sections of the policy need revising due to the Open Universityôs 

intentions for the site. A masterplan should be required. 

¶ Suggestion that the density of the proposed Walton allocation is too high and out of 

keeping with the Neighbourhood Plan area. 

¶ Suggestion that the Local Plan should be supported by up-to-date evidence, including 

assessment of existing and potential components of ecological networks. This should 

inform the Sustainability Appraisal, ensure that land of least environmental value is 

chosen for development, ensure the mitigation hierarchy is followed and inform 

enhancement opportunities and development criteria for specific sites. Priority habitats 

within the Walton Campus and Eastern Strategic City Extension sites should be 

retained and enhanced as part of allocations. Appropriate policies should be in place 

to protect irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland, and ancient and veteran 

trees; see standing advice on this prepared by us and the Forestry Commission. 

¶ The Milton Keynes Green Party consider that the policy related to Walton Campus 

should also include the need to retain and reuse as many of the existing buildings as 

possible. 

¶ Milton Keynes Community Foundation consider that proposals to redevelop the 

Walton Campus must include provisions to support the creation of a city centre 

university campus, and that the redeveloped original site must include viable and 

sustainable community spaces. 

¶ Respondent raises concerns that Policies GS12-GS19 do not provide a specific policy 

framework to ensure that flood risk is mitigated through site design, and highlights that 

the scale of the development means that flood risk cannot be mitigated through 

standard practices. The respondent also raises concerns that the policies do not 

contribute to flood risk mitigation (as per National Planning Policy Framework 

guidance) and suggests how to define the potential flood risk of new developments; 

they also suggest that they could allocate areas as Critical Drainage Areas. The 

respondent raises further concerns that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
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recommendations have not been fully integrated into policy, as well as suggesting a 

level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is conducted in order to ensure a full evidence 

base. The respondent is pleased that green and blue infrastructure has been 

considered and raises the opportunity of enhancing blue infrastructure along the 

Wolverton Railway Works site (though requiring that there be an 8-meter buffer 

between development and the canal). 

¶ The Parks Trust highlights the ecological sensitivity of the Walton Campus site, 

adjacent to the Ouzel Valley Linear Park and Walton Lake. They stress the need for 

measures in any redevelopment to mitigate increased footfall and manage impacts on 

the park. Existing issues like vandalism and habitat disturbance are noted, and the 

addition of 1,600 homes is expected to exacerbate these pressures. Their response 

suggests that the policy should include requirements to mitigate the impact of 

increased access pressure on the adjacent linear park. They request adding an 

additional point: ñA10: Include a reasonable contribute to the provision of infrastructure 

that manages and mitigates the impacts of increased access to the nearby 

environmentally sensitive areas of the Ouzel Valley Linear Park.ò Their response 

supports C.6 but suggests strengthening it to ensure long-term sustainable 

stewardship of green and blue infrastructure and open spaces. They recommend 

amending the policy to include this requirement: ñC.6. A strategic green and blue 

infrastructure framework and open space strategy, to meet strategic and local 

requirements. The framework and strategy shall include proposals and provision for 

the long-term sustainable management and maintenance of the green and blue 

infrastructure and open space by an appropriate stewardship body.ò 

¶ Suggestion that any retail floorspace in the redevelopment must be proportional to the 

development size and meet local need only, so that it does not compete with the 

hierarchy of centres as outlined in Policy GS5 and the criteria/tests of Policy ECP2. 

¶ Agreement with draft Policy GS13, believing that the Open University should be 

located near Central Milton Keynes railway station, and that building houses in this 

location is a good idea if undesirable tower blocks are prevented from being built in 

Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Support of redevelopment of brownfield site and feels it is logical. 

¶ Suggestion that brownfield sites must be the first option for expansion. 

¶ Anglian Water Services support Policies GS12, GS13, GS14, GS15, GS16, GS17, 

GS18 and GS19 and the quantum and phasing of allocations subject to the comments 

and specific criteria set out above. They particularly welcome the quantitative carbon 

assessment of spatial options including embedded carbon in existing infrastructure 

that underpins the evidenced based selection of the strategic growth sites. 

¶ The respondent values The Open University's unique and historically significant 

campus, highlighting its well-designed grounds and adjacent park. They argue that the 
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successful distance learning model makes face-to-face teaching unnecessary and 

relocating to the city centre would increase parking demands. The established 

faculties contributing to space and TV programs should remain. Additionally, 

developing civic amenities for 1,600 homes would be necessary. They suggest 

redeveloping the East Campus, formerly de Montfort University, due to its proximity to 

schools. 

¶ Concern that if the Open University relocate, the site would be preferable as a campus-

style business headquarters. 

¶ Suggestion for student accommodation be built on the existing East Campus site and 

funds provided to construct lecture halls on the current site. 

¶ Concern and opposition to high rise developments. 

¶ Milton Keynes Forum would argue that the claims that Milton Keynes is becoming an 

IT hub is not supported by the evidence such as the NOMIS Labour Market Profile, 

which shows that only 7.8% of Milton Keynes' workforce is categorized as 

Professional, Scientific or Technical compared with averages of 9.6% (region) and 

9.1% (UK). Likewise, 9.4% work in Transportation and Storage compared with 4.8% 

(region) and 5% (UK). There is also a significant discrepancy in Human Health and 

Social Work Activities - only 9.4% of Milton Keynes' workforce is employed in this 

sector compared with 12.7% and 13.5% respectively. These figures should also be 

explored and better understood but, on the face of it, they indicate that we are not 

exploiting our position at the centre of the Oxford-Cambridge Arc as far as labour skills 

are concerned. Milton Keynes Forumôs concern in this matter is exemplified by draft 

Policy GS13, which proposes the repurposing of the Open University site for 

residential use (for which Milton Keynes has plenty of land available) rather than 

retaining it for its existing use or repurposing it for something that would make better 

use of the existing buildings, such as a biomedical campus. Milton Keynes Forum feel 

that Milton Keynes should be making better use of existing institutions such as the 

Open University itself as well as Milton Keynes College, the University Hospital, and 

nearby institutions such as Cranfield and Buckingham Universities to raise the 

employment profile of the city. 

¶ Milton Keynes Forum respects that the choice of whether or not the Open University 

moves from Walton Campus is a business decision for the University. If it does leave, 

however, Milton Keynes Forum do not support the demolition of the buildings and their 

replacement with housing, due particularly to the waste of embodied carbon and the 

greater potential of the site for employment use. As outlined previously in their 

comments on draft Policy GS3, Milton Keynes Forum believe that the site is hugely 

important and, if it becomes vacant, then it should retain its existing employment use 

and become a business park, possibly taking the benefit of its position on the Oxford-

Cambridge Arc to be marketed as a biomedical campus. In any event, Milton Keynes 

Forum believe that some of the buildings would be suitable for Statutory Listing and 
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they will be pursuing this matter when the buildings are considered in the second wave 

of assessments for the Milton Keynes New Town Heritage Register. 

¶ Concern over timescales for housing to be delivered. 

3.2.27 Amendments to Draft Policy GS13  

¶ Regulation 18 proposes around 1,600 homes across the Walton Campus site; 

Regulation 19 significantly reduces this to around 450 homes (300 on Site 1 and 150 

on Site 2). 

¶ Regulation 18 links the allocation to the Open Universityôs relocation; Regulation 19 

removes this contingency. 

¶ Regulation 18 refers to a Strategic Brownfield Site Development Framework 

Supplementary Planning Document; Regulation 19 does not mention this document. 

¶ Regulation 18 includes a wider range of housing types including older persons and 

specific needs housing; Regulation 19 does not specify these categories. 

¶ Regulation 18 includes convenience and service retail units; Regulation 19 omits 

reference to retail provision. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a 1,000-meter catchment consideration for community uses 

and facilities, which is not present in Regulation 18. 

¶ Regulation 19 adds protection of the grid road buffer and a link to the Ouzel Valley 

Linear Park within the green and blue infrastructure framework. 

¶ Regulation 18 includes a requirement for archaeological surveys; Regulation 19 omits 

this. 

Draft Policy GS14 Eastern Strategic City Extension  

3.2.28 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS14  

¶ A respondent expressed concern about the lack of meaningful community 

involvement, especially from neighbouring communities and local authorities, and 

called for improved engagement during delivery. 

¶ Hallam Land broadly supports the Eastern Strategic City Extension allocation, 

considering it justified and aligned with national planning policy. They control 

significant, deliverable land within the area and have submitted technical evidence 

confirming its suitability. While committed to collaborative working and master 

planning, they raise concerns about access restrictions, infrastructure viability, and 

certain policy requirements, particularly around housing types and energy 

infrastructure. Hallam Land seeks greater flexibility, early engagement, and clarity to 

ensure timely and effective delivery of up to 2,750 homes and employment land. 
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¶ Council documents restrict Broughton Grounds Lane to emergency and non-

motorised access; Hallam Land proposes temporary use for early phases (up to 500 

homes), citing benefits for connectivity and Mass Rapid Transit access. 

¶ Hallam Land agrees with the positive Sustainability Appraisal and minimal 

environmental constraints. 

¶ Suggestions for adapting the Milton Keynes East Supplementary Planning Document 

template for the wider area. 

¶ Policy clarifications requested on self/custom-build housing, specialist housing quotas, 

Gypsy and Traveller pitch suitability, and low/zero carbon energy infrastructure 

requirements. 

¶ Some respondents are withholding support until they can review submissions from 

local councils. 

¶ Historic England stresses the need for proportionate heritage assessments, especially 

regarding Moulsoeôs Grade I listed church, Moulsoe Old Wood, and Tickford 

Farmhouse (Grade II listed). 

¶ Heritage assessments should be carried out by applicants, not just the Council, and 

include desk-based and field evaluations. 

¶ Criterion D should explicitly reference heritage and archaeological assessments, and 

its relationship with Criterion E should be clarified. 

¶ Preservation in situ should be based on the significance of archaeological remains. 

¶ Concerns raised about the scale and speed of the Eastern Strategic City Extensionôs 

implementation. 

¶ Suggestion to expand existing Gypsy and Traveller sites in Milton Keynes rather than 

allocate new permanent pitches in Newton Leys. 

¶ Desire to preserve the old Wavendon golf course as green space. 

¶ Support for public transport and Mass Rapid Transit integration, with a call for more 

stringent transport infrastructure requirements. 

¶ Active travel routes to Brooklands are needed. 

¶ Support for development in principle, but due to its scale, it should be planned as a 

new town. 

¶ Concern that existing infrastructure has not kept pace with housing growth, including 

roads, public transport, utilities, healthcare, and education. 

¶ Fears of traffic congestion, environmental damage, and disruption to communities due 

to rapid development. 
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¶ Questions the economic viability of the extension without adequate infrastructure and 

amenities. 

¶ Suggests the Council should prioritise improving existing resources over expanding 

development. 

¶ Anticipates significant resident opposition due to quality-of-life concerns. 

¶ Concern that allocating land and funding for new sites may divert resources from 

essential services like healthcare and education. 

¶ Suggests integrating Gypsies and Travellers into existing communities as a more 

inclusive and cost-effective approach. 

¶ Worries that new site allocations could negatively affect property values and reduce 

community investment. 

¶ Requests a review of open space allocation, arguing East Milton Keynes is already 

overdeveloped. 

¶ Opposes further building on green space. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the impact on neighbouring authority Central Bedfordshire 

parishes. Hulcote and Salford Parish note that the draft policy states that this site will 

allow Milton Keynes to explore opportunities for cross boundary growth with Central 

Bedfordshire. They do not support any proposal for the extension of Milton Keynes 

into Central Bedfordshire. They are concerned about the impact this allocation may 

have on infrastructure in neighbouring Central Bedfordshire and stress the importance 

of infrastructure, especially where it is required to mitigate growth, being delivered first. 

Suggestion that all traffic assessments for the East of Wavendon Strategic Extension 

allocation must include a full cross boundary impact assessment, with the appropriate 

mitigation identified and also agreed with Central Bedfordshire Council. They are 

unclear as to the nature or role of a Mass Rapid Transit service or how it might relate 

to neighbouring villages in Central Bedfordshire. They emphasise further the 

importance of cross boundary consultation and involvement with local residents, 

Parish Councils and ward Councillors should this location be taken forward. In regard 

to Junction 13 of the M1, they suggest that given the heavy weighting of development 

to the East of Milton Keynes, the impact on the wider arterial road network must also 

be fully considered. They remain deeply concerned at the cumulative development 

proposals in Bedford Borough, Central Bedfordshire and Milton Keynes and the impact 

these will have on the national network, especially at Junction 13, where there seem 

to be no proposals coming forward to improve capacity with the consequent impact on 

all the local communities. They note the recent and difficult experience of the closure 

of the A421 (due to flooding at Marston Moretaine), and the consequent congestion, 

disruption and road chaos forced on local communities. 

¶ Concerns regarding the Milton Keynes 2050 growth study. 
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3.2.29 Amendments to Draft Policy GS14  

¶ Regulation 19 updates provision for Gypsy and Traveller sites, from 22 to 28 pitches 

across two sites by 2035. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes higher housing densities around transit hubs and Metro routes 

to support public transport. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces Metro infrastructure requirements, including funding and 

dedicated routes through planning obligations. 

¶ Regulation 19 specifies Special Educational Needs and Disabilities education 

provision alongside early years, primary, and secondary education. 

¶ Health provision in Regulation 19 includes primary health care facilities on-site and 

contributions to wider infrastructure. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes district/local centres that must not undermine Newport Pagnell 

or Milton Keynes East centres. 

¶ Regulation 19 requires community facilities and retail units in centres, aligned with 

Policies GS4 and GS5. 

¶ Green and Blue Infrastructure must follow an approved strategy and link to the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

¶ Transport infrastructure in Regulation 19 is more detailed, including: 

o Segregated active travel routes and mobility hubs. 

o Dedicated Metro routes and lanes. 

o New/upgraded highway routes, including cross-boundary connections. 

o Crossings of the M1 for active travel and vehicles. 

o Traffic management to divert trips away from Moulsoe while maintaining 

access. 

o Safeguarding future connections eastward beyond the extension area. 

¶ Regulation 19 still requires heritage and ecology assessments with mitigation, but the 

wording has been amended. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a requirement for pre-determination archaeological 

evaluation. 

Draft Policy GS15 East of Wavendon Strategic City Extension  

3.2.30 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS15  
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¶ Opposition to the proposed allocation for the following reasons: 

o Lack of buffer around Wavendon. 

o Increased traffic. 

o Lack of public transport. 

o Too little green space. 

o Historic significance of Wavendon House and other heritage assets. 

o Increased risk of flooding. 

o Impact on existing protected trees and impact of protected trees on the green 

space.  

o Insufficient infrastructure including healthcare and education. 

o Environmental impacts. 

o Light pollution. 

o Damage to privacy. 

o Damage to character of the area. 

¶ Suggestion that extensions to grid roads and safeguarding for Mass Rapid Transit 

should align with South East Milton Keynes. Suggested specific policy change to GA15 

E. X. iii. óthe access only Newport Road should align with the connection coming from 

the West through South East Milton Keynesô. 

¶ Suggestion that a Heritage Impact Assessment should be carried out to inform the 

Development Framework Supplementary Planning Document. The policy should 

make specific references to heritage impact assessments. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should focus on the significance of heritage assets with 

specific suggestion that the policy is amended to óconserve and enhance the 

significance (including the setting) of designated and non-designated heritage assets 

within the site and wider area that may be affected, including Wavendon House and 

the Registered Park and Garden, in accordance with Policy ECP4ô.  

¶ Suggestions that the policy intentions regarding the Scheduled Monument Motte 

castle near Wavendon Manor should be made clear. 

¶ Suggestion that a large park based on and around the golf course should be created 

for several reasons: 

o To provide safe community access to green space, recognising the lack of 

green spaces and parkland in the area. 
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o The health benefits of accessible green space. 

o To preserve the heritage assets.  

o To protect the ecology and biodiversity of the area. 

o To establish a green corridor from Caldecotte Lake along Caldecotte Brook to 

Wavendon via Phoebe Lane and across Newport Road via existing footpaths 

to access the new Wavendon Park. To the east of the Park, the green corridor 

could extend to access Marston Vale.  

¶ The proposed 12 hectares for a new District Park is insufficient due to existing local 

deficiencies and the needs arising from the new development. Various suggestions 

for sizes of between 20-30 hectares.  

¶ Conversely, there is the view that more, smaller green spaces would be preferable to 

a single larger space as this would be more accessible. 

¶ The new Park should include: 

o A new east/west leisure route along the course of the Old Carriageway from 

Newport Road to Wavendon House. 

o A new north/south cycle and pedestrian route linking Woburn Sands with Eagle 

Farm and Glebe Farm. 

o A new park centre/hub where these two routes intersect, containing a coffee 

shop and washroom facilities and ideally an activity room. 

o A fitness track with exercise equipment. 

o A picnic and barbeque area. 

o A childrenôs play area. 

o Restoration of the old ponds to provide enhanced biodiversity and recreational 

opportunities. 

o Car parking for visitors. 

¶ Concern about clause C of the policy as it implies unrestricted development. 

¶ Concern about clause E. 3. as it is deemed unrealistic, arguing that development of 

this scale cannot protect or enhance an areaôs character. 

¶ Suggestion that traffic calming is needed in estates to prevent accidents. 

¶ Question whether the new District Park will be looked after by the Parks Trust. 

¶ Support for delaying large-scale development until after 2038 to allow infrastructure 

development but propose providing the park earlier to address current lack of 
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accessible green space. Recognition that this may require some limited housing 

development to fund its creation. 

¶ Suggestion that a buffer to protect Cross End is essential due to its heritage 

significance, and this should be integrated into the park. 

¶ Concern regarding the need for safer crossing from Glebe Farm Redway across Lower 

End Road. 

¶ Suggestion that a future development road access should avoid using Lower End 

Road, Cranfield Road, Cross End or Newport Road as these routes are either 

unsuitable or already at capacity. The proposed ósecondary accessô is problematic as 

people are likely to use the most convenient route. 

¶ Suggestion that a new entry road from the west (possibly connecting to the H10) and 

an additional road entering from Keightley Gate are needed. 

¶ Concern that the creation of Wavendon Park will leave considerable land available for 

residential development on the old golf course. The principles of environmental 

preservation and low-density development should apply to developments adjoining the 

park. 

¶ Some feel that 2038 is too early given to uncertainty around East West Rail and New 

Towns and the amount of development in recent years in this location. 

¶ Some feel that development should be allowed before 2038. 

¶ Some suggest that the policy should be amended to ensure all phases of education 

are provided for, not just primary and secondary. 

¶ Some question what Central Bedfordshire Councilôs view on the allocation is. 

¶ Some request financial compensation should development go ahead. 

¶ Some suggest the effects of increased freight traffic should be studied. 

¶ Concern regarding the lack of consultation. 

¶ Some question the viability of the proposed extension. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should be amended to refer to protecting the character of 

Wavendon and Woburn Sands. 

3.2.31 Amendments to Draft Policy GS15  

¶ The housing allocation is reduced from around 3,000 homes in Regulation 18 to 

around 2,250 homes in Regulation 19. 
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¶ Regulation 19 introduces a requirement for a Framework Masterplan and site-based 

Design Code to be approved before planning permission; Regulation 18 refers to an 

Supplementary Planning Document but not a Design Code. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes higher housing densities around transit hubs and Metro routes; 

Regulation 18 does not mention this. 

¶ Regulation 19 adds Metro-related infrastructure and mobility hubs as part of the 

transport strategy; Regulation 18 refers to Mass Rapid Transit but not Metro branding 

or hubs. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes Special Educational Needs and Disabilities education 

provision and primary health care facilities; Regulation 18 refers more generally to 

education and health. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces local centres with a condition not to undermine Woburn 

Sands District Centre; Regulation 18 refers to retail units but not this condition. 

¶ The District Park size increases from 12 hectares in Regulation 18 to 15 hectares in 

Regulation 19. Regulation 19 requires alignment with an approved Strategic Green 

and Blue Infrastructure and Open Space Strategy; Regulation 18 refers to a general 

framework. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes pre-determination archaeological evaluation; Regulation 18 

requires surveys and a geophysical study but not explicitly pre-determination. 

¶ Regulation 19 strengthens language around heritage protection, including layout and 

design to conserve and enhance assets and their settings. 

¶ Regulation 19 refines transport infrastructure to include segregated Metro routes, 

mobility hubs, and integration with surrounding areas; Regulation 18 includes similar 

elements but with less specificity. 

Draft Policy GS16 Wavendon Strategic Buffers  

3.2.32 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS16  

¶ Some request a large buffer around Wavendon. 

¶ Support the need for Wavendon Strategic Buffers but criticism that the proposed 

buffers are inadequate. Some emphasise the necessity for additional buffering to 

mitigate environmental noise from southern developments, including landscaping 

along the H10 road extension. Concern that using open space for football pitches 

would not provide an effective buffer and insists that the buffer should be landscaped 

and accessible to all, rather than being flat, unsheltered sports grounds. This 

perspective should inform the approach to clause B. 
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¶ Suggestion that it would be ideal to connect this area to the nearest park area to create 

more green space. 

¶ Some feel that Wavendon has experienced sufficient development. 

¶ Suggestion that the buffer south of Wavendon Recreation Ground should be 

developed as a nature and leisure reserve to preserve a sense of nature for residents. 

The reserve would provide a natural space accessible to all, enhancing the area's 

environmental and recreational value. 

¶ Some supports the concept of strategic buffers and would support the integration of 

sports and leisure facilities in these spaces. 

¶ Support for the designation of Wavendon Strategic Buffers to maintain the open 

character between Wavendon and surrounding developments, preserving its distinct 

and historic identity within Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some emphasise the importance of green buffer zones and addressing traffic issues 

on Walton Road. The heavy traffic is damaging old properties with poor foundations, 

threatening the village's character. Some urge for infrastructure to divert traffic from 

rural roads and appreciate the opportunity to contribute to the consultation. 

¶ Some express concerns about the management of the field opposite the Wavendon 

Arms, which is currently untended. They suggest maintaining this land for community 

use, such as playgrounds and sports pitches, and note that the presence of a high-

pressure gas pipeline and footpath makes it unsuitable for residential development. 

¶ Respondent highlights the necessity of mitigating recreational access impacts from 

nearby developments and suggests adding the new paragraphs below to reinforce the 

policy, particularly regarding the importance and long-term maintenance of green and 

blue infrastructure. ñC. Development proposals that will generate public recreational 

access pressure on the land within the Strategic Buffers will be required to include 

proposals that will mitigate these pressures D. Development proposals which include 

provision for or contribute to the appropriate long-term management and maintenance 

of the landscape and/or access routes with the Strategic Buffers by appropriate 

stewardship bodies will be supported.ò 

¶ Respondents highlight significant constraints on development for the field opposite the 

Wavendon Arms, including a public footpath, a high-pressure gas pipeline, and 

proximity to Grade II listed buildings. Suggestion that this field should be part of a key 

buffer for Wavendon, preventing it from becoming an eyesore and proposing its use 

for community purposes such as sports pitches and a play area. 

¶ Some support the idea of establishing a local park and creating a buffer zone around 

Wavendon. They request that the park's size be increased, as twelve hectares is the 

minimum requirement for a district park and constitutes only a small portion of the total 

land proposed for development - allocating 20 hectares would be more reasonable, 
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allowing for the inclusion of additional features and cultural artefacts from the old 

Wavendon House grounds. 

¶ Concern that the approach to the identification of the Wavendon Strategic Buffers is 

not accompanied by evidence to assess the landscape quality and function of the land 

or its requirement as a buffer. 

¶ Concern that the proposed buffer is arbitrary, and that open space matters could be 

addressed through a comprehensive approach to spatial planning of extensions, and 

question why this is the only specific policy relating to the location of a buffer. Consider 

that the policy should be removed and that all land should be allocated to form part of 

a comprehensive scheme. 

3.2.33 Amendments to Draft Policy GS16  

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a more specific test for refusal: development proposals will 

be refused if they significantly harm the open character of land at the time of the planôs 

adoption, whereas Regulation 18 simply stated that development within the buffers will 

be refused. 

¶ Regulation 19 removes the blanket refusal of all development and allows proposals 

that do not significantly harm the open character and that enhance open space 

function and landscape quality. 

¶ Regulation 18 focuses on maintaining the open character between Wavendon and 

surrounding built development; Regulation 19 shifts emphasis to retaining 

Wavendonôs distinct and historic character within the wider built-up area. 

¶ Regulation 19 repeats the condition about enhancing open space and landscape 

quality but adds the requirement that this must not significantly harm the open 

character of the land as it exists at the time of plan adoption. 

Draft Policy GS17 South of Bow Brickhill Strategic City Extension  

3.2.34 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS17  

¶ Objection to the proposed allocation for the following reasons: 

 

o Impact on the Brickhills Special Landscape Area. 

o Impact on the Greensand Ridge. 

o The area should remain undeveloped. 

o Impacts on the character of Bow Brickhill. 

o Impacts on the A5 and M1. 

o Likely to result in unaffordable, poor-quality housing. 
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o Poor connectivity and reliance on car travel. 

o Congestion and safety concerns on Brickhill Street. 

o Inadequate options for active travel.  

o Isolation from the MK Redway network. 

o Impact in adjoining public woodland which is a vital community amenity. 

o Impact of existing planned developments at South Caldecotte and South East 

Milton Keynes.  

o Increased traffic. 

o Lack of public transport. 

o Loss of green space and associated health impacts. 

o Historic significance of Wavendon House and other heritage assets. 

o Increased risk of flooding which cannot be mitigated through standard 

practices. 

o Impact on existing protected trees and impact of protected trees on the green 

space.  

o Insufficient infrastructure and lack of critical mass for necessary infrastructure 

including healthcare and education. 

o Impact on biodiversity. 

o Environmental impacts. 

o Light pollution. 

o Damage to privacy. 

o Damage to character of the area. 

¶ The reasonable alternatives perform poorly against sustainability objectives, being 

constrained and remote from community facilities.  

¶ Some support for the strategic extension, if residentsô opinions are respected. 

¶ Suggestion that South of Bow Brickhill, Levante Gate and Eaton Leys should have a 

combined masterplan, at least for key transport and other strategic infrastructure. 

¶ Objection to increased density in the area. 

¶ Questions what the fall-back position is if Bow Brickhill railway station is closed.   
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¶ Suggestion that a new Redway should be incorporated between Bletchley and Aspley 

Guide adjacent to the railway line. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should reference heritage impact assessments and desk-

based assessments, supplemented by field evaluations if necessary.  

¶ Suggestion that a heritage-based design code should be developed for this area. 

¶ Suggestion that building on Areas of Attractive Landscape should be avoided as Milton 

Keynes would lose the defining landscape surrounding the city and this would set a 

precedent for further landscape erosion. Densities should be increased on other 

allocations. 

¶ Some felt that the development of this site should also be delayed to post-2038 (as 

suggested for the East of Wavendon allocation). This is suggested for several reasons: 

o To allow South East Milton Keynes to embed; 

o Lack of detailed transport modelling; and  

o Unknown impact on infrastructure.  

¶ Concern that there is an inconsistency between the delivery restriction for the 

proposed East of Wavendon Strategic City Extension (delivery post-2038) and the 

proposed South of Bow Brickhill Strategic City Extension which has no such restriction. 

The sites are in the same catchment area and neither site should have a delivery 

restriction. 

¶ Concerns relating to the flooding evidence including: 

o The recommendations of the Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment haven 

not been fully integrated into policy; 

o Critical Drainage Areas should be allocated; and 

o A Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment for the site should be caried out. 

¶ Suggestion that the Policy should focus on the significance of heritage assets with 

specific suggestion that the policy is amended to óconserve and enhance the 

significance (including the setting) of designated and non-designated heritage assets 

within the site and wider area that may be affected, including Wavendon House and 

the Registered Park and Garden, in accordance with Policy ECP4ô. 

¶ Suggestion that Criterion C. 8. should be strengthened to include reference to long-

term management and maintenance of green and blue infrastructure and open 

spaces. 
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¶ Concern that a South of Bow Brickhill Strategic City Extension Development 

Framework Supplementary Plan/Supplementary Planning Document is unnecessary. 

If it remains a requirement, this should be applied flexibly.  

¶ Note that the provision of any new secondary school would need to be jointly funded 

and accounted for in an agreed Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Wider growth including at 

the Levante Gate allocation should be considered.  

¶ Suggestion that the new park should include: 

o A new east/west leisure route along the course of the Old Carriageway from 

Newport Road to Wavendon House. 

o A new north/south cycle and pedestrian route linking Woburn Sands with Eagle 

Farm and Glebe Farm. 

o A new park centre/hub where these two routes intersect, containing a coffee 

shop and washroom facilities and ideally an activity room. 

o A fitness track with exercise equipment. 

o A picnic and barbeque area. 

o A childrenôs play area. 

o Restoration of the old ponds to provide enhanced biodiversity and recreational 

opportunities. 

o Car parking for visitors. 

¶ Concern regarding clause E. 3. as it is deemed unrealistic, arguing that development 

of this scale cannot protect or enhance an areaôs character. 

¶ Suggestion that traffic calming is needed in estates to prevent accidents. 

¶ Scepticism relating to the consultation process and whether local residentsô concerns 

will be taken into account. 

¶ Support for delaying large-scale development until after 2038 to allow infrastructure 

development but propose providing the park earlier to address current lack of 

accessible green space. Recognition that this may require some limited housing 

development to fund its creation. 

¶ Suggestion that a buffer to protect Cross End is essential due to its heritage 

significance, and this should be integrated into the park. 

¶ Concern regarding the need for safer crossing from Glebe Farm Redway across Lower 

End Road. 
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¶ Note that there is no mention of East West Railway that could provide a hub and 

economic benefit. 

¶ Support for quantitative carbon assessment of spatial options including embedded 

carbon in existing infrastructure that underpins the selection of the strategic growth 

sites. An allocation of this size is sufficient to provide carbon economies of scale. 

¶ Anglian Water expressed that they would want to work with the Councils and site 

promoters on the application of integrated water management approaches within the 

sites and surrounding catchments to reduce water demands, cut wastewater volumes 

and ensure the sites and communities are resilient to climate change. 

¶ Suggestion that a new entry road from the west (possibly connecting to the H10) and 

an additional road entering from Keightley Gate are needed. 

¶ Suggestion that the Creation of Wavendon Park will leave considerable land available 

for residential development on the old golf course. The principles of environmental 

preservation and low-density development should apply to developments adjoining the 

park. 

3.2.35 Amendments to Draft Policy GS17  

¶ The housing allocation is reduced from around 1,500 homes in Regulation 18 to 

around 1,300 homes in Regulation 19. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a requirement for a Framework Masterplan and site-based 

Design Code to be approved before planning permission; Regulation 18 refers to a 

Supplementary Planning Document but not a Design Code. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes a more detailed landscape-led approach to layout and design, 

specifically referencing distribution and mitigation of impacts on the Brickhill Special 

Landscape Area. 

¶ Regulation 19 separates education provision into early years, primary, secondary, and 

Special Educational Needs and Disabilities, and includes accommodation of demand 

from the Levante Gate Strategic City Extension; Regulation 18 refers more generally 

to education. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes primary health care facilities and contributions to wider health 

and social care infrastructure, also accommodating demand from Levante Gate; 

Regulation 18 refers generally to health provision. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces local centres; Regulation 18 refers to convenience and 

service retail units. 

¶ Regulation 19 requires alignment with an approved Strategic Green and Blue 

Infrastructure and Open Space Strategy and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan; 

Regulation 18 refers to a general framework and strategy. 
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¶ Regulation 19 refines transport infrastructure to include mobility hubs and integration 

with Levante Gate; Regulation 18 does not mention mobility hubs or Levante Gate. 

¶ Regulation 19 removes the reference to Mass Rapid Transit and instead refers to 

public transport and mobility hubs. 

¶ Regulation 19 requires pre-determination archaeological evaluation; Regulation 18 

requires surveys and a geophysical study but not explicitly pre-determination. 

¶ Regulation 19 omits specific mention of built heritage surveys, though it retains 

ecology and mitigation requirements. 

Draft Policy GS18 Levante Gate Strategic City Extension  

3.2.36 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS18  

¶ Opposition to the proposed allocation for the following reasons: 

 

o Loss of green space. 

o Loss of valued landscape. 

o Too far from Central Milton Keynes. 

o Transport impacts on A5. 

o Concerns relating to capacity of A5 roundabout. 

o Unsuitable, isolated location. 

o Too small to bring forward appropriate local infrastructure. 

o The site scored poorly in the Sustainability Appraisal. 

o Lack of opportunity for active travel. 

o Significant infrastructure requirements will mean site cannot be delivered 

quickly. 

o Impact on existing local services including schools and the hospital. 

o Lack of local employment opportunities locally. 

o Impact on Little Brickhill. 

o ólandscape ledô development is contradictory. 

o Will create noise and air pollution. 

o There are more suitable sites that should be considered. 
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¶ Supportive, provided development respects residents. 

¶ Connections with the rest of Milton Keynes are particularly important, in view of the 

retention of the level crossing at Bow Brickhill station. 

¶ The policy should make specific references to heritage impact assessments. 

¶ South of Bow Brickhill, Levante Gate and Eaton Leys should have a combined 

masterplan, at least for key transport and other strategic infrastructure.  

¶ Supportive but concerned about environmental impact on flood plains. 

¶ Additional traffic impacts must be mitigated. 

¶ The development should have a time limit as the area has been subject to lots of 

development recently. 

¶ There should be cooperation between local planning and highway authorities in the 

detailed planning of this allocation. This should consider impacts on communities, 

landscape and transport within Buckinghamshire. 

¶ Proposals must include viable and sustainable community spaces. 

¶ The policy should be strengthened to require long term management of green and 

blue infrastructure and open spaces. 

¶ Concerns relating to the flooding evidence including:  

o The recommendations of the Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment haven 

not been fully integrated into policy;  

o Critical Drainage Areas should be allocated; and  

o A Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment for the site should be caried out. 

¶ Some support for the policy. 

¶ The policy should be amended to ensure all phases of education are provided for, not 

just primary and secondary. 

¶ Questions viability of delivering the site and 40% affordable housing. 

¶ East West Rail could significantly impact site allocations and deliverability, and this 

uncertainty should mean the local plan process is delayed. 

¶ A Design Code should be prepared alongside a masterplan, rather than an 

Supplementary Planning Document. 

¶ The archaeological significance of the local area should be preserved 

¶ Freestanding settlements should have been considered as a reasonable alternative. 
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3.2.37 Amendments to Draft Policy GS18  

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a requirement for a Framework Masterplan and site-based 

Design Code to be approved before planning permission; Regulation 18 refers to an 

Supplementary Planning Document but not a design code. 

¶ Regulation 19 refines the landscape-led approach to include distribution, layout, and 

design, whereas Regulation 18 focuses more generally on layout and design. 

¶ Regulation 19 separates education provision into early years, primary, and Special 

Educational Needs and Disabilities, and includes contributions to secondary education 

facilities in the South of Bow Brickhill Strategic City Extension; Regulation 18 refers 

generally to primary and secondary education. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes contributions to primary health care facilities in the South of 

Bow Brickhill Strategic City Extension and wider health and social care infrastructure; 

Regulation 18 refers generally to health provision and access for Eaton Leys residents. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces local centres; Regulation 18 refers to convenience and 

service retail units. 

¶ Regulation 19 requires alignment with an approved Strategic Green and Blue 

Infrastructure and Open Space Strategy and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan; 

Regulation 18 refers to a general framework and strategy. 

¶ Regulation 19 refines transport infrastructure to include mobility hubs and integration 

with South of Bow Brickhill Strategic City Extension; Regulation 18 does not mention 

mobility hubs or this integration. 

¶ Regulation 19 simplifies the transport access wording but retains the same primary 

access point from the A4146. 

¶ Regulation 19 removes specific mention of Mass Rapid Transit and instead refers to 

public transport and mobility hubs. 

¶ Regulation 19 requires pre-determination archaeological evaluation; Regulation 18 

requires surveys and a geophysical study but not explicitly pre-determination. 

¶ Regulation 19 omits specific mention of built heritage surveys, though it retains 

ecology and mitigation requirements. 

Draft Policy GS19 Shenley Dens Strategic City Extension  

3.2.38 Main Issues for Draft Policy GS19  

¶ Supportive of allocation in principle. 

¶ The policy should make specific references to heritage impact assessments. 
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¶ Public transport must be provided. 

¶ Supportive but concerned about environmental impact on flood plains. 

¶ Transport links to nearby settlements must be provided. 

¶ The policy should be amended to ensure all phases of education are provided for, not 

just primary and secondary. 

¶ Opposition to the proposed allocation for the following reasons: 

 

o Landscape constraints, which was one reason the site was rejected during the 

2005 local plan examination. The Inspector concluded that the Shenley Ridge 

was a logical long-term boundary for the city. 

o The site is in a Special Landscape Area. 

o The site has a sense of remoteness as it lies beyond the planned buffer to the 

Western Expansion Area to the north. 

o Impact on Whaddon village. 

o Lack of connectivity with the rest of Milton Keynes. 

o Too small to bring forward appropriate local infrastructure. 

o The site scored poorly in the Sustainability Appraisal. 

o Lack of evidence to justify this allocation. 

o Limited public transport opportunities. 

o Limited employment opportunities. 

o Distance from services and facilities. 

o Transport impacts and associated safety concerns, including worsening of rat-

running through Whaddon. 

o Impacts on existing services. 

o Allocation is contrary to the aim of the plan óéthe right type of development in 

the right places to meet the growing needs of local people and businesses, 

while protecting our green spaces and rural areasô. 

¶ Concerns relating to the flooding evidence including: 

o The recommendations of the Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment haven 

not been fully integrated into policy;  

o Critical Drainage Areas should be allocated; and  
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o A Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment for the site should be caried out.  

¶ The policy should be strengthened to require long term management of green and 

blue infrastructure and open spaces. 

¶ Proposals must include viable and sustainable community spaces. 

¶ The Land Use Consultants Review of Local Landscape Designations recommends 

policy wording to ensure that development does not adversely affect the special 

landscape character of the area and makes a positive contribution to it, but the 

allocation of Shenley Dens ignores this. 

¶ No detail is given about how and what transport mitigation will be required. 

¶ Expect Milton Keynes City Council to require that Shenley Dens Farm is rebuilt after it 

was destroyed by fire. 

¶ Objection to any access onto the unclassified Stratford Road. 

¶ Questions Buckinghamshire Councilôs view of this proposed allocation, and suggests 

that without their support, the allocation of this site is premature until the 

Buckinghamshire Local Plan is published. 

3.2.39 Survey Responses - Whaddon  

¶ We also received 195 signed survey responses from residents of Whaddon. The 

survey form contained 8 statements and respondents indicated whether they agreed 

or disagreed with these statements. The table below sets out the number of 

respondents who agreed or disagreed with the formal statements, as set out in the 

survey response form. 

Table 1: Survey responses from residents of Whaddon  

Statement  
Agree (No. of 
Respondents)  

Disagree (No. of 
Respondents)  

ñOakhill Wood forms a strong visual boundary. The 
area to the west is a distinctive ónatural area with 
strong landscape features and attractive viewsò 
(Llewelyn-Davies ï 1996 MK Expansion Study 
update). 

193 1 

"This part of the city is a sensitive topographical 
location, where a permanent city edge must be 
created and the visual impact from the countryside 
protectedò. (Llewelyn-Davies ï 1996 MK Expansion 
Study update). 

195 0 

ñI do not see the logic of regarding the Whaddon 
Valley as a possible long term development area. To 
do so, disregards the qualities of the Whaddon 

193 2 
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landscape and the merit of the Shenley Ridge as a 
logical and clear long term boundaryò. (Planning 
Inspectorate ï MK Local Plan Public Enquiry 2004). 

ñThe housing development that would spill over the 
ridgeline, should this policy be adopted would not 
have regard to the landscape of the wider locality, 
would not respect the distinctive identity of the 
neighbouring villages and, far from enhancing local 
character, would damage local character beyond 
repairò...... and ñThis proposal would only add to the 
visual intrusion, and any further erosion of the 
landscape should be restrictedò. (Buckinghamshire 
Council October 2003 in their reply to the current MK 
Plan. 

194 0 

MK Council should ñAvoid the introduction of large-
scale elements or development which breaches the 
ridge along the urban edge of Milton Keynes, which 
would have a visual impact over a wide distanceò. 
LUC Evaluation and Recommendation to MKCC 
(from their own appointed landscape consultants) on 
the óCalverton Plateau ï Candidate For Special 
Landscape Area 2024ô. It is worth noting that their 
introduction photograph for this section of the report 
shows the views across Shenley Dens Farm ï the 
very site that MKCC are now proposing for 
development! 

193 2 

Shortly following the introduction of the Shenley 
Dens Farm into proposed development policy GS 
19, the grade two listed farmhouse was mysteriously 
destroyed by fire and demolished shortly after. 
MKCC should absolutely insist that the developer 
owners of the land should rebuild the farmhouse to 
its former glory (before they allowed it to go into 
disrepair), whatever the outcome of the development 
proposal maybe. 

194 1 

If by any chance this development were to be 
approved in the Plan MK 2050 ï under no 
circumstances should there be any vehicular access 
onto the Stratford Rd, which is already an 
unacceptable and worsening rat-run from MK 
Central & North to the A421 and south. 

193 0 

I strongly OBJECT  to Policy GS 19, and the 
proposed development of 1000 new houses at 
Shenley Dens Farm.  ñI clearly favour the eastern 
option (over the M1 motorway) as the logical 
direction for large-scale expansion of the city in the 
longer termò. (K. Holland, Local Plan Inspector ï 
Public Inquiry to the current MK Plan ï 2004). 

192 1 
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3.2.40 Amendments for Draft Policy GS19  

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a requirement for a Framework Masterplan and site-based 

Design Code to be approved before planning permission; Regulation 18 refers to an 

Supplementary Planning Document but not a Design Code. 

¶ Regulation 19 refines the landscape-led approach to include distribution, layout, and 

design, whereas Regulation 18 focuses more generally on layout and design. 

¶ Regulation 19 expands heritage protection to include non-designated barns alongside 

the Grade II listed Shenley Dens Farmhouse; Regulation 18 only mentions the 

farmhouse. 

¶ Regulation 19 separates education provision into early years, primary, Special 

Educational Needs and Disabilities, and contributions to secondary education; 

Regulation 18 refers generally to primary and secondary education. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes primary health care facilities and contributions to wider health 

and social care infrastructure; Regulation 18 refers generally to health provision. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces local centres; Regulation 18 refers to convenience and 

service retail units. 

¶ Regulation 19 requires alignment with an approved Strategic Green and Blue 

Infrastructure and Open Space Strategy and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan; 

Regulation 18 refers to a general framework and strategy. 

¶ Regulation 19 refines transport infrastructure to include mobility hubs; Regulation 18 

does not mention mobility hubs. 

¶ Regulation 19 requires pre-determination archaeological evaluation; Regulation 18 

requires surveys and a geophysical study but not explicitly pre-determination. 

¶ Regulation 19 omits specific mention of built heritage surveys, though it retains 

ecology and mitigation requirements. 
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3.3 Central Milton Keynes  

Draft Policy CMK1  Central Milton Keynes Placemaking Principles  (Now Proposed  

Policy CMK2 Central Milton Central Milton Keynes placemaking principles in  the 

Regulation 19 version of the Plan)  

3.3.1 Main Issues for Draft Policy CMK1  

¶ Suggestion that more evidence is needed on the impact of proposals, including 

capacity, density and height on heritage assets/constraints, and assumptions around 

redevelopment/rebuilding over adaptive re-use.  Suggested additions to the policy 

wording with respect to the placemaking principles. 

¶ Suggestion that principles could do more to connect with the distinctive heritage of 

Central Milton Keynes, including Campbell Park and other heritage assets.  

¶ Support using/respecting the existing grid structure of the city centre. 

¶ Need to include a definition of classic infrastructure. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should support developments that reverse the damage 

done to the original principles of Milton Keynes. 

¶ Support for retaining setback along Boulevards but being more flexible on the 

Gates.  Setbacks contribute to the city centre feeling like a car park and disjointed. 

¶ Concern that reference to ónew townscape settingô in Objective CMK2 implies this is 

not an evolution of what is already there. 

¶ Some do not support encroachment of the building lines in Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some support for flexibility on building lines on the Gates and pragmatic approach to 

retention of classic infrastructure and adaptive re-use of existing buildings. 

¶ Concern that the design of Central Milton Keynes is no longer ómodernô and shouldnôt 

constrain design of new buildings.  Some of Milon Keynes Development Corporationôs 

designs provided levity (e.g. The Point & The Winter Gardens). 

¶ Suggestion that development must be high quality, not soulless bland blocks and 

unattractive high-rise buildings.  

¶ Suggestion that the proposal for the replacement of The Point was different and 

interesting and would have been a great addition to the skyline. 

¶ Suggestion that the Council should develop a Central Milton Keynes Heritage 

Management Plan and a Central Milton Keynes Resilient Design Supplementary 

Planning Document. 
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¶ Some not confident that public transport will be effective or efficient. Concern that 

Mass Rapid Transit will be a waste of money as there is no traffic issue in Milton 

Keynes. 

¶ Some suggest that care is needed in the discussion about changes to parking 

provision. Some suggest that this is best dealt with through parking standards and 

transport plan and need to consider how this will work with individual planning 

applications.  

¶ Some suggest that building out of the Gates should only be considered when it can be 

demonstrated that the parking is seriously underused, and a green buffer/edge should 

be retained. 

¶ Some suggest there should be no building on parking areas, at the very least not until 

an analysis has been carried out based on current and projected needs, reflecting that 

ease of parking is a positive attribute for Central Milton Keynes.  

¶ Some suggest that electric vehicles remove the environmental issue of cars in Central 

Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some believe that people will always want to drive to the city centre, they want comfort 

and convenience. 

¶ Concern that reducing parking will harm retail and the economy and will also make 

access for those from the rural area more difficult. 

¶ Some believe high car parking charges are leading to vacant units in Central Milton 

Keynes. 

¶ Suggestion that there is still need for parking for disabled users (e.g., close to 

Midsummer Boulevard) to allow easy access to Greenway for public transport. 

¶ Concern that reducing parking before a very good alternative exists will mean retail 

and leisure businesses suffer. 

¶ Some suggest providing more ófront of houseô and other surface level car parking. 

¶ Some suggest providing more vertical parking at train station and shopping areas 

where more parking is required. 

¶ Some agree with move away from cars and towards creating a more cohesive city 

centre.  

¶ Some support for overall aim to reduce ófront of houseô parking. 

¶ Some suggest that there are already large numbers of vacant parking spaces in 

Central Milton Keynes. 
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¶ Some believe there should be no removal of underpasses, suggesting that signalised 

junctions are difficult for cyclists and wheelchair users.  

¶ Suggestion to prioritise underpasses rather than at-grade crossings. 

¶ Some suggest that there should be no development in Station Square; it should be a 

public square and provide more space for transport interchange. 

¶ Some suggest that Traffic Assessments are needed to consider impacts of closing 

Witan and Saxon Gates to car traffic as part of Greenway proposal, including for 

emergency services and access for servicing.  

¶ Some suggest the Council should deliver a state-of-the-art transport link from the 

station to Campbell Wharf. 

¶ Some suggest that the city needs a public transport hub/bus station and taxi rank. 

¶ Some suggest that the Council shouldnôt re-route buses away from Midsummer 

Boulevard as it would remove easy interchange possibilities. 

¶ Some concern that the Midsummer Boulevard Greenway will move pedestrians away 

from the front of well-occupied buildings where they would be able to get help if they 

are attacked or mugged.  Suggestion that instead the bus lane on Midsummer 

Boulevard is removed, with the potential to create a green walk on one or other side 

of the boulevard using existing pavements. 

¶ Concern that removing cars from Midsummer Boulevard may remove surveillance in 

the evening. 

¶ Some feel that cycling and walking in Central Milton Keynes can be unpleasant and 

dangerous. 

3.3.2 Amendments to Draft Policy CMK 1 (Now Proposed Policy CMK2 in the 

Regulation 19 version of the Plan)  

¶ Re-organisation of the section has resulted in Draft Policy CMK1 becoming Proposed 

Policy CMK2 in the Regulation 19 version of the Plan.  

¶ The Regulation 19 version removes the Land Use heading and content of the policy 

and goes straight into Movement. 

¶ Regulation 19 places stronger emphasis on inclusive design and accessibility, 

including references to safe pedestrian links, shelter from weather, and legibility for all 

users. 

¶ The Regulation 19 version introduces more detailed guidance on active travel 

infrastructure, including new Redways, wayfinding, seating, and lighting, which were 

not specified in Regulation 18. 
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¶ The green bridge connection to Campbell Park is retained in Regulation 19 but now 

includes a clearer emphasis on legibility and inclusive access. 

¶ Regulation 19 updates the parking strategy to include reprovision of parking in 

appropriate locations and flexible usage, whereas Regulation 18 focuses more on 

phased reduction and convenience. 

¶ Regulation 19 simplifies the language and removes references to specific masterplan 

approaches (e.g. for Block B4). 

¶ Regulation 19 expands the streets and pavements section to include shelter design 

and new Redways along Gates, which were not mentioned in Regulation 18. 

¶ The green infrastructure section in Regulation 19 introduces new guidance on open 

space provision, retention of street trees, and above-ground sustainable drainage 

systems. 

¶ Regulation 19 has introduced specific residential density ranges for different blocks 

and quarters. 

¶ The concept of landmark buildings is more clearly defined in Regulation 19, with 

gateway locations and key nodes identified, and linked to the Tall Building Strategy 

and other policies. 

¶ Regulation 19 simplifies the building design section but retains the emphasis on 

perimeter block typologies and public/private frontages. 

¶ Future Design Code for Central Milton Keynes mentioned in new paragraph 158.   

¶ Amended A.3 to say "Promoting inclusive and safe pedestrian links and routes through 

Central Milton Keynes Blocks and Blocklets and improve wayfinding to enhance 

pedestrian accessibility between Boulevards and Gates and increase legibility for all 

users"  

Draft Policy CMK2 Central Milton Keynes Development Framework Area (Now 

Proposed Policy CMK1 Central Milton Keynes Development Framework Area  in the 

Regulation 19 version of the Plan)   

3.3.3 Main Issues for Draft Policy CMK2  

¶ Some support for town houses and family homes in Campbell Park but needs to be in 

balance with Campbell Park as a place to promote healthy living and nature, including 

parking for residents and visitors. 

¶ Some suggest there should be no buildings on the events plateau in Campbell Park. 

No need for cultural attraction in Campbell Park; the space is needed for visiting fairs, 

music events etc. 
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¶ Some suggest considering alternative uses for Campbell Park Northside that provide 

a different attraction for the city ï residential development can happen elsewhere.   

¶ Suggestion that more information on capacity calculations for Central Milton Keynes 

is needed and justification for the proposed densities. Some suggest that further 

evidence is needed demonstrating that the proposed 11,000 additional homes can be 

accommodated and that there is a market/demand for it. 

¶ Concern that the city centre is already a multitude of flats and apartments as the 

default for every redundant building or open space.  

¶ Concern that there are too many homes proposed, some believe that the city centre 

is not the place for extra housing and they are concerned the city centre will become 

like everywhere else. 

¶ Worry that new homes will not be affordable.  

¶ Some suggest that there is a need for affordable homes in the city centre for low-

waged city centre workers.  

¶ Concern that delivery seems predicated on build to rent but needs to be more balanced 

between tenures. 

¶ Some suggest that policies should be based on what the city wants, not what the 

market demands. 

¶ Suggestion to make it clear that residential-only schemes will be allowed in Midtown, 

not just residential-led mixed use schemes. 

¶ Some support for building new homes, but not high-rise developments 

¶ Suggestion that Policy CMK3 should make specific reference to new residential 

homes. 

¶ Some believe that greater density and numbers of people living in the city centre will 

make it easier to justify investment and make Milton Kenyes amazing. 

¶ Suggestion that there should be a requirement for greater levels of affordable housing 

than proposed and requirement for a minimum proportion of homes to be 3+ bedroom 

and accessible/adaptable. 

¶ Suggestion to provide more interpretation on what is planned within individual 

blocklets/plots/sites.  

¶ Suggestion to include identification of gateway locations and ensure consistency with 

tall building map. 

¶ Suggestion to recognise that some of the development proposed/identified in the 

policy/framework may happen beyond the lifetime of the plan (e.g Midsummer Place 
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redevelopment ï which should not prevent investment/meanwhile development in the 

interim).  

¶ Suggestion for more detail on the proposals, including the Midsummer Boulevard 

Greenway, improved connectivity to Campbell Park. 

¶ Suggestion to address current challenges before new development happens. 

¶ Some stressed the need to renew certain areas of the city centre. 

¶ Suggestion to provide clarity on what is planned/proposed for various key sites (e.g. 

Toys R Us, The Point, Food Centre, movement of open market). 

¶ Some believe that dividing the city centre into specific neighbourhoods with their own 

design parameters will help to improve the identity and vibrancy.  

¶ Suggestion that clarity is needed on status of the Central Milton Keynes Business 

Neighbourhood Plan and whether proposed land use proposals will supersede this, 

and the policy status of the framework plan. 

¶ Suggestion that there needs to be more focus on active travel and maximising open 

space access in placemaking principles. 

¶ Concern that development shouldnôt be at the expense of existing and new 

greenspace provision. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy needs to encourage rejuvenation and improvement of 

existing spaces. 

¶ Suggestion that óplay on the wayô needs to be included as part of the Greenway 

proposal, including free play features to climb, sit on, run around etc. 

¶ Concern that removing trees to build closer to the carriageways will increase air 

pollution. 

¶ Concern that new proposed green space would be an oversupply even with population 

growth.  

¶ Suggestion that the Council should commission an Open Space Needs Assessment 

for the city centre. 

¶ Some suggest that areas of hard landscaping may serve the purpose of a green space 

in some places. 

¶ Some suggest the policy should be more ambitious on Biodiversity Net Gain and 

protections for existing open space. 

¶ Some suggest that parts of the green frame could be used for open space with 

development that overlooks and activates the space.   
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¶ Concern that a university in city centre may become superfluous given increase in 

distance learning and other unis struggling financially.   

¶ Some suggest that there should be a focus on further education rather than higher 

education. 

¶ Some feel that the new university would bring benefits but important that it provides 

courses relevant to the Milton Keynes economy.  

¶ Concern that the Plan must not ignore the arts and should include space for cultural 

activity.   

¶ Suggestion that a feasibility study for a university in Central Milton Keynes must be 

undertaken.   

¶ Suggestion that the university should be just outside of Central Milton Keynes, so that 

students can afford to live where they study.    

¶ Suggestion that university accommodation should be in retail/leisure area to 

encourage students to move around the city centre more.  

¶ Some suggest that a university would need to provide its own accommodation as local 

rental market cannot meet demand.   

¶ Some suggest there is a need to make sure the city centre is an attractive place to 

make students want to come here.  

¶ Some suggest that a university needs to actively support local nightlife. 

¶ Some suggest considering an alternative educational model, via a School for Social 

Entrepreneurs as a model of ólearning by doingô. 

¶ Some believe there isnôt a need for a university, with three within an easy commute.  

¶ Some suggest that a university should be close to the station. 

¶ Some suggest providing a learning centre which promotes more Science Technology, 

Engineering, Mathematics and vocational courses closely linked to business needs, 

and support for more apprenticeships. 

¶ Some suggest that plans need to account for student car use, provide suitable 

accommodation and drive partnerships with city institutions and employers.   

¶ Concern that there is not enough reference to all phases of educational provision in 

Central Milton Keynes, including adult education provision in the city centre. 

¶ Suggestion that Tech Quarter proposals should also include creative, arts and cultural 

sectors.   
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¶ Some suggest there is a need to provide unrivalled 5G and high speed wifi, data centre 

and server hosting, clustering of tech types, good óback officeô functions, advice 

centres and access to funding sources.  

¶ Suggestion that new businesses in Milton Keynes Development Partnership buildings 

should have a ósocial commercialô requirement to provide space for the start-up 

community.   

¶ Suggestion to create linkages between accommodation providers and companies to 

provide accommodation for new staff.   

¶ Suggestion for the need to include world class industry names to invest and stay in 

the area to create jobs and raise the profile of Milton Keynes.   

¶ Some suggest the need to provide support (including through link with Open 

University) to the social enterprise sector to increase growth and innovation. 

¶ Concern that focussing a tech quarter within Central Milton Keynes would undermine 

dispersed land uses and will result in congestion. 

¶ Suggestion to establish satellite campuses and research centres within Tech Quarter. 

¶ Concern that there is too much employment space allocated. 

¶ Suggestion that the Downtown Quarter should be open to other town centre uses, not 

just employment. 

¶ Suggestion that incentives are needed to encourage transformation in office market. 

¶ Suggested amendments to the policy wording and clarity sought on how the 

overarching development framework is applied. 

¶ Some believe that some parts of Central Milton Keynes can cope with higher buildings 

and there needs to be a policy that withstands political cycles.  

¶ Some support use of zones and increasing density and activity, and facilities to serve 

a larger population. 

¶ Some suggest there needs to be a holistic approach to the tall building/skyline strategy 

through a holistic approach rather than through piecemeal development. 

¶ Some support for much greater density and intensity, but with unique green spaces 

adjacent to provide complementary benefits. 

¶ Suggestion that Station Square should be within tall building zone. 

¶ Some believe there needs to be a density of population to attract business and 

services. 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
86 

¶ Some suggest that appropriate building heights and location of gateway buildings 

should be determined through planning applications rather than pre-determined 

through overly prescriptive policy.  Suggestion that criteria-based policies would be 

more appropriate. 

¶ Some against high rise/tall buildings and greater density.  Some feel that high rise 

buildings have no sense of community and will lead to alienation.  

¶ Some suggest that the Policy should require that no building is permitted taller than 

the tallest tree in the borough.  

¶ Some suggest that buildings should be capped at five storeys (Shenley Brook End 

and Tattenhoe Parish Council), six storeys (Historic England), and some suggest no 

more than 20-storeys in Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some suggest a maximum of six storeys in Campbell Park. 

¶ Some feel that the buildings part of the Campbell Park Northside application are too 

high and should instead be similar to building heights on south side. Some feel that 

lower heights of three storeys adjacent to Downs Barn is appropriate and will give 

skyline symmetry on this visible site rather than being a mixture of styles and heights. 

¶ Objection to taller gateway developments as they would detract from the green 

character of the city centre, and that the greenery should be the impression that one 

gets when approaching the city centre rather than concrete. 

¶ Some believe there is no need for gateway buildings in Campbell Park ï and that these 

should be focussed on central area. 

¶ Some suggest that gateway buildings should not be taller than surrounding buildings 

but be outstanding or notable for another reason. 

¶ Some suggest that developers need to prioritise high quality affordable living rather 

than density. 

3.3.4 Amendments to Draft Policy CMK 2 (Now Proposed Policy CMK1 in the 

Regulation 19 version of the Plan)  

¶ Re-organisation of the section has resulted in Draft Policy CMK2 becoming 

Proposed Policy CMK1 in the Regulation 19 version of the Plan.  

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a clearer structure by grouping content under headings like 

ñCentral Milton Keynes Quarters,ò ñBlock B4,ò and ñInfrastructure and land use 

principles,ò whereas Regulation 18 integrates these into a broader narrative. 

¶ Regulation 19 refines the Downtown Business Quarter policy by allowing an exception 

for a multi-use events venue on the Old Bus Station site and adds hotel use to the list 

of supported uses. 
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¶ Regulation 19 strengthens the requirement for Block C1 to support justice-related 

uses, stating proposals must not undermine delivery, whereas Regulation 18 simply 

supports such proposals. 

¶ Regulation 19 simplifies the Midtown Quarter description and expands supported uses 

to include hotel use. 

¶ Regulation 19 updates the Uptown Leisure Quarter to include hotel and community 

uses, which were not explicitly mentioned in Regulation 18. 

¶ Regulation 19 retains the Parkside Quarterôs residential-led focus but simplifies the 

language around housing mix and family needs. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces a requirement for a Council-approved masterplan for Block 

B4 before planning permission is granted, whereas Regulation 18 refers to a 

ñcomprehensive masterplan approach.ò 

¶ Regulation 19 adds new óInfrastructure and land use principles for Central Milton 

Keynesô, including support for: 

o Small, flexible, or affordable premises for start-ups and independent 

businesses. 

o Inclusive cultural and leisure facilities to support the evening and night-time 

economy. 

o Meanwhile uses to maintain vitality during vacancies. 

o Residential-led mixed-use development on North and South Row (excluding 

Downtown). 

o Development linked to infrastructure projects identified in the Milton Keynes 

Infrastructure Study and Strategy.  

Draft Policy CMK3  Supporting a thriving CMK  (Now Proposed Policy CMK3  Central 

Milton Keynes Skyline and Tall Buildings Strategy  in the Regulation 19 version of the 

Plan)   

3.3.5 Main Issues for Draft Policy CMK3  

¶ Some concern that the city centre is soulless and more needs to be done to create an 

attractive place that is good for shopping and nightlife.  

¶ Some concern that the city centre Feels like a desolate and large car park with low 

quality architecture and small pockets of activity.  

¶ Some stress the need to ensure existing cultural assets are being looked after before 

building new ones. 
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¶ Some stress the need for a large 15,000 capacity outdoor cultural venue/performance 

space as Campbell Park canôt cope with the number of visitors.  

¶ Some suggest that Campbell Park needs improved connectivity and facilities. 

¶ Some suggest the need for more independent activities ï retail, cultural and 

community spaces, as well as performance and studio spaces ï to create a more 

urban feel.  

¶ Some suggest the need for office and retail developments to provide some smaller 

units with flexible leases to create a better mix. 

¶ Some stress the need more affordable rents for small independent businesses. 

¶ Some stress the need for a Concert Hall of a size that makes orchestral concerts 

viable.  c.800 seats. 

¶ Some note that Milton Keynes has an events venue at the Stadium. 

¶ Some suggest the need to consider needs of young people including public spaces 

where they donôt have to pay to be and wonôt be considered a nuisance. 

¶ Some suggest displaying internationally recognised exhibits at the Gallery and 

performances at the Theatre. 

¶ Some stress the need for diverse offerings to cater to different interests and age 

groups.  More community events, and partnerships with local businesses to offer 

discounts and membership/loyalty programmes to encourage greater use of facilities 

and local enterprises. 

¶ Some suggest that convenience retail will be needed in areas where significant 

numbers of new homes are being delivered, and question the current figures 

proposed.  

¶ Some stress the need for schools, play areas, nurseries etc to accommodate families 

and doctor surgeries in the city centre. 

¶ Some suggest the need to ensure a greater focus on the nightlife industry which has 

been in decline locally.   

¶ Some suggest the need to mention the market and any plans to expand and diversify. 

¶ Some suggest that the Council should provide an improved indoor market with 

subsidised rents. 

¶ Some question what ónew communitiesô means. 

¶ Some believe that more detail is required on the development of the evening economy, 

the tech quarter and university proposal. 
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¶ Some suggest making reference to important role of the market. 

¶ Some suggest using port cocheres and bus stops for green roofs and supporting 

renewable energy. 

¶ Some suggest the need to consider impact on existing areas and the quality of life of 

their residents.  

¶ Some stress the need to retain a balance between the growing city and providing 

adequate infrastructure and services. 

¶ Concern raised that the Plan must not be too Central Milton Keynes centric at the 

expense of other district and town centres.  

¶ Some suggest that there should be a section dedicated to helping rough sleepers. 

¶ Suggestion that Central Milton Keynes retail needs investment. 

¶ Some concern that the objectives are vague and lack accountability. 

¶ Concern raised that people do not feel safe in the city centre. 

3.3.6 Amendments to Draft Policy CMK3  (Now Proposed Policy CMK3 Central Milton 

Keynes Skyline and Tall Buildings Strategy in the Regulation 19 version of the 

Plan)  

¶ The contents of Regulation 18 Policy CMK3 has been included in the Proposed 

Polices CMK1 and CMK2, and Regulation 18 Policy CMK3 has effectively been 

deleted. Regulation 19 Policy CMK3 is a new policy that takes the tall building 

elements from Regulation 18 Policies CMK1 and CMK2 into a standalone policy. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes a requirement for Design Review Panel engagement for 

buildings exceeding eight storeys, 25 metres, or the height thresholds. 

¶ Regulation 19 sets out detailed design expectations for tall buildings, including 

articulation of the base, middle, and top of buildings, which is absent in Regulation 18. 

¶ Regulation 19 introduces criteria for clustering, transitions in scale, architectural 

quality, and material integrity, none of which are addressed in Regulation 18. 

¶ Regulation 19 includes environmental and amenity considerations, such as wind 

tunnelling, daylight, sunlight, and microclimate impacts, which are not covered in 

Regulation 18. 

¶ Regulation 19 requires servicing, maintenance, and management of tall buildings to 

be integrated into the design, including avoiding blank ground floor elevationsðthis 

operational detail is not present in Regulation 18. 
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¶ Regulation 19 mandates cumulative impact assessments for tall buildings, considering 

visual, functional, and environmental effects, which is not a requirement in Regulation 

18. 

¶ Overall, Regulation 19 replaces the general city centre vitality policy with a specialised 

and comprehensive policy on tall buildings and skyline management, reflecting a 

significant shift in focus and regulatory detail. 
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3.4 Central Bletchley   

Draft Policy CB1 Supporting Investment in Central Bletchley  

3.4.1 Main Issues for Draft Policy CB1  

¶ Support for the regeneration and improvement of Central Bletchley from several 

source. 

¶ Some concern that the strategy will gentrify Bletchley (citing cuts to public transport 

and the closure of Sainsburyôs) and force out residents. 

¶ Historic England criticised Policy CB1 for not addressing the local historic environment 

not referencing the conservation area and listed buildings. They warn that the policy's 

flexibility might harm the significance of old Bletchley and its heritage. 

¶ Milton Keynes Development Partnership raise concerns that the density range for 

development in Bletchley is too restrictive, suggest wording to provide more flexibility 

on what can be delivered in Bletchley and the primary shopping area in Bletchley on 

the proposals map should be reduced. They suggest that the 150-250 dwellings per 

hectare (dph) range in Policy CB1 is too restrictive due to viability issues. They suggest 

changing it to 100-200 dph, considering the surroundings. 

¶ Regarding the convenience store requirement, Milton Keynes Development 

Partnership raise concern that adding this requirement in Policy CB1 could make 

schemes unviable. They propose allowing mixed-use developments to include various 

uses, consistent with the Supplementary Planning Document and Development Brief. 

The current policy and proposed District Centre size may make redevelopment 

difficult. 

¶ Milton Keynes Development Partnership recommend reducing the Primary Shopping 

Area on the proposals map to focus on Queensway, allowing the southern part of 

Brunel Centre and former supermarket site to be developed for new homes, aligning 

with the surrounding Victorian houses.   

¶ Suggestion that retail development should follow retail hierarchy and not threaten 

Central Milton Keynesô regional shopping centre. 

¶ Milton Keynes Green Party consider that Policy CB1 should include a specific 

commitment to improved public transport facilities including an eastern entrance to the 

rail station.  

¶ Milton Keynes College Group suggest there needs to be greater reference to both the 

South-Central Institute of Technology and Milton Keynes College Group Bletchley 

campus to meet the skills needs of Bletchley residents through formal and informal 

learning, and to the College's role in bringing vibrancy to Central Bletchley. 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
92 

¶ Urban& Civic, Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land, and The Society of Merchant Venturers 

support investment and renewal in Central Bletchley but have concerns about the 

justification for the proposed growth. They seek clarification on which sites will provide 

the 1,000 new homes, require more evidence to justify the proposed density range, 

and question the viability of the plans, particularly regarding affordable housing 

requirements. 

¶ Milton Keynes Community Foundation emphasise the need for viable and sustainable 

community spaces in Central Bletchley. They support addressing inappropriate uses 

and express a preference for community spaces that accommodate credit union 

services. 

¶ Buckinghamshire Council strongly support the provision of East West Rail, and 

request whether the plan can also support the proposed East West Rail Aylesbury 

Link to enhance local connectivity between key settlements.   

¶ Some question whether the suggestion of a new convenience store in Central 

Bletchley is a viable proposition. 

¶ Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council suggest that the draft policy specifies the 

minimum floorspace for the convenience store. 

¶ Some question whether the Primary Shopping Area for Bletchley be reduced so that 

the focus is on Queensway, allowing the southern part of the Brunel Centre to be 

developed for new homes. 

¶ Some question whether a specific reference to a need for a new hotel would assist 

with boosting the local evening and leisure economies. 

¶ Suggestion that the Policy should start with a vision statement for Central Bletchley, 

drawing from the Towns Fund and Town Investment Plan, to define its unique selling 

point for 2050. They believe the Policy lacks ambition, particularly regarding 

employment opportunities in technology, digital, and innovation sectors. 

¶ Some question whether the scale of comparison floorspace development permitted in 

Bletchley would it constitute a threat to Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Milton Keynes Development Partnership supports the approach to affordable housing 

and changes in Housing Viability Areas. It owns key sites in Bletchley, including the 

former police and fire stations, and is advising the Towns Board on planning and 

development. Due to lower residential values and viability challenges, MKDP proposes 

reclassifying Bletchley town centre from Housing Viability Area 2 (25% affordable 

homes) to Area 3 (15% affordable homes). They request updating the Policies Map 

accordingly, covering key sites like the Brunel Centre and former Wilko store. They 

suggest that this aligns with similar high-density development plans for Central Milton 

Keynes, the only other separately designated area in the Plan. 
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3.4.2 Amendments to Draft Policy CB1  

¶ The overall structure and intent of the policy remain consistent, but the Regulation 19 

version is more concise. 

¶ Regulation 19 specifies the size of the convenience store in the redevelopment area 

as 1,000 sq. m (net), whereas Regulation 18 only refers to ña new convenience store.ò 

¶ Regulation 19 adds a requirement for affordable housing, which is not mentioned in 

Regulation 18. 

¶ Regulation 19 simplifies the language around community amenities and town centre 

uses, focusing on enhancing provision and supporting the evening economy. 

¶ Regulation 19 strengthens support for mixed-use development in Bletchley Town 

Centre by stating it will be ñstrongly supported,ò whereas Regulation 18 uses softer 

language (ñmust includeò). 

¶ Regulation 19 simplifies the clause on the former Police and Fire Station sites, 

removing the reference to compliance with other policies. 

¶ Regulation 19 reframes the railway station access clause to focus on safeguarding 

delivery of eastern access and egress, rather than just ensuring development does 

not prevent it. 

¶ Regulation 19 simplifies the connectivity and public realm clauses, removing 

references to ñpeople friendly and healthy streets principlesò and ñenhancing or 

creating a network,ò while retaining the core intent. 

¶ The clause supporting Bletchley Parkôs learning and visitor facilities is removed in 

Regulation 19. 

¶ Definition of Health Hub added to Plan glossary. 
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3.5 People -friendly and Healthy Places   

Draft Policy PFHP1 Delivering Healthier Places   

3.5.1 Main Issues for Draft Policy PFHP1  

¶ Some support for the policy. 

¶ Some suggest the Council produce an Age Friendly Supplementary Planning 

Document to guide developers on designing age-friendly developments. 

¶ In relation to the health impact assessment requirements, some suggest removing the 

need for older person housing to undertake a Health Impact Assessments because 

scheme have several health benefits.  

¶ Some suggest their developments are supportive of the wider health outcomes of the 

Council, so should not be required to provide a Health Impact Assessment. Some 

suggest removal of Health Impact Assessment requirement for residential schemes.     

¶ Some suggest that Health Impact Assessments for medium / large leisure 

developments should be required. 

¶ Some suggest that more detail is required related to design. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should include reference to Active Design Principles 

demonstrated through the Active Design Checklist (Sport England). 

¶ Some suggest that the Healthy place making principles such as active design could 

be closer linked to the development management process. 

¶ Some suggest introducing the mandatory 3-30-300 principles and a need for a SMART 

target. 

¶ Historic England suggest that cultural infrastructure should be added to the principles. 

¶ Some suggest considering how publicly accessible spaces in tall buildings can be 

secured against risks of suicide. 

¶ Concern regarding Criterion F and G and respondents questioning why Shisha 

premises are singled out in relation to proximity to schools.  

¶ Concern that underpasses are neglected, dark and bad for mental health and 

movement.  

¶ Storey Homes support the draft policy but request supporting guidance regarding 

specific explanations of what a Health Impact Assessment should cover. This should 

also be consulted upon. 
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¶ Some suggest that the policy should provide link / direction to guidance and advice 

from Public Health. 

¶ Need clear explanation of how health infrastructure will be improved. 

¶ Concern that there is insufficient health infrastructure, and this is not being dealt with 

by the plan. 

¶ Concern that the policy goes beyond the scope of the development plan regarding 

infrastructure and green spaces.  

¶ Concern that it is contradictory to limit access to takeaways and yet encourage 

proximity to pubs. 

¶ Concern that the Plan is against private vehicles as a mode of transport. 

¶ Suggestion that health concerns raised through Health Impact Assessments should 

be addressed or the development should be refused.  

¶ Support for the suicide prevention policy, however suggestion that adequate mental 

health services are required. 

¶ Some stress that there is mounting evidence that arts engagement supports mental 

health, saving money through prevention.  

¶ Suggestion that developers should have to justify any plans which discourage active 

travel to ensure alignment with health and sustainability goals. 

¶ Some suggest that the Health Impact Assessment should be mandatory for all 

developments, particularly regarding, transport options to ensure healthy and 

sustainable travel choices.  

¶ Suggestion that the Healthy Food Principles encourage access to healthy food but 

should also limit access to unhealthy options. 

¶ Suggestion that the Policy should include reference to all the 12 Town and Country 

Planning Association Healthy Home Principles. 

¶ Suggestion that there is a need for a threshold for B. 6. new and expanded minerals 

and waste sites. 

¶ Regarding Criterion C (requiring addendum Health Impact Assessment for Reserved 

Matters applications), there is concern this might be difficult if works have already 

started. 

3.5.2 Amendments to Draft Policy PFHP1  

¶ Reference added to the Council's Designing Dementia Friendly Neighbourhoods 

Supplementary Planning Document in the policy's supporting text. 
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¶ Combined Criterion A & B. 

¶ Health Impact Assessment now also required for Adult Gaming Centre / Betting 

Shops, Pay-day Loan Shops and Shisha premises and Hot food takeaways and fast-

food outlets if consistent with Policy PFHF4. 

¶ Reference added to the Council's Health Impact Assessment Supplementary Planning 

Document in the Policy's supporting text. 

¶ Reference added to the guidance on the Public Health Intelligence webpage. 

¶ Reference to Cultural Infrastructure added in Policy GS4 (Strategy for People Friendly 

& Healthy Places). 

¶ PFHP1 C sets out that development proposals which would have a positive impact on 

the health of Milton Keynesô population will be supported where it can be demonstrated 

that the design of the scheme has been informed by the conclusions of a Health Impact 

Assessment. 

¶ Criteria F.3. (from the Regulation 18 version) removed. 

¶ Additional guidance relevant to the clustering of Adult Gaming Centres, Betting Shops, 

Pay-day Loan Shops and Shisha Premises. 

¶ PFHP1 I and G (from the Regulation 18 version) removed. 

¶ Requirement to complete a Health Impact Assessment for major energy generation 

added to PFHP1 A. 

Draft Policy PFHP2 Provision and Protection of Community Amenities  

3.5.3 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy PFHP2  

¶ Suggestion for a 20mph speed limit for new residential developments in policy 

wording, along with a 50mph limit elsewhere (and the application of these limits to the 

existing area). 

¶ Some suggested that housing and parking design should be updated to account for 

higher numbers of home workers. 

¶ Some suggest clearer definitions and standards to avoid ambiguity and delays. They 

also emphasise the need to protect existing community facilities and ensure new 

developments provide adequate spaces for community use. 

3.5.4 Amendments to Policy PFHP2  

¶ Additional criterion A. 2. requiring that community facilities meet the needs of the local 

population. 

¶ Community amenities reworded to 'community facilities' throughout. 

https://miltonkeynes.jsna.uk/
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¶ Additional criterion B. 4. setting out the need to demonstrate that an existing use is no 

longer commercially viable and has been appropriately marketed for at least six 

months. 

¶ Overall amendments to the grammar and formatting to improve readability. 

Draft Policy PFHP3 New Local Centres  

3.5.5 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy PFHP3  

¶ Suggestion that PFHB3 A. 2. Strategic Land Allocation (Glebe Farm /Eagle Farm 

South deleted from policy. 

¶ Suggestion to remove Conniburrow from the policy where there is an existing 

convenience store and others within walking distance. 

¶ Hallam Land emphasise assessing the scale of retail and other town centre uses, and 

request collaboration with the Council to determine the appropriate level and range of 

these uses. 

¶ Support for the policy for the creation and enhancement of local centres. 

¶ Urban&Civic, Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land, and The Society of Merchant Venturers 

consider that Policy PFHP3 relating to New Local Centres should be deleted or 

modified to avoid any duplication with other policies and sites where new local centres 

are required. 

¶ Suggestion that any retail floorspace in expansion areas/redevelopment sites must be 

proportional to the development size, where the local area is in the hierarchy of 

centres, and meet local need only, so that it does not compete with the hierarchy of 

centres as at Policy GS5 and the criteria/tests of Policy ECP2. 

¶ Gallagher Developments and Chicheley Farms Limited suggest a modification to 

policy to provide flexibility for locations to be determined via frameworks, masterplans 

and/or via planning applications.  

¶ Persimmon Homes note that there should be flexibility around the scale of 

development and incorporation of local facilities such as retail and service provision. 

¶ West Bletchley Council supports the creation of new local centres but wants to 

understand how to improve existing ones to ensure they remain safe, attractive, and 

meet community needs. The local centres at Whaddon Way and Melrose Avenue, 

despite their valuable services, suffer from limited parking and poor-quality public 

spaces. 

¶ Support for the prioritisation of provision of doctors and dental surgeries early on in 

the development process and discussion with NHS from outset to understand their 

infrastructure requirements. 
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3.5.6 Amendments to Draft Policy PFHP3  

¶ Removed reference to Conniburrow & Glebe Farm / Eagle Farm South from the Policy. 

¶ Amendment of Policy ECP2 criteria H. 1. to ensure that retail floorspace on 

development sites is proportional to the development size. 

Draft Policy PFHP4 Delivering a Healthier Food Environment   

3.5.7 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy PFHP4  

¶ Some support for the policy which does not just focus on restricting Hot Food 

Takeaways.  

¶ Concern that Criterion E. 2.  is discriminatory because it allows takeaways in wards 

with lower obesity levels.  

¶ Suggestion to add a policy a criterion allowing the applicant to commit to a Healthier 

Catering Commitment (such as Waltham Forest Policy 51). 

¶ Some feel that clustering can be a good thing and attract customers.  

¶ Suggestion that takeaways should provide bins and pay for their servicing. Takeaway 

businesses should be penalised for littering problems they create. 

¶ Some believe that individuals responsible for their own and their childrenôs health, they 

feel takeaway choice should not be restricted and the focus should be on education 

instead. 

¶ Some believe that obesity is due to poor eating habits, influenced by media and lack 

of education, healthy habits and deciding not to cook. 

¶ Some agree there should be access to a range of food choices including education 

about healthy choices. 

¶ Some suggest that community centres could provide the space for allotments as well 

as education cookery courses. 

¶ Some raise concern that takeaways are difficult to manage and that once development 

is approved the use over time could be changed to a takeaway. Suggestion for  this to 

be monitored and enforced. 

¶ Some suggest the need for a policy for school meals. 

¶ Some suggest the need for healthy eating awareness sessions, free exercise classes, 

psychological support and restricted media promoting unhealthy food. 

¶ Some feel that not everyone will want to use the private space for growing, however, 

the policy is generally supported.  
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¶ Some suggest that the Council needs evidence of demand and standards for food 

growing and allotments. 

¶ Concern that regarding the location of hot food takeaways, there is need for a more 

nuanced discussion, particularly in newer development areas. 

¶ Concern that the policy will not limit deliveries from restaurants using delivery apps 

and companies so would be of limited benefit. Some suggest instead the issue could 

be addressed by limiting opening hours to 17.00 onwards on weekdays.  

¶ Some support for the policies intentions, however some feel it is unreasonable since 

primary school children are unlikely to visit and the policy needs to balance against 

the National Planning Policy Framework support for economic development. 

¶ Some feel that Criterion C is unnecessary and inappropriate to new homes to provide 

facilities for onsite food growing. 

¶ Suggestion that the requirement for allotments (0.25 hectares (20) per 1,000 

households) should be amended to 0.5 hectares per 1,000 population.   

¶ Some question how criteria C and D can be implemented in high-density residential 

areas such as Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should pride further clarity about how to demonstrate when 

on-site is not feasible and to calculate off-site contributions. 

¶ Some suggest the policy needs to clarify thresholds and standards for new provision. 

¶ Some suggest the policy should recognise Community Growing Facilities, including 

adding the following wording to paragraph 130: ñCommunity Food Infrastructure, such 

as allotments, and urban food growing and community-wide food growing spaces such 

as community orchards, is also a key component of the Food Environment.ò  

3.5.8 Amendments to Draft Policy PFHP4  

¶ Additional wording added to criteria E to clarify that the criteria apply to proposals 

outside of an existing town centre listed in Policy GS5. 

¶ Definition of park added to the policy for clarity. 

¶ Additional references added to criterion E. 1. to further education facilities, youth or 

community centres, leisure centres and parks. 

¶ Criteria E. 2. ii. (from Regulation 18 Plan) removed. 

¶ Additional wording added to provide guidance on the clustering of Hot Food 

Takeaways. 
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Draft Policy PFHP5 Designing People Friendly Places   

3.5.9 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy PFHP5  

¶ Suggestion that Building for a Healthy Life should be used to assess major residential 

development proposals.  

¶ Suggestion that schemes should be evaluated using the Active Design principles.  

¶ Some support the use of Building for a Healthy Life and Healthy Streets. 

¶ Concern that Policy PFHP1 already requires submission of Health Impact 

Assessment, and that further validation requirements to address healthy living would 

be onerous. 

¶ Some support policy which they feel will encourage good waterside design. 

¶ Concern that there is no mention of óSecure by Designô or equivalent and this should 

continue to be a requirement. 

¶ Some suggest that a healthy life should also include decent sized plots for houses with 

space between them and ample sized gardens. 

¶ Concern that Criterion B. 6. refers only to the built and natural environments, which 

offers an incomplete approach. Suggestion to amend wording to: ñIntegrate well with 

the surrounding built, historic and natural environmentséò 

¶ Concern that the policy excludes the most important aspect of the active travel routes, 

that they, and not the vehicle routes, should be as direct as possible from the main 

clusters of homes to the main desire points. 

¶ Some agree with draft Policy PFHP5; however, they feel further clarity and context is 

required, particularly on active travel. 

3.5.10 Amendments to Draft Policy PFHP5  

¶ Amendment to PFHP5 B. 3. to "Respond positively to the landscape characteristics of 

the site, whilst retaining established and healthy landscape features". 

¶ Amendment to Policy PFHP5 C. setting out design principles which development 

proposals must adhere to. 

¶ Reference to the Active Design principles in the Policy's supporting text. 

¶ Additional text in Policy PFHP5 C. 4. "The layout should be designed to maximise the 

surveillance of the public realm, considering the prevention of crime and minimise the 

perception of crime." 

¶ Definition of 'Active Travel' added to the Plan Glossary. 
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Draft Policy PFHP6 Designing healthy streets   

3.5.11 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy PFHP6  

¶ Some agree with the general theme of this draft Policy; however, they suggest the 

mandatory inclusion of the 30-30-300 principle. 

¶ Some recommend that the design for all new streets should incorporate more tree 

planting and low-level planting between footways and carriageways and seating 

should be provided at regular intervals along streets. 

¶ Some believe that streets should not be dominated by car use. The use of the Manual 

of Streets to assess all new development proposals is supported. 

¶ Some recommend that all new residential developments should be designed as No 

Traffic Neighbourhoods to discourage rat running through residential roads, and that 

all new residential developments should have 20mph speed limits. 

¶ Concern that the current parking standards and design guide make it challenging to 

avoid streets dominated by car parking or significant visitor parking bays. Respondent 

feels that this is particularly noticeable in Olney and rural villages, where they feel such 

parking arrangements can be excessive and out of character. 

¶ Francis Jackson Homes Ltd suggest that it is essential to consider the anticipated 

delivery mechanisms and potentially update the parking standards and design guide. 

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should express a preference for street furniture and 

infrastructure to be publicly rather than privately maintained. 

¶ Suggestion that service areas should be accessible. 

¶ Some suggest implementing publicly administered residents only parking courts or 

multi-storeys rather than on-plot parking and street visitor spaces. 

¶ Suggestion that hard surfaces are easier for people with limited mobility or with 

pushchairs. 

¶ Some requests no block paving due to maintenance cost. Suggestion for additional 

wording in PFHP6 A. 7: ñwith ground floor detailing to provide interest and 

waymarking.òל 

¶ Some suggest policy wording is amended with more details of what constitutes cycle 

safety and convenient and accessible pedestrian crossing points. 

¶ Some suggest that special care and consideration need to be given to pedestrian / 

cycle crossings at road junctions, as some of the existing Redway crossings at estate 

access roads are poor as cars come off grid road roundabouts at speed, and vehicles 

need to be prevented from doing this. 
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¶ Some disagree with draft Policy PFHP6, believing that streets should be for people 

(particularly children), suggesting adding a ódoorstep playô aspect to the policy. 

¶ Some highlight issues with the poor quality of local public realm and pavements, 

making them unsafe for vulnerable users. 

¶ Some note that the lack of significant new development in their parish limits 

opportunities to improve the public realm. 

¶ Some disagree with draft Policy PFHP6, believing secure bike storage facilities should 

be considered to encourage cycling. 

¶ Some request assurance that removed parking is compensated elsewhere. 

¶ Concerns are raised around rural villages being disconnected from Redways and 

excessive speeds of traffic, including busses. 

¶ Some agree with draft Policy PFHP6, so long as this refers to streets within 

developments and not grid roads. 

¶ Some suggest amendments to include more mention of cars, and maintenance of the 

existing street hierarchy of Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some believe that the draft text is very prescriptive and could prove to be divisive for 

some schemes, especially if significant constraints dictate the layout of built 

development. 

¶ Suggestion that the first sentence is re-drafted to say: óDevelopment proposals will be 

permitted if they follow the guiding principles and where they do deviate this must be 

evidence based:ô This will allow for sites which can more easily follow the guidance to 

do so and those that cannot, due to the constraints upon them, can demonstrate 

through sufficient evidence why they do not. It will also aid timely delivery. 

¶ Some consider that additional flexibility is required to allow different types and scales 

of proposals to address the principles. 

¶ Suggestion that Policies PFHP5 and PFHP6 explicitly acknowledge the commitment 

to apply Natural Englandôs Green Infrastructure Framework for the design of people-

friendly places to ensure sufficient coverage of green space. 

¶ Some seek confirmation that the Healthy Streets principles can be applied to smaller 

sites. 

3.5.12 Amendments to Draft Policy PFHP6  

¶ Guidance provided in the supporting text for Policy PFHP6 on the definition of streets, 

where, for the purposes of this policy, 'streets include the wider public realm that 

contributes to the multi modal movement network'. 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
103 

¶ Comments regarding the need for secure cycle storage noted and a requirement for 

secure cycle storage added to Policy PFHP7. 

¶ Text has been amended to clarify that the policy is not written exclusively around the 

Healthy Streets indicators. 

Draft Policy PFHP7 Well -designed Buildings   

3.5.13 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy PFHP7  

¶ Some agree with the draft Policy. They suggest that, considering events elsewhere, 

all buildings must be safe regarding cladding materials etc. 

¶ Some question whether the policy should refer to engaging with a Design Review 

Panel. 

¶ Concern that the policy does not refer to heritage significance, excluding an important 

consideration in design. Suggestion that explicit mention of heritage significance is 

necessary for effective conservation and enhancement. Historic England suggest the 

following additional wording: ñFor sites that affect the setting of one or more heritage 

assets, and/or the character of a conservation area, the application should 

demonstrate how the development would respond sensitively to the heritage 

significance of any assets affectedò. 

¶ Historic England also recommends including reference to a Heritage Impact 

Assessment in paragraph 139, alongside Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 

with a cross-reference to the heritage section of the plan. 

¶ Some suggest better design solutions are required at key points in housing estates, 

especially at entrances to the estates, to create a sense of identity and place. 

Suggestion that there needs to be a greater variety of design and choice of materials. 

¶ Some advocate for constructing more houses to the Passivhaus standard, which 

emphasises energy efficiency and sustainability, such as solar panels. 

¶ Suggestion to add ñbut ground floor detailing, variation of form, etc can be a viable 

alternative way of differentiating the building, particularly in areas where most traffic 

will be pedestrian, and not looking upwardsò to PFHP7 A. 3. 

¶ Some suggest solar panels should be used more on new buildings. 

¶ Some emphasise the importance of preserving natural vistas, noting that Milton 

Keynesô founding principles included integrating structures with surrounding trees, 

which has been achieved with low-rise developments. 

¶ Some believe tall buildings should be limited to the central metropolis and stress the 

importance of appropriate mass and scale, particularly in Central Milton Keynesô 

Parkside quarter. 
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¶ Some disagree with draft Policy PFHP7, believing A. 3. is confusing and suggesting a 

stricter policy (such as óa building cannot be greater than 4 storeys taller than the 

nearest 4 propertiesô).  

¶ Criterion A. 8. is too subjective. 

¶ Criticism of the policy for lacking attention to design details, which could lead to poor 

architectural decisions. 

¶ Some feel there are too many poorly designed build-to-rent schemes. 

¶ Some stress the importance of Design Codes in Neighbourhood Plans and supporting 

the original Milton Keynes masterplan's design principles. 

¶ Some suggest requiring that no building will be permitted which is taller than the tallest 

tree in the borough. 

¶ Some feel that well-designed buildings will encourage increase in active travel. 

¶ Some feel it is unnecessary and inappropriate for criterion A. 10. of the policy to refer 

to buildings being designed to prevent suicide - this is a matter which is addressed 

through Building Regulations and social care. 

¶ Some feel there is a need to review the approach to tall buildings against proposals 

for Central Milton Keynes and building height/density standards to ensure consistency. 

¶ Some question whether important views are to be identified by the policies and maps. 

¶ Some feel that housing and parking design should better reflect increased home 

working to ensure Milton Keynes is as attractive place to live, work, and play as 

possible. 

¶ Suggestion that Criterion A. 8. should be reworded or removed due to the ambiguous 

term "important views". Storey Homes feel that this term is open to interpretation and 

could be unnecessarily onerous. Storey Homes ask for a more comprehensive 

explanation of what constitutes an important view, or alternatively that the criterion is 

removed. 

3.5.14 Amendments to Draft Policy PFHP7  

¶ Reference added to Design Review Panel in the supporting text of the 'New Design 

Codes' chapter.  

¶ New policy and additional supporting text added ('PFHP8 - Tall buildings outside 

Central Milton Keynes') providing guidance and assessment criteria for tall buildings 

outside of Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Criterion A. 3. amended to 'Buildings are of an appropriate scale, massing and height 

in relation to their context or the strategic aims of this planô. 
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Draft 'A New MK Design Code'  Chapter  

3.5.15 Main Issues in Relation to 'A New MK Design Code'  

¶ Suggestion that the Design Code needs to be flexible to changing design styles over 

time. 

¶ Concerns regarding the lack of detail for the Design Code. 

¶ Concerns regarding the proposed area typologies for the Design Code, which are that 

set out in the National Model Design Code, rather than being set according to the 

unique context of Milton Keynes. 

¶ Questions on approach to design coding for strategic extensions. 

¶ Hallam Land suggest that the Strategic Allocations are treated as distinct Area Types 

given their unique context and relationship with the city. 

¶ Sport England note that they are developing Active Design Codes Guidance to support 

Local Planning Authorities in embedding Active Design Principles in Design Codes. 

¶ Respondents feel the Design Code vision will support the objectives of People Friendly 

and Healthy Places. 

¶ Suggestion to add an additional area type for 'Waterside Places'. 

¶ Note that the Canal and River Trust are currently working on a Design Code for 

Waterside Places. 

¶ Historic England raise concerns about the code's applicability to both the city and its 

smaller historic towns and rural areas, suggesting bespoke character-based codes for 

these areas. 

¶ Historic England suggest amendments to the vision to accommodate the city's 

evolution while ensuring it remains aligned with the original vision. 

¶ Respondents not supportive of tall buildings. 

¶ Some concern that the skyline of Central Milton Keynes has been diminished. 

¶ Respondents highlight the importance of engaging with the local community to develop 

the Design Code. 

¶ Suggestion that the Design Code should be reinforced by the need for all new major 

development applications to be reviewed by a Design Panel. 

¶ Suggestion that the Design Code needs to balance competing objectives like parking 

provision and maintaining good urban design principles. 

¶ Suggestion that the Design Code carefully considers densities and building heights. 
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¶ Some disagree with the proposed vision. 

¶ Suggestion that there should be a Design Code adopted for existing areas. 

¶ Storey Homes suggest that the Design Code should not cover villages / rural areas in 

Milton Keynes. 

¶ Suggestion that Neighbourhood Plans should guide design principles for their local 

areas. 

¶ West Bletchley Council raise concern that the proposed area types fail to capture the 

unique characteristics of mature pre-New Town areas like West Bletchley. 

¶ Some concern that the Design Code could dilute the original design principles of Milton 

Keynes. 

¶ Concern that the vision is not economically sustainable. 

¶ Milton Keynes Development Partnership suggest that the reference to the Design 

Code should be removed to avoid confusion over densities and uses in an area. 

¶ Concern that a new Design Code could introduce an unnecessary additional layer of 

policy, requesting evidence of need. 

¶ Some concern that developers are being asked to prepare Design Codes for large 

development sites and suggest that instead Milton Keynes City Council should take 

the lead. 

¶ Respondents highlight the importance of considering and enhancing the important 

views in the City's planning. 

¶ Concern raised that the Design Code needs to be tailored to Milton Keynes' unique 

urban form, characterised by its gridded road system and dispersed land uses. 

¶ Some suggest that the Design Code should place more emphasis on blue and green 

infrastructure. 

3.5.16 Amendments to 'A New MK Design Code'  Chapter : 

¶ Revised position relative to the December 2024 update to the National Planning Policy 

Framework which moved away from encouraging authority wide Design Codes. The 

City Council welcomed this advice as there were significant concerns about the 

resource required to produce this code and its limited value given the scale of the area 

it needed to cover. Our revised approach is to expect lead developers to produce a 

framework plan, in discussion with ourselves, followed by an area design code for the 

strategic expansion areas and site codes, if there are multiple developers on a site or 

phase. 
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¶ The framework and the code are to be linked to the planning permission, via conditions 

that ensure the application follow the design guidance within these documents. This 

results in Design Codes in Milton Keynes that focus on areas of change and growth. 

Importantly this would ensure coding for the Eastern Strategic City Expansion Area 

and Central Milton Keynes. The vision for these more localised codes would remain 

the same focussing on People Friendly and Healthy Places. 
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3.6 High Quality Homes  

Draft Policy HQH1 Healthy Homes  

3.6.1 Main Issues for Draft Policy HQH1  

¶ Concern that there is an unclear justification to the approach of having self-build being 

provided on strategic sites. Some do not believe that Criterion E (Self-Build and 

Custom Homes) is strong enough. 

¶ Some expressed a preference to smaller, non-strategic sites, and Neighbourhood Plan 

allocations, and suggested that the level of provision should be evaluated individually 

for each site. 

¶ Some felt that óreasonable needsô should be defined so the policy can be enforced. 

¶ Some raised concerns about the suitability of large housebuilders to bring self-build 

sites forward on strategic sites. 

¶ Some suggest that self-build sites should be serviced plots made available to genuine 

builders, not sold to developers or builders for onward sale on the open market, and 

that there needs to be a resident requirement in the lease. 

¶ Some suggest that self-build plots on strategic allocations may remain vacant (grated 

but not delivered) and revert to mainstream market dwellings after 12 months, 

potentially leading to unmet self-build needs and loss of Section 106 receipts. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding viability around 5% of new market homes to meet Building 

Regulations Part M4(3) wheelchair accessible standards, and some question whether 

this has been considered in the Viability Study. 

¶ Concern that M4(3) housing may reduce independence for older people, and some 

recommend that older persons' housing, especially extra care housing, should be 

addressed separately in the Plan. 

¶ Some suggest amending Policy HQH1 to allow for flexibility in housing mix for each 

development, considering the latest evidence of need and other material factors such 

as viability. 

¶ Concern about the lack of wording regarding the need for social housing, as opposed 

to the ill-named affordable housing, and new-build Council housing. 

¶ Concern regarding the volume of build-to-rent units being developed in Central Milton 

Keynes, which some suggest do not create sustainable communities. 

¶ Suggestion that Criteria B and D of the policy are combined to ensure that the policy 

does not convey conflicting requirements. Criteria in both sections should be made 

subject to viability and site-specific constraints; ensuring deliverability of sites, 
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including in Central Milton Keynes where demand is predominantly for smaller 

households. 

¶ Suggestion that there is a need for high quality bungalows in Milton Keynes for the 

increasing ageing population.  

¶ Some would prefer to aim for co-housing groups including low-cost self-build homes, 

rather than leave it to the market which is producing high priced "custom" homes many 

of which are indistinguishable from each other. 

¶ Some suggest that solar panels should be used more on new buildings. 

¶ Some suggest that Cohousing in the Plan is essential, providing companionship, 

mutual support, neighbourliness, and informal care, leading to longer, healthier lives. 

Milton Keynes City Council should allocate sites for Cohousing as part of their 

commitment to healthy homes. 

¶ Some suggest that the percentage of custom/self-build homes should be reviewed 

before submission is made and adjusted based on demand and viability. 

¶ Some recommend that the policy should allow flexibility to deviate from this mix based 

on local needs (provided evidence supports this). 

¶ Some suggest that infrastructure should be the priority. 

¶ Some suggest positively encouraging more such development across all of Milton 

Keynes (rural as well as designated areas). 

¶ Suggestion for a 3% self-build home provision, believing self-builds create a diverse 

character. 

¶ Suggestion that affordable homes be defined as being four-times the average salary 

for Milton Keynes, and that most affordable homes should be available on the free 

market. 

¶ Some suggest adding a reference to where the Councilôs latest Evidence of Need will 

be published for clarity. 

¶ Concern that it is unrealistic to expect small developments (fewer than 10 new homes) 

to fully meet the need and some note that the policy has not been viability tested. 

¶ Milton Keynes Forum do not believe that Criterion E (Self-Build and Custom Homes) 

is strong enough. The reaction of developers to Policy HN5 (Self-Build and Custom 

Housing) in Plan:MK is lamentable, and the subject has not even been mentioned in 

the various Design Codes for the Expansion Areas. They note that the Councilôs 

register of custom and self-build monitoring shows a shortfall of 323 plots as of 30 

October 2023 and they stress that serious action is required address this. 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
110 

¶ Some consider that the effectiveness of Policy HQH1 with respect to housing mix and 

adaptable/accessible homes would be limited, and that there would be few 

developments of 10 or more houses in Newport Pagnell and surrounding areas, and 

a lower threshold should be more appropriate for rural areas. 

¶ Some suggest increasing the requirements for accessible and adaptable homes in 

Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some suggest an amendment to ensure references are consistent and up to date. 

3.6.2 Amendments to Draft Policy HQH1  

¶ Definition of óSelf-buildô added to the Plan glossary. 

¶ Policy wording amended to provide clarity that development will be supported in 

sustainable locations. 

¶ Policy title amended to óHealthy Mix of Homesô. 

¶ Amenity section of the policy relocated to new Policy HQH10. 

¶ Reference added to the People Friendly Healthy Places chapter. 

¶ Definition of ódual aspectô added to the Plan glossary. 

¶ Policy requirement added for 5% of new homes on Strategic Sites to be Self-build and 

custom homes. 

¶ Additional wording added in the supporting text regarding the allocation of Self-build 

homes in Neighbourhood Plans. 

¶ óReasonableô removed from Criterion G. 3. of Policy HQH1 and relocated to new Policy 

HQH10. 

¶ Additional wording added to provide clarity on the percentage of Self-build required on 

each site, and emphasising the potential for smaller site allocations in Neighbourhood 

Plans. 

¶ Additional policy wording setting out the Councilôs support for locally proposed Self-

build projects identified within a Neighbourhood Plan will be supported. 

¶ Additional wording providing guidance regarding the 12-month marketing period, 

setting out that where plots have been made available and marketed appropriately for 

at least 12 months and have not been sold, the plot(s) may either remain on the open 

market as self-build or be built out by the developer. 

¶ 3% Self-build provision requirement added for Strategic Sites to reflect the Councilôs 

Self-build register. 

¶ Grammatical and formatting amendments to improve overall readability of the policy. 
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Draft Policy HQH2 Affordable Homes  

3.6.3 Main Issues for Draft Policy HQH2  

¶ Some call for further evidence to ensure that a 40% affordable housing target will not 

hinder the delivery of strategic allocations, noting that 40% should be seen as a 

maximum, not a minimum. 

¶ Some advocate for including shared ownership in the affordable housing mix to help 

first-time buyers and caution against over-delivery of social and affordable rented 

housing, which could impact market home ownership and overall affordability of open 

market housing. 

¶ Some suggest the tenure mix in criteria A. 2. should also consider upcoming changes 

to the National Planning Policy Framework. 

¶ Some believe without the inclusion and provision of social housing; no proposed 

tenure mix will ever truly meet the needs of all Milton Keynes residents. 

¶ Some note that the affordable housing requirement for developments in 'Viability Area 

1', including the Eastern Strategic City Extension, is proposed to be 40%, up from 31% 

in the 2019 Plan: MK. Although the 2024 Whole Plan Viability Study suggests strategic 

greenfield sites can support 40% affordable housing, it does not specifically test the 

Eastern Strategic City Extension's viability considering its infrastructure demands. 

¶ Some suggest Criterion A. 2. of the policy should be flexible to adapt to changing 

needs over time, potentially including site-specific adjustments. 

¶ Some note that all intermediate housing is currently planned as First Homes, which 

have a £250,000 price cap. They suggest the Council should consider other types of 

intermediate housing, such as shared ownership, discount market sale, and 

intermediate rent, to provide more options for those in need. 

¶ Suggestion that there needs to be a clear tenure mix for Central Milton Keynes to avoid 

all new homes being 1 and 2 bed flats with little or no family housing, as this will not 

create sustainable communities. 

¶ Some suggest no zoning of the percentage required, there should be a minimum of 

30% across the whole of Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some express concern that the 10% requirement proposed for Central Milton Keynes 

or financial contributions only from Built to Rent developments means there will be 

little affordable housing in Central Milton Keynes, a location where affordable housing 

is required to support workers on low wages with no access to cars. 

¶ Some suggest that the percentages used in Criterion A. 2. (e.g., 16%, 62%) are not 

very practical for smaller sites (10-20 houses), as they cannot be easily rounded. 
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¶ Some suggest that Criterion 2 of the policy should enable more flexibility in tenure 

mixes based on site-specific requirements, such as location. 

¶ Some suggest Criterion A. 3. needs making more explicit, as per the Plan:MK policy. 

¶ Some suggest Criterion A. 4. should also include óThe aim should be to deliver the 

largest number of bedrooms possible within the original target, with the best mix of 

homes possibleô. 

¶ Some questions if Build to Rent is necessary and if the viability assessment element 

of the policy is needed. 

¶ Some concern raised at the return to the standard definition of affordable rent and 

wish to retain the requirement for rents to be limited to Local Housing Allowance rates. 

¶ Some are concerned that the Governmentôs viability tests reduce the amount of 

affordable housing, particularly in Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some suggests moving away from Build to Rent and focusing on shared ownership 

and investment in people accessing affordable homes and building communities. 

¶ Some question the strength of the policy. 

¶ Some question the definition of affordable homes. 

¶ Concern that current developments do not appear to be delivering affordable housing. 

¶ Objection to requirement for 40% social housing in new development, noting that the 

Eastern Strategic City extension is rural, and takes residents away from families and 

services etc. The 40% figure is too high, and the policy should be concentrated in the 

Central Milton Keynes area only. 

¶ Some state that for smaller rural sites, the tenure split may not be viable or suitable. 

Agree with the inclusion of the clause "except where site specific conditions dictate 

otherwise," as it allows flexibility and for the market to determine the appropriate split 

in these locations. 

¶ For redevelopments in West Bletchley, such as former garage courts and REEMA 

construction blocks, West Bletchley Council requests 100% social rent housing. 

¶ Milton Keynes Development Partnership suggests changing Bletchley town centre 

from Housing Viability Area 2 (25% affordable homes) to Area 3 (15% affordable 

homes). This is due to lower residential values making it difficult to meet the 25% target 

and the pressure higher densities place on viability. 

¶ Milton Keynes Development Partnership request the Policies Map for Bletchley (or an 

area that includes key opportunity sites, such as fire/police station and Wilko/Brunel) 

are changed to Housing Viability Area 3 (at least 15% affordable). This is the same for 
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Central Milton Keynes, and these two areas are the only separate sections in the Plan 

and both seek high-density developments. 

¶ Some concern that focusing on strategic urban extensions may delay affordable 

housing delivery and stress the need for affordable housing in Central Milton Keynes, 

where recent permissions have fallen short of the 15% target for Area 3. 

¶ Some concern regarding the brownfield sites within the central area, which do not 

deliver the same level of affordable housing as other parts of the authority, which could 

mean that delivery of 11,00 homes is not possible. 

¶ Some suggest the requirement for 16% of affordable homes to be First Homes is not 

supported by evidence from the Housing and Economic Development Needs 

Assessment. It highlights that only 239 households can afford First Homes with a 30% 

discount, and even with a 50% discount the viability of schemes and the delivery of 

other affordable units would be compromised. Suggestion that Shared Ownership 

schemes are a more accessible and realistic route into home ownership, as they 

require a lower deposit and allow for staircasing. 

¶ Some criticise the requirement for proposals with fewer than 10 new homes to 

consider adjacent sites as one comprehensive site, arguing that this is unrealistic and 

lacks precision. 

¶ Some note the disadvantages of First Homes, such as their inflexibility and the 

potential for creating dependency, with concerns about their resale process and 

suitability for many households 

¶ Some consider that the true requirement for affordable housing is higher than that set 

out in the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment. 

¶ Some stress the need for affordable housing for NHS staff and other health and care 

providers in the local authority area. Ensuring NHS staff have access to affordable 

housing near their workplace is crucial for delivering high-quality healthcare services. 

Recommend that the Council engage with local NHS partners, factor the need for 

affordable housing for NHS staff into housing needs assessments, and consider site 

selection policies to address this need, especially near large healthcare employers. 

¶ Some raise concern that the proposed tenure mix is unsuitable and does not align with 

Registered Provider preferences, for the inclusion of shared ownership properties 

within the mix to provide a more balanced portfolio. They recommend that Registered 

Providers be explicitly consulted on this tenure mix and their opinions considered. 

¶ It is suggested that policy wording is changed to óSubject to viability, affordable 

housing should be provided as followséô before detailing the requirements for the 

three viability areas. This amendment would make it clear that meeting the target is 

subject to viability and avoid the ambiguity that using the word ómaximisedô brings to 

the policy. 
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¶ Some suggest referring to affordable housing in Policy HQH3. 

¶ Some request specific targets for affordable housing mix in Central Milton Keynes, 

including a minimum percentage of 3+ bedroom homes. 

¶ Some raised concern about the deliverability of First Homes. Suggesting that where 

viability assessments are required for major developments that these are made public. 

3.6.4 Amendments to Draft Policy HQH2  

¶ Affordable Home Ownership added to replace First Homes following the update to the 

National Planning Policy Framework (2024). 

¶ Policy requirement added that where the provision of affordable homes falls below the 

expectations set out in Criterion 1, a review mechanism will be used to test the longer-

term viability of the development. The format of this mechanism will vary depending 

on whether the units are for ownership or sale, the tenure and the funding model for 

the development. 

¶ Amendment to Criterion B, now requiring that where development comprises solely of 

Build to Rent homes, a financial contribution in lieu of the provision of on-site affordable 

homes will be accepted subject to a viability assessment and a review mechanism in 

the same terms as set out in Criterion A. 6.  

¶ Amendments to the required tenure mix of affordable homes, to 13% Affordable Home 

Ownership, 67% Social Rent and 20% affordable rent. 

¶ Removal of Criterion D. 3. & D. 5. from the óAdjacent Sitesô section of the policy. 

Draft Policy HQH3 Supported and Specialist Homes  

3.6.5 Main Issues for Draft Policy HQH3  

¶ Some concerns about the requirement for 1 in 5 homes in strategic allocations to be 

specialist housing. Hallam Land state this could impact development viability and 

delay delivery if there is lower demand for specialist housing. They suggest the Council 

consider specific allocations for specialist housing, like their suggested approach for 

specific allocations for self and custom-build home delivery. 

¶ Some feel it is imperative for Milton Keynes City Council to make it essential that 

supported and specialist homes are provided within Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some suggest the policy should be flexible to adapt to changing needs over time. 

Criterion B of the policy could include a clause allowing for adjustments based on 

updated evidence, including site-specific needs. 

¶ Some consider that the level of provision (around 2,800 homes out of 16,000) is 

excessive. They note that the Housing and Economic Development Needs 

Assessment report identifies a need for 8,000 additional specialist homes by 2050 but 
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itself suggests this figure might be an overestimation due to uncertainties regarding 

future demand for these types of homes. They consider that Policy HQH3 should be 

amended to avoid a specific percentage requirement and instead align with Policy HN3 

in Plan:MK, which asks for such housing provision commensurate to the scale and 

nature of the scheme. 

¶ Some feel that Policy HQH3 is unclear about how the percentage requirement relates 

to the affordable housing requirements in Policy HQH2. 

¶ Suggestion that benefits such as significant health, social, and economic benefits of 

such housing, including reduced demands on health and social services, improved 

resident health, and more efficient use of public resources should be emphasized in 

the policy's supporting text. 

¶ Some note that there is sufficient evidence to show that older people enjoy being 

located close to activity where they can see and hear what is going around them, and 

access to shops / other facilities is essential. 

¶ Suggestion that a definition of óstrategic developmentô should be provided in the 

glossary. It is assumed this is strategic site allocations; however, clarity is needed. 

¶ Some stress there is no mention of childrenôs homes, which is a requirement of the 

National Planning Policy Framework. 

¶ Some suggest the Plan should include a commitment to providing sites for Cohousing 

schemes (which can be for people over 55 or multi-generational). 

¶ Some would prefer the policy to focus less on care homes, and more on the promotion 

of independent living and building more bungalows suitable for the elderly. 

¶ Some suggest dedicating some homes for rough sleepers. 

¶ Some suggest that allocations for supported, and specialist homes should ensure 

sensible access and facilities, be uniformly spread across the city, and set overall 

targets rather than specific area targets. They also recommend monitoring delivery 

and processing applications based on overall need. 

¶ Some suggest there should be specific allocations for different types of supported 

housing. 

¶ Some suggest that greater flexibility should be included in policy in respect of the 

provision of supported and specialist homes to allow an adaptable approach given 

potential changes in local needs and market conditions. 

¶ Suggestion that Supported and Specialist Housing Policy HQH3 overlaps with Policy 

HQH2, creating ambiguity regarding affordability and tenure split requirements. 

Clarification is needed, as well as the Councilôs definitions of ócare homes,ô ósheltered 

homes,ô and óextra care homes.ô 
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¶ Some feel it is unclear if standalone site provisions across Milton Keynes have been 

tested. It is unclear if the potential for such opportunities has been investigated by 

Milton Keynes City Council as an alternative to the provision within strategic city 

extensions. 

¶ Suggestion that it is uncertain if operators prefer a concentration of specialist housing 

in expansion areas. Some feel this will lead to a concertation of provision in the future 

in certain areas, which might not be desirable. They recommend allocating specific 

sites for specialist housing elsewhere in the Plan. 

¶ Some stress there is not sufficient clarity in the definition of these types of homes and 

how they compare on a 1:1 basis. Suggest this should be reduced in scope to requiring 

a proportion of specialist homes to contribute to the assessed needs of the Council. 

Alternatively, and to meet the question of clarity raised above, the level of supported 

homes could be calculated on a square metre basis (i.e. for every XX sqm of gross 

residential floorspace XX sqm of C2 care/extra care homes or sheltered housing 

should be provided). 

¶ Some suggest there should be specific consideration of ethnic minority elderly care. 

¶ Concern raised over Criterion D in relation to the loss of supported and specialist 

homes, which should also allow for situations where these are no longer viable 

(including where the quality of accommodation is not suitable). 

¶ Some stress that there is a need for specialist housing in Newport Pagnell and the 

surrounding rural areas, but due to the of the location of the proposed strategic 

allocations the plan does not provide the same opportunities for all parts of the 

community and fails to align with the National Planning Policy Framework. 

¶ Some consider that the approach fails to recognise the significant issue in Milton 

Keynes of homelessness, they suggest that this should be recognised by the Housing 

and Economic Development Needs Assessment and in policies in the Plan. 

¶ Some note a conflict between Policies HQH2 and HQH3 in the requirement for 

schemes seeking over 50% affordable housing to be subject to the preparation of up-

to-date Evidence of Need and consider that this would be an unnecessary and 

expensive burden on providers of specialist housing. 

¶ Some suggest increasing the requirement to 25% in Central Milton Keynes based on 

evidence of need, including design requirements to achieve mixed, inclusive 

communities, setting a specific target for extra care housing provision and requiring 

an accessibility strategy for each development. 

¶ Some suggest the policy does not currently reflect children's social care requirements. 

These are: Existing Plan:MK requirements: 29,000 homes: 203 beds New Plan:MK 

requirements: 33,750 homes: 239 beds Total potential requirements: 62,750 homes: 

442 beds of the 442 beds overall, there should be at least 45 complex residential beds. 
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3.6.6 Amendments to Draft Policy HQH3  

¶ Amended need figures to reflect the updated figures from the Housing and 

Development Needs Assessment Update Report; need for bedspaces for residential 

institutions (C2) amended from 1,400 to 2,500. 

¶ Removal of Criterion A. 3. and A. 5. from Policy HQH3. 

¶ Relocation of Criterion C of HQH3 into Part B of the Policy. 

¶ Amendments to Criterion B of Policy HQH3, setting out that supported and specialist 

homes will be sought as an integral part of strategic housing allocations, and that 

where on-site provision is not feasible, financial contributions will be sought to enable 

provision of specialist and or supported homes off-site. Removed the requirement for 

17.5% of the total of homes to be supported and or specialist homes on new strategic 

developments and removed the percentile breakdown of the Council's latest 

assessment of need. 

¶ Additional Criterion (now Criterion C) requiring that affordable housing contributions 

will be required in accordance with the requirements of Policy HQH2 depending on 

whether the accommodation falls within C2 or C3 of the Use Classes Order. 

¶ Amendment to wording of Criterion D of Policy HQH3, from 'suitable alternative 

provision is made elsewhere' to 'suitable alternative provision has or will be made 

elsewhere'. 

¶ Amendment to wording of Criterion E. 1. removing reference to 'sizes and types' of 

households. 

¶ Removal of the reference to 'facilities' in Criterion E. 2. of Policy HQH3. 

¶ Removal of Criterion E. 3. 

Draft Policy HQH4 Supporting regeneration and renewal (Now Proposed Policy GS9  

Supporting t ransit -oriented development and estate regeneration  in the Regulation 

19 version of the Plan).  

3.6.7 Main Issues for Draft Policy HQH4  

¶ Some concerns that little reference is made to retention and refurbishment of 

buildings, without mention of carbon benefits etc. 

¶ Some comments feel there are not measurable metrics to assess effectiveness of 

meeting the policy. 

¶ Support for including social and community planning through the policy, and 

particularly community amenities, not just housing. 

3.6.8 Amendments to Draft Policy HQH4  
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¶ Policy title amended to 'Supporting transit-oriented development and estate 

regenerationô. 

¶ New policy criteria (now Policy HQH4 Criterion A), setting out support for major 

development proposals within the Metro Corridors, and/or those associated with the 

regeneration of a residential estate(s) where they meet the relevant criteria set out in 

A. 1. to A. 4. 

¶ Additional policy criteria (now Policy HQH4 Criterion B), setting out that major 

development proposals within 600m of existing or proposed interchange hubs within 

the Metro Corridors will only be supported where they accord with the requirements 

set out in B. 1. to B.2.  

¶ Amendments to wording Criterion C of Policy HQH4, formerly Criterion A, specifying 

that major development proposals associated with the regeneration of residential 

estate(s) will be supported where they accord with the requirements of criteria C.1. 

toC.4.  

¶ Additional requirement added (Policy HQH4 Criterion C. 3.) for major development 

proposals associated with the regeneration of residential estate(s) to demonstrate how 

collaboration with the local community has shaped the proposals in line with the 

Community-Led Regeneration and Estate Renewal Strategy. 

¶ Additional requirement added (Policy HQH4 Criterion C. 4.) for major development 

proposals associated with the regeneration of residential estate(s) to demonstrate, 

where demolition and replacement of building is proposed, that reuse and 

refurbishment of the existing buildings is not feasible and/or would significantly 

prejudice meeting any other criteria required within Policy HQH4 or the wider 

objectives of the Plan. 

¶ Criteria from A.1. to A.7. relocated into other sections of the amended Policy HQH4. 

¶ Relocated to the Growth Strategy Chapter. 

¶ Overall grammatical and formatting amendments to improve readability of the policy. 

Draft Policy HQH5 Homes for Co-living (Now  Proposed  Policy HQH4 in Regulation 

19) 

3.6.9 Main Issues for Draft Policy HQH5  

¶ Some suggest the policy should consider the impact of this type of home on car 

parking and set out parking requirements for homes for co-living. 

¶ Some suggest Homes for co-living should be provided for workers as well as students 

in or close to Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some stress that the provision of student accommodation is important.  
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¶ Some questions how homes for co-living of at least 50 units will not change the 

character of an area and suggests that the policy instead refers to contribute positively 

to the area.  

¶ Some suggest the policy should be expanded to include a commitment to all forms of 

community-led housing including community land trusts, co-housing, and self-build. 

¶ Some suggest homes for co-living should be licenced, maintained and in proportion 

with their location. 

¶ Some support for the policy, particularly where homes are in highly accessible 

locations in Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Some suggest the policy should be amended to ensure homes for co-living can be 

effectively integrated. 

¶ Some suggest a diverse mix of student accommodation will be required to meet needs. 

¶ Some suggest that the definition should clarify that housing co-operatives are 

included. 

¶ Some believe that the number of single room homes in Central Milton Keynes will 

continue to rise disproportionately to Newport Pagnell and other areas.  

3.6.10 Amendments to Draft Policy HQH5  

¶ Amendment to Criterion A. 2. specifying that proposals are in highly accessible 

locations by public transport, walking and cycling to community facilities and reference 

added to Policy GS4. 

¶ Criterion A. 3. of the policy amended to 'positively integrate with the surrounding area', 

from 'make a positive contribution to the character of the area'. 

¶ Grammatical and formatting amendments to improve readability of the policy. 

Draft Policy HQH6 Houses in Multiple Occupation (Now Proposed Policy HQH5 in 

Regulation 19) 

3.6.11 Main Issues for Draft Policy HQH6  

¶ Some suggest that the necessity of sufficient parking provision and consideration of 

the impact of parking is addressed within the draft Policy. 

¶ Suggestion that the consideration of the impact of refuse bins on surrounding area 

and neighbours is addressed in Policy HQH6. 

¶ Historic England recommends including a reference to the building's heritage 

significance, highlighting that it can influence decision-making in certain cases. 
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¶ Some suggest requiring the inclusion of the policies in the Supplementary Planning 

Guidance on Houses in Multiple Occupation. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should specify that some are "affordable" and preferably at 

Local Housing Allowance rent levels. 

¶ Some suggest that óClusteringô will need more definition to be enforceable. 

¶ Haversham Parish Council suggest that the policy should include requirements for 

additional Houses in Multiple Occupation from existing housing stock to meet current 

needs and simplify the licensing and planning permission process. 

¶ Suggestion that there needs to be greater control of any new conversions to ensure 

that houses are safe and not unhealthy through overcrowding. 

3.6.12 Amendments to Draft Policy HQH6  

¶ Reference added to the Council's local Houses in Multiple Occupation Amenity 

Standards in the policy's supporting text. 

¶ Amendments to Criterion A. 2. of Policy HQH6, requiring that suitable provision is 

made for waste and recycling storage, cycle and car parking and drying areas. 

¶ Amendment to Criterion A.3. of Policy HQH6 requiring that proposals for Houses in 

Multiple Occupation, or the sub-division of existing dwellings into flats, must not result 

in the number of Houses in Multiple Occupation exceeding 35% of the total number of 

properties within a 100 metre diameter buffer from the centre of the application 

property; and one property, House in Multiple Occupation or non-House in Multiple 

Occupation, being sandwiched between two Houses in Multiple Occupation. 

Draft Policy HQH7 Pitches for Gypsies and Travellers (Now Proposed Policy HQH6 in 

Regulation 19) 

3.6.13 Main Issues for Draft Policy HQH7  

¶ Suggestion that the requirement for 14 pitches in the Eastern Strategic City Extension 

needs further assessment. Hallam Land seek clarity to understand where these 

pitches would be accommodated within the site, as this may influence the scale of 

provision drafted in the policy. 

¶ Some disagree with the draft Policy, due to concerns regarding: 

o Loss of light or overshadowing.  

o Overlooking/loss of privacy  

o Visual amenity (but no loss of private view)  

o Adequacy of parking/loading/turning  
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o Highway safety  

o Traffic generation  

o Noise and disturbance resulting from use  

o Hazardous materials  

o Odour pollution from the landfill  

o Loss of trees  

o Effect on listed building and conservation area  

o Landscaping  

o Road access  

o Local, strategic, regional and national planning policies. 

o Displacement of wildlife.  

¶ Some raise concern that additional pitches will displace wildlife. 

¶ Some raise concern that smells from the landfill which will impact future occupants. 

¶ Suggestion that the number of pitches required at the Eastern Strategic City Extension 

to 2050 needs to be clarified. 

¶ Objections raised to the planning application at Newton Leys (under ref. 

23/02652/FUL). 

¶ Some suggest that adequate screening with advanced planting needs to be provided, 

and that sites should be effectively managed. 

¶ Some disagree with the draft policy due to impacts on visual amenity and traffic 

generation. 

¶ Some strongly oppose any new Gypsy and Traveller sites and suggests that 

Buckinghamshire Council should locate their sites away from Milton Keynes. 

¶ Strong objection to the allocation of permanent pitches in Newton Leys. 

¶ Some express a preference for the expansion of existing sites or using brownfield sites 

instead of developing new sites on green space. 

¶ Some suggest that the increase in provision has not been justified and is not in line 

with census data. 

¶ Some agrees with the policy for permanent pitches, but suggest it also requires some 

provision for temporary pitches. 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
122 

¶ Some express that the Gypsy and Traveller community has just as much right to 

housing as the rest of the community and raise concern that their options are being 

removed. 

¶ Some raise concern that the proposed locations may not fully consider the actual 

needs of the Gypsy and Traveller communities. Suggestion that the community prefer 

locations close to major roads to support their travelling lifestyle. Suggestion that the 

land off Phoebe Lane, Wavendon lacks such nearby provisions. 

¶ Some raise concern that the existing infrastructure in Newton Leys is insufficient and 

thus would suffer under additional strain anticipated from this site, including road 

congestion, school spaces and waste collection. 

3.6.14 Amendments to Draft Policy HQH7  

¶ Amended supporting text to reflect our updated Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (2025), figures updated from an identified need of 29 permanent pitches 

up to 2040, to a need of 75 permanent pitches across the Plan period of up to 2050. 

¶ Additional supporting text setting out our current provision and identified need for 10 

plots for Travelling Showpeople, based on our updated Gypsy and Traveller 

Accommodation Assessment (2025). 

¶ Removed the reference to Newton Leys as a proposed location for meeting our needs 

for the allocation of new Gypsy and Traveller sites. 

¶ Criterion B of Policy HQH7 amended to remove the eight permanent pitches allocated 

within Newton Leys. 

¶ Amendment to Criterion B of Policy HQH7, altering the allocations of pitches within the 

Eastern Strategic City Extension. 

¶ Amendments to Criterion C of Policy HQH7, removing reference to 'new' and 

specifying that allocated Gypsy and Traveller sites shall be safeguarded from 

redevelopment and change of use. Wording 'or has been provided elsewhere', 

amended to 'or has been provided in an alternative location in the city'. 

¶ Amended wording of Criterion D of Policy HQH7, from 'New permanent and transit 

Gypsy and Traveller sites and extensions to existing lawful sites will be permitted 

where' to, 'The provision of permanent and/or transit Gypsy and Traveller sites, 

including extensions to existing lawful sites, shall only be permitted where:' 

¶ Criterion D. 3. of Policy HQH7 amended to 'the site has good access to community 

facilities'. 

¶ Policy wording of Criterion D. 5. amended to 'The site has suitable highway access to 

the local or major road network'. 
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¶ Criterion D. 4. removed. 

¶ Additional Criterion E. to Policy HQH7, setting out the allocations for permanent 

Travelling Showpeople plots for the Plan period up to 2050. 

¶ Additional policy criteria setting out criteria to be met by proposals for new sites for 

Travelling Showpeople. 

¶ Additional policy criteria setting out that any net loss or reduction in the number of 

authorised plots for Travelling Showpeople will only be permitted where it can be 

robustly demonstrated that the overall need for sites or pitches/plots no longer exists. 

¶ Additional policy wording setting out requirements for a good standard of amenity for 

future occupiers and protecting the health and safety of children. 

Draft Policy HQH8  Accommodation for Boat Dwellers (Now Proposed Policy HQH7 in 

Regulation 19) 

3.6.15 Main Issues for Draft Policy HQH8  

¶ The Canal and River Trust object to the wording of the policy and the types of mooring 

referenced. They object on the basis that Council appears to be misunderstanding the 

different types of moorings, using confusing and inappropriate language to describe 

moorings and not making associated permitted development rights clear. The policy 

refers to residential moorings as permanent and leisure moorings as temporary. The 

use of a mooring may be for a short period (i.e. a 24-hour visitor mooring) but the 

mooring itself may be permanent. There is a difference between the 'mooring' as a 

location and the mooring of a boat as an action. The location may be permanent but 

the action temporary. 

¶ The Canal and River Trust stress that the use of a permanent mooring does not imply 

that a residential use has been granted or is taking place. Many boats have a 

permanent mooring (i.e. the location that it is moored at when not cruising) but this is 

not a residential mooring if the boat owner lives elsewhere, even if the mooring is used 

overnight occasionally. The policy covers both moorings for boat dwellers and leisure 

moorings. They suggest many boat dwellers do not want to remain in one location but 

prefer to continuously cruise and use leisure moorings. Such moorings, when on the 

mainline of the canal are unlikely to require planning permission although land-based 

facilities supporting them such as car parks, sanitary facilities etc may constitute a 

change of use requiring permission. Nor does the policy recognise that off- line 

moorings such as Marinas and layby moorings need an agreement from the Canal & 

River Trust regardless of whether planning permission is granted. 

¶ Some support for the policy and the provision of accommodation for boat dwellers. 

3.6.16 Amendments for Draft Policy HQH8  
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¶ Removed references to temporary (leisure) moorings, focusing only on permanent 

moorings. 

¶ introduced a cross-reference to Policy GS4 for assessing accessibility to community 

facilities, which was not present in Regulation 18. 

¶ Regulation 19 combines and streamlines criteria related to utilities and servicing, 

explicitly including communal areas for showers, laundry, and W/Cs, and emphasising 

design quality. 

¶ Regulation 19 adds a new criterion requiring parking and service areas to be well-

designed in terms of safety, circulation, and appearance. 

¶ Regulation 19 removes the Regulation 18 requirement for emergency services access 

as a standalone point, instead integrating it into the general access and highway safety 

clause. 

¶ Regulation 19 removes the Regulation 18 clause about not impeding navigation or 

towpath use in the Open Countryside section, though similar principles are retained in 

the general criteria. 

¶ Regulation 19 simplifies the lighting requirement to only essential lighting designed to 

minimise light pollution, improving clarity. 

Draft Policy HQH9 Exception Sites (Now Proposed Policy HQH8 in Regulation 19) 

3.6.17 Main Issues for Draft Policy HQH9  

¶ Some disagree with draft Policy HQH9, believing that the rural area is the worst place 

to provide social/affordable housing (due to remoteness, lack of infrastructure, 

transport and amenities), and that this overburdens the rural area. 

¶ Councillor Andrew notes opposition to Policy HQH9 and considers that rural areas 

would be unsuitable for additional social/affordable homes due to the lack of local 

infrastructure. 

¶ Some note that First homes are no longer a requirement. 

¶ Some suggest that the policy should mention Neighbourhood Plans. Haversham 

Parish Council suggest that policies for exception sites within a Neighbourhood Plan, 

especially rural ones, should take precedence over Milton Keynes level policies. 

¶ Storey Homes support the policies inclusion but disagree with Criteria A. 1. and C. 1. 

which limit rural exception and first homes sites to 0.5 hectares or 10 homes. Storey 

Homes state that this criteria restriction does not align with Paragraph 73, which 

supports community-led development proportionate to the village size. Storey Homes 

suggest following footnote 37 of the National Planning Policy Framework which allows 
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sites up to one hectare or 5% of the existing settlement size to better meet community 

needs. 

¶ Some highlight that the £250,000 price cap after the 30% discount is not viable in 

Milton Keynes, even with 35% market housing. They recommend that the policy be 

adjusted to reflect the development viability in the area. 

¶ Grand Union Housing are concerned that the wording for Rural and First Homes 

exception sites may limit development. They suggest that specifying which villages 

are included could help, as some neighbourhood plans might prefer development in 

small hamlets or larger settlements outside parish boundaries. 

¶ Suggestion that the text should be changed to remove the restrictions on size and 

should instead be ócompatible and of a scale with the existing settlementô. 

¶ Kier Group Limited consider that Policy HQH9 is less effective than including specific 

housing allocations to provide affordable housing in rural areas. 

¶ Smith Jenkins are concerned that the criteria for assessing Rural Exception sites 

(limited to 0.5 hectares or 10 homes and must not lead to settlement merging) are not 

aligned with national planning policy, which does not impose such quantitative or 

spatial restrictions 

¶ Smith Jenkins, regarding First Homes Exception Sites, note that these sites should be 

on unallocated land next to existing settlements and proportionate in size. They note 

there is no strict definition of what constitutes a proportionate scale but using 

guidelines for Entry-Level exception sites suggest a site should not exceed 1 hectare 

or 5% of the existing settlementôs size. As currently drafted, they feel the policy would 

constrain the delivery of such exception sites and hinder sustainable development and 

therefore should be revised. 

3.6.18 Amendments to Draft Policy HQH9  

¶ Additional supporting text regarding the allocation of sites within Neighbourhood Plans 

for the delivery of affordable housing, to meet identified need in their local area. 

¶ Additional policy criteria added relating to Community-Led Development Sites in 

accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (2024). 

¶ Overall formatting and grammatical amendments to improve overall readability. 
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3.7 Climate and Environmental Action   

Draft Policy CEA1 Sustainable Buildings   

3.7.1 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA1  

¶ General support among respondents for the policy on climate grounds.  

¶ Some support for renewable and low carbon energy to be required with all new 

development.  

¶ Support for energy efficiency but some underline the need for affordability. 

¶ Concerns regarding viability and feasibility of policy but others think policies should be 

more stringent. Request for evidence of viability of policy, including whole life cycle 

carbon target. 

¶ Concerns regarding the impact of proposed standards for energy efficiency and use 

on the deliverability and speed of delivering homes.    

¶ Concern that increased energy efficiency, use and low carbon developments may 

hinder design quality where standardisation will be required to meet the targets set.   

¶ Concerns regarding the impact of proposed standards for energy efficiency and use 

disproportionately on small and medium-sized enterprises.   

¶ Suggestion that policy requirements be made subject to viability and practicality. 

¶ Some question whether viability evidence is locally specific. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy needs to consider the viability challenges of delivering older 

personsô housing. 

¶ Suggestion that net zero should apply to whole developments rather than individual 

homes. 

¶ Concern that the wording ñlatest net zero generation technologiesò is open to 

interpretation and should be removed. 

¶ Suggestion that renewable energy should count towards achieving the energy use 

targets. 

¶ Suggestion that new buildings should not be connected to the gas network.  

¶ Suggestion that solar panels should be mandatory on new developments. 

¶ Some question the soundness of the Carbon Offset Fund requirement. 

¶ Some suggest the Carbon Offset Fund should support nature-based offsetting 

solutions. 
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¶ Some suggest there is a lack of evidence for offsetting related to Whole Life Carbon 

Assessment. 

¶ Suggestion that the plan should be based on the Future Homes Standard instead.  

¶ Suggestion that overheating monitoring is unnecessary as Building Regulations Part 

O provides certification already; policy would create additional untested costs. 

¶ Concerns regarding the deviation from the standards set out in Building Regulations, 

and points regarding the Written Ministerial Statement and deviation from national 

standards.  

¶ Some question how to implement in-use monitoring as this requires resident buy in. 

Suggestion that only 5% of units be monitored. 

¶ Some raise issues with the consideration of embodied carbon for denser urban 

proposals.  

¶ Concerns regarding viability impact of the embodied carbon standards. 

¶ Energy Use Intensity and Whole Life Carbon Assessment criteria should be made 

ñdesirableò with net zero emissions being for regulated emissions only. Policy 

requirement could be made subject to viability and feasibility.  

¶ Suggestion that Criterion G be deleted and suggests the policy lacks reference to other 

ways of reducing carbon (e.g. good urban design, smart energy, & mobility hubs).  

¶ Suggestion that the Council needs to ensure suppliers provide embodied carbon 

figures.  

¶ Suggestion that proposals to redevelop historic buildings must consider an 

assessment of whole life carbon for retrofitting alongside demolition/rebuild, plus 

consideration of heritage assessment.  

3.7.2 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA1  

¶ Amendments to Criterion C. 1. to C. 3. setting out that major residential development 

must achieve a 60% regulated carbon emissions reduction over the Target Emission 

Rate set out in Building Regulations Part L 2021; and less than 625 kgCO2e/m2 as 

whole lifecycle carbon requirement, unless this would render the proposal unviable. 

Major non-residential development (excluding warehouse and industrial buildings) 

must achieve a 20% regulated carbon emissions reduction over the Target Emission 

Rate set out in Building Regulations Part L 2021; and less than 750 kgCO2e/m2 as 

whole lifecycle carbon requirement, subject to viability. After achieving the Target 

Emission Rate requirements set out  above (where they apply), all major residential 

and non-residential development proposals must provide 25% of electricity demand 

through on-site low/zero carbon energy generation. Where roof-top solar PV panels 

are used, these should be focused on buildings where green roofs are unfeasible, 
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such as residential buildings with pitched roofs and industrial buildings with low 

structural loading capabilities. 

¶ Amendment to wording of Criterion E. of Policy CEA1: 'Major residential developments 

will implement monitoring of energy use, overheating, and indoor air quality in 10% of 

all dwellings for the first five years of occupation to assess any disparity between the 

ñas designedò and ñas builtò building performanceô. 

¶ Reference added to paragraph 223 on the link between mitigating and adapting to 

climate change and supporting public health. 

Draft Policy CEA2 Green Roofs and Walls   

3.7.3 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA2  

¶ Support for the policy in terms of enhancing biodiversity, improving air quality, reduce 

the heat island effect, and climate resilience in new developments.   

¶ Retrofitting of green roofs to existing buildings is supported.   

¶ Some support green roofs on many surfaces, including small rooftops.   

¶ Inclusion of bat and bird boxes in Policy CEA2 is supported. Some question whether 

this requirement conflicts with the Biodiversity Supplementary Planning Document 

which requires these in all cases.   

¶ Some respondents considered that the policy should apply to both commercial and 

residential buildings.   

¶ Suggestion that the policy should be updated to require that green roofs are feasible, 

viable and appropriate, in line with paragraph 196 of the supporting text.   

¶ Suggestion that the policy should also acknowledge aesthetic and heritage reasons 

why green roofs and walls would not be appropriate, as well as what building types it 

is expected the policy would apply to.   

¶ Suggestion that the wording ñwhere feasible and viableò makes this an aspirational 

policy rather than one that could be enforced. Another respondent considered this was 

a benefit because it makes the policy flexible. Suggestion that an explanation of what 

feasible and viable means is required.   

¶ Some felt the requirement for all buildings, including apartments and non-residential 

buildings, is too prescriptive. This would restrict design flexibility, and the policy should 

be focused on high density areas like Central Milton Keynes where urban greening is 

more critical.   

¶ Suggestion that due to variable scheme viability, the policy requirement should be 

ñencouragedò rather than mandatory.   
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¶ The feasibility and viability criteria mean that most Anglian Water applications will be 

exempt from policy requirements as most likely applications (for kiosks) will be too 

small for green roofs to be practical.   

¶ Suggestion that there would be support for schemes if there were funding mechanisms 

in place for them.   

¶ Concern raised that there is little evidence that green walls are practical nor produce 

environmental benefits claimed, due to permanent irrigation, less energy efficiency, 

higher costs, and maintenance.   

¶ Suggestion that the policy should also be made subject to fire safety requirements, as 

well as structural feasibility and viability.   

¶ Suggestion that opportunities for wastewater recycling in green roofs/walls should be 

considered.   

¶ Concern raised that green roofs are not as effective in net cooling as assumed based 

on new data.   

¶ Suggestion that green roofs should be in line with the Green Roof Organisation Code 

of Best Practice. Milton Keynes should aim to be a green roof capital of the world.    

¶ Suggestion that green roofs should be used for insulation and for absorbing carbon 

dioxide.   

¶ Suggestion that Policies CEA1 and CEA2 should note that solar panels and green 

roofs can be compatible, as ñbio solar roofsò.   

¶ Some question whether green walls only be installed on buildings up to 3 storeys high.  

¶ Suggestion that all major developments should be supported by a Green Infrastructure 

Plan, including information on Policy CEA2. A proportionate approach should apply to 

minor applications.   

¶ Suggestion that proposals need to include a management and maintenance plan for 

green roofs to ensure they do not have negative impacts over time, such as high plant 

failure rate, and due to irrigation needs.   

¶ Concern raised that the policy is unspecific, and use of terms such as ñunacceptable 

impactsò and ñfeasible and viableò need further explanation.   

¶ Concern that solar gain for green walls and roofs may not always be possible. 

3.7.4 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA2  

¶ Amendment to Criterion A. of Policy CEA2 to include dwellings with flat roofs and/or 

gentle roof pitches. 
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¶ Amendment to Criterion A. 3. of Policy CEA2 to 'Incorporate a variety of appropriate 

plant species which are low maintenance and drought resistant'. 

¶ Removal of requirement in Criteria A. 5. and A. 9. 

¶ Additional policy wording to clarify that the integration of bat and bird boxes is in 

relation to green walls. 

¶ Amendment policy wording from 'use natural hardscape materials' to 'use simple 

hardscape materials'. 

Draft Policy CEA3 Resilient Design   

3.7.5 Main Issues in Relation to CEA3  

¶ Support for the policy given climate change. 

¶ Suggestion that well-designed houses can self-regulate temperature, reducing costs 

and carbon emissions. 

¶ Some support for mechanical ventilation and heat recovery as a technology, noting its 

use as part of Passive House construction. 

¶ Some question where the reference to Neighbourhood Plans is. 

¶ Some question whether the policy will be technically and financially feasible, and 

whether it will impact on the viability of development. 

¶ Suggestion that overheating and indoor air quality assessments required must be 

tested in the viability study.  

¶ Suggestion that a challenge of these assessments is that indoor air quality will depend 

on occupant lifestyles. 

¶ Some feel that prescribing specific design solutions is too rigid; the policy should set 

flexible guidelines to promote resilient design outcomes.  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should prioritise position of homes, materials, and tree 

planting as ways of mitigating overheating and then use external blinds/shutters if 

necessary. Currently the policy reads as if blinds/shutters will be required on all 

habitable rooms.  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should include minor developments as well. 

¶ Concern that Criterion A of Policy CEA3 would duplicate Part O of Building 

Regulations, contrary to paragraph 16f of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

¶ Suggestion that Part F of Building Regulations covers indoor air quality. 
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¶ Suggestion that trees, landscaping, and green spaces need to be referenced in the 

policy.  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should also reference flood resilience, water ingress 

prevention, and adaptable drainage systems. Planting resilience should also be 

added, given the cityôs character and limited planting palette.  

¶ Suggestion that tower blocks should only be as high as the tallest tree to mitigate noise 

and air pollution and reduce the need for air conditioning.  

¶ Suggestion that green roofs and solar panels should be allowed together.  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should address climate adaptation to higher than predicted 

temperatures. There needs to be a policy on cooling dwellings and infrastructure that 

can tolerate more extreme weather. Passivhaus standards should be used. Requiring 

external blinds/shutters is welcome.  

¶ Concern raised that Central Milton Keynes site size and design constraints limit 

opportunities for passive solar shading, ventilation, and dual aspect designs. 

Additional tree planting is also limited.  

¶ Concern that the policy is not tailored to Central Milton Keynesô design context and 

heritage. Suggestion that a Central Milton Keynes Resilient Design Supplementary 

Planning Document is needed to ensure this is considered, in consultation with local 

stakeholders.   

3.7.6 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA3  

¶ Removal of reference to CIBSE TM59 Design Methodology in Criterion A. of Policy 

CEA3. 

¶ Policy criterion relating to design and heritage impacts in Part A. of Policy CEA3 set 

out as separate criteria in Part B. 

¶ Reference added to the Council's Sustainable Construction Supplementary Planning 

Document in Criterion D of Policy CEA3. 

¶ Amendment to Criterion A. of Policy CEA2 to include dwellings with flat roofs and/or 

gentle roof pitches. 

Draft Policy CEA4 Retrofitting   

3.7.7 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA4  

¶ Suggestion that there is a need for policy support for retrofitting due to concerns about 

wider aspirations, and clarification is needed on how Article 4 Direction interacts with 

retrofitting policy needed.  
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¶ Support for the policy approach. Improving thermal performance of existing 

developments is important for reducing emissions as this reduces energy use and 

general energy efficiency. 

¶ Support for new town heritage and value of buildings currently seen as 

unfashionable/scruffy.  

¶ Support for consideration of the viability of retrofitting heritage assets.  

¶ Suggestion that an additional paragraph D should be added to include reference to 

Historic England Advice Note 18 with regards to adapting historic buildings for energy 

and carbon efficiency.  

¶ Suggestion that suitable types of energy installations on Listed Buildings should be 

included in the policy, including scope to install on roofs. 

¶ Note that Heritage properties (e.g. Wolverton terraces) face the challenge of retrofitting 

but in a sympathetic way. Suggestion that policy should allow for sympathetic changes 

that improve energy efficiency.  

¶ Some question how this policy would interact with Article 4 directions affecting heritage 

properties. Concern that banning solar PV panels on the fronts of houses in Wolverton 

prevents PV installations in some cases.  

¶ Some suggestions that we should ease heritage constraints to allow more retrofitting 

to adapt to and mitigate climate change. 

¶ Some support retrofitting but note that this may not be possible due to building 

designs.  

¶ Suggestion that existing nests and biodiversity habitats in buildings should be retained 

by retrofit works and mitigated if this is not possible, particularly for bats, swifts, 

sparrows, and house martins.  

¶ There is support for a Retrofit Hub to educate people on home improvements, risks 

and training for trades and the public. 

¶ Suggestion that there needs to be better explanation of the property types the policy 

would apply to.  

¶ Concern that the ability to apply this policy will be case dependent and subject to other 

policy requirements.  

¶ Suggestion that wording regarding ñunacceptable impactsò and ñfeasible and viableò 

need to be more specific and explained to be robust. 

3.7.8 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA4  
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¶ Amended criteria in Part B to reflect updates to Historic England's guidance on retrofit 

proposals. 

¶ Additional reference to Historic England Advice Note 18 (Adapting Historic Buildings 

for Energy and Carbon Efficiency) to the supporting text. 

¶ Policy wording amended to clarify that it applies to all proposals. 

¶ Amendments to policy formatting to improve readability and conciseness. 

Draft Policy CEA5 Water Efficiency   

3.7.9 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA5  

¶ Anglian Water expressed support for Policy CEA5.  

¶ Respondents note that Milton Keynes is in an area of Water Stress, with chalk streams 

drying up, aquifers and reservoirs low. 

¶ Some note the policy will only be effective if water companies cooperate. 

¶ Support for the policy from a range of stakeholders as a better way of using resources 

and addressing water availability. 

¶ The proposal to consider evidence from professionals on feasibility of water efficiency 

technologies is welcome.  

¶ Support for higher efficiency targets subject to sufficient evidence they can be 

achieved and maintained.  

¶ Support for the additional criteria in Part B of the policy.  

¶ Concern regarding the impacts in terms of pollution to lakes, rivers, and air. 

¶ Suggestion that more development should not take place until water shortages are 

dealt with by credible and funded mitigations. New development should ensure it does 

not increase demands on already low supplies.  

¶ Water efficiency requirements should also include requirements for enhanced water 

conservation measures on all new developments.  

¶ Some question why smaller developments have a less stringent water use target. 

¶ Suggestion that harvested rainwater and/or wastewater should be used for toilet 

flushing and drought resistant lawns should be sown as standard. Harvesting can 

reduce water deficits. 

¶ Suggestion that outside taps should be banned and all homes should have rainwater 

harvesting.   
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¶ Comments on the need for prompt repairs of leaks and water infrastructure generally. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should also address agricultural and motorway run-off. 

¶ Suggestion that the Plan must consider the River Basin Management Plan. Local 

Planning Authorities can set tighter water efficiency standards in new developments 

to mitigate risks caused from over-abstraction by water companies. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should explicitly require water efficient technology, fixtures, 

and fittings (including smart water meters).  

¶ Suggestion that new commercial buildings over 1,000 sqm should comply with either 

Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Methodology 

(BREEAM) excellent or outstanding standards for water consumption.  

¶ Suggestion that policies should also support retrofitting older buildings to reduce water 

consumption.  

¶ Anglian Water note that the latest Water Resource Management Plan (2024) shows 

significant changes in supply/demand since 2019. Spare capacity may already be 

taken up elsewhere, and Anglian Water already faces licence reductions on some 

groundwater licences and new development must ensure sustainable supply. Anglian 

Water may not be able to supply all non-domestic development covered by the Plan. 

Long-term viability of water supply therefore needs to be considered. 

¶ Responses note that reductions in abstraction and climate change buffers means that 

there is no longer headroom in the Ruthamford South Water Resource Zone to meet 

non-domestic demands. Therefore, there is a need to improve water efficiency in new 

and existing properties to provide sufficient headroom for new connections.  

¶ Suggestion that the supporting text should note Anglian Waterôs requirements for 

water intensive non-domestic uses to provide a Water Resources Plan ahead of 

development coming forward, to ensure such proposals can be supported.    

¶ Suggestion that there is a need to align standards with the recent Darwin Green 

decision in Cambridge. 

¶ Suggestion that Criterion B. 1. could be deleted as this is a form of rainwater harvesting 

covered by Criterion B. 4.  

¶ Some disagreement with the policy as ñsubject to feasibility and viabilityò could be a 

loophole.  

¶ Suggestion that the supporting text should be amended to mirror policy wording about 

the respective instances where the 80 and 100 litre requirements would apply. 

¶ Some question how the policy will be assessed and monitored in practice. 
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¶ Concern about technical and financial feasibility of the policy and overburdening new 

development. 

¶ It is suggested that Building Regulations optional standards be used instead for new 

developments.  

¶ Some feel it is difficult to achieve the proposed requirements in a functional way 

without rainwater harvesting on site, however, this is not common due to costs, 

management issues, embodied carbon, and additional carbon emissions.  

¶ Some respondents suggest that targets of 100 or 110 litres per person per day would 

be more achievable.  

¶ Suggestion that the proposed standards are inconsistent with national policy, which 

states the 110 litres per person per day target is sufficient in water stressed areas. A 

national approach to reducing standards is being considered and Milton Keynes City 

Council should align with this to maintain deliverability.  

¶ Suggestion that water saving measures must be practical and not negatively impact 

future applicants. Otherwise, there is a risk that measures will be removed and 

replaced with less sustainable alternatives.  

¶ Concern that rainwater collection occurs only when demand is low and provides dirty 

water. 

¶ Suggestion that greywater recycling may require third party operation subject to how 

the system works.  

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should demonstrate how water supply considerations have 

informed the growth and phasing strategy. Abstraction related to new development 

has the potential to put ecological pressure on waterbodies. Water supply is a strategic 

matter. The Local Planning Authority must work with water companies to assess risks 

and identify appropriate mitigations.  

¶ Concern regarding a lack of new reservoirs to accompany new growth in Milton 

Keynes.  

3.7.10 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA5  

¶ Amend Policy to reflect the Shared Standards in Water Efficiency for Local Plans. 

¶ Amended Policy CEA4 to reflect support for retrofitting to achieve greater water 

efficiency. 

¶ Amended supporting text to provide clarification that water intensive non-residential 

developments will need to be supported by a Water Resources Plan to demonstrate 

that there are no adverse impacts on water availability for other uses. 
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¶ Amended Policy to clarify the residential standards are to be achieved via a fixtures 

and fittings approach. 

¶ Amended policy to reflect the recommendations for non-household development in 

accordance with the Shared Standards on Water Efficiency in Local Plans. 

¶ Amended policy to reflect requirement that rainwater harvesting, and water reuse 

systems include suitable cleaning measures as suitable for the intended use. 

Draft Policy CEA6 Low and Zero Carbon  Energy Provision  

3.7.11 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA6  

¶ Supportive of the principle of low carbon energy development, solar panels on 

buildings and developed land (like over car parks). 

¶ Support for Policy CEA6 on the basis that it supports decarbonisation of water 

treatment facilities. 

¶ Anglian Water noted they use biowastes from water recycling to generate electricity at 

larger sites, including Cotton Valley. Carbon capture technologies are planned for 

Cotton Valley by 2030. They support the policy. 

¶ Support for small scale micro-generation schemes and a suggestion that wind turbines 

be used to establish a fund to support community projects. 

¶ Support for new electric vehicle charging points and recycling sites to the east of the 

city. 

¶ Major concern of using available land for solar and wind farms, many propose to 

instead require developers to put solar panels on top of roofs of houses and 

commercial buildings. 

¶ Suggestion that clarity is needed on how this policy will work with Policy GS7, energy 

provision in the strategic allocations, and the practicalities and heritage impacts of the 

integrated network strategy. 

¶ Suggested additional wording, including to reflect impacts on best and most versatile 

agricultural land, special landscape areas, and listed buildings, to ensure there are no 

negative social, economic, or environmental impacts associated with the use, and to 

ensure it aligns with other policies. 

¶ Some question whether the policy conflicts with Policy GS6. 

¶ Suggestion that there is a need to consider potential landscape, ecology, heritage, 

and visual impacts of wind and solar farms beyond administrative boundaries. 

¶ Suggestion that the Policy should support better use of the Combined Heat and Power 

network in Central Milton Keynes and support its expansion. 
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¶ Suggestion that part of the policy should be deleted on the basis that gas fired 

Combined Heat and Power systems result in more carbon emissions than grid 

supplied electricity. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy needs to consider potential for other energy sources, such 

as waste heat from data centres, being enabled. The Council should ensure the 

current Combined Heat and Power network in Central Milton Keynes is utilised to a 

greater extent, by supporting more modern power sources and a Central Milton 

Keynes wide energy network. Policy should protect existing and potential routes 

through the underpass system alongside measures to improve at grade crossings in 

Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Suggestion that Criterion C should clarify that where a Combined Heat and Power 

network does not exist, requirements would not apply. 

¶ Suggestion to place more onus on community and public ownership, and on energy 

storage. 

¶ Suggestion that the Policy needs to support both community and public owned energy 

assets. 

¶ Suggestion that more needs to be done to support community energy sourcing and 

promote renewable energy generally. The policy should explain the approach more, 

particularly in terms of potential health impacts of schemes. 

¶ Suggestion that electric vehicle charging points should be provided on top of existing 

requirements for other vehicle types. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should have explicit support for electric vehicle charging 

stations and hubs, and related amenities and grid upgrades. 

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should specify the maximum size of potential wind turbines 

and efficiency of solar panels to ensure effective use of land. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should consider technologies that have no negative impact 

on cost, quality, practicality, efficiency, reliability, and convenience. 

¶ Suggestion that new buildings should have mandatory solar panels to reduce need for 

industrial scale sites. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should address the potential for water sources, such as 

canal water, to be used for the heating/cooling of buildings. 

¶ Suggestion that schemes should provide public benefits such as reduced rate energy. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should include a statement on energy security. 

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should contain carbon reduction targets. 
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¶ Suggestion that Milton Keynes City Council should develop a GIS tool which enables 

approved and operational renewable energy projects and power capacities to be 

viewed. 

3.7.12 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA6  

¶ Amended policy wording to reflect need to consider cross boundary effects. 

¶ Additional supporting text clarifying the Council's support for energy generation from 

a range of delivery and ownership models. 

¶ Amended policy wording to clarify that energy storage and electric vehicle charging 

are among other types of infrastructure supported in principle by Policy CEA6. 

¶ Additional reference in supporting text to the solar and wind development size 

thresholds set out in the Infrastructure Planning (Onshore Wind and Solar Generation) 

Order 2025. 

¶ Amended supporting text to reflect on the importance of local energy provision for 

energy security. 

¶ Amended policy formatting to improve readability and conciseness. 

¶ Reference to health added to Criterion A. 

Draft Policy CEA7 Mitigating Wider Environmental Pollution   

3.7.13 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA7  

¶ The Environment Agency suggests that a range of informative notes on planning 

decisions be used to highlight other legislative requirements, and the environmental 

permitting regime, when groundwater, contaminated land, and waste management are 

material considerations.  

¶ Some question what the definition of unacceptable impact on human health is. 

¶ Suggestion that there is a need to define ñwider environmentò.  

¶ Concern that terms like ñunacceptable impactsò should not be used due to the 

ambiguity over what ñunacceptableò means, resulting in less robust policy. Any 

impacts on the environment are unacceptable.  

¶ Suggestion that new developments should have minimal environmental impact. The 

policy needs to address the potential for pollution to negatively impact on the historic 

environment.  

¶ Concern that there are limited policies regarding impacts on soils.  

¶ Suggestion that Policy CEA7 needs to protect soils to a greater extent, as they are 

multifunctional and have multiple benefits, including ecosystem services, food 
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production landscape character and geodiversity. It is important to protect best and 

most versatile land.  

¶ Suggestion that the Plan needs to be supported by modelling of the impact of air 

quality (including nitrogen and ammonia) emissions from traffic and other sources on 

natural environment to inform the Sustainability Appraisal/Habitats Regulations 

Assessment. This should include assessment of air quality impacts on Sites of Special 

Scientific Interest and wider biodiversity due to ammonia emissions and nitrogen 

deposition and acidification.   

¶ Suggestion that the air quality section must also address the need to mitigate dust 

arising from the construction process.  

¶ Support for discussions about a Bletchley southern bypass to mitigate air pollution 

from the A421 and B4034.  

¶ Concerns regarding air pollution from the Cotton Valley sewage works.  

¶ Anglian Water recommends that while odours from Water Recycling Centres are not 

a risk to human health, sensitive development should not be located close to Water 

Recycling Centres and a stand-off distance of 400m should be used.  

¶ Suggestion that Criterion E. 3. (Air Quality and Odour section) should only apply to 

dwellings rather than the wider site so that development is not unduly burdened.  

¶ Suggestion that the list of major roads in Criterion E. 3. and in relation to odour impacts 

should be definitive to avoid ambiguity. 

¶ Suggestion that the reference to nutrient neutrality does not align with the Milton 

Keynes context.  

¶ Anglian Water note they are unlikely to support growth of settlements served by the 

eight Water Recycling Centres in Milton Keynes with descriptive permits regarding 

discharge of fluids from the site. These are typically small sites and there is a risk that 

incremental development (from Neighbourhood Plans and/or windfall) over time could 

overload capacity of these sites. Criterion L of Policy CEA7 should address the 

cumulative impact of smaller developments.  

¶ Suggestion that an additional requirement is needed so that smaller developments 

demonstrate there is sufficient sewage treatment capacity (in both works and the wider 

network). Private sewage networks must only be allowed where a public connection 

is not reasonable. 

¶ Some stress that groundwater is important, and additional wording is needed to reflect 

the importance of aquifers in the local area, principally those in the northwest and 

southeast formed by limestone and sandstone. The area of sandstone to the South 

East is a Source Protection Zone, with several public water supply abstractions. 
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Secondary aquifers are also present which support local water supply and abstractions 

for agricultural, industrial, commercial, public, and domestic users.  

¶ Suggestion that Sustainable Drainage Systems should not be installed in 

contaminated ground.  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should be extended to deal with agriculture and motorway 

runoff.  

¶ Suggestion that contaminated land policies must follow the latest version of the 

Environment Agency Land Contamination Risk Management guidance. There does 

not seem to be an overall policy for dealing with land contamination and actively 

supporting brownfield development. 

¶ Suggestion that excavated materials on a development site should be reused on site 

in line with the Contaminated Land: Applications in Real Environments Definition of 

Waste: Code of Practice, however, note that any contaminated materials must be 

discarded off-site in line with relevant legislation.  

¶ Support for more electric vehicle charging, including for boats. The policy needs to 

better support electric vehicles in rural areas.  

¶ Suggestion that electric bollards should be provided for boaters to reduce noise and 

air pollution caused by boat generators.    

¶ Some feel that Milton Keynes should have electric buses.  

¶ Suggestion that provision should be made for secure storage of electric vehicles, and 

electric vehicles charging points required at linear and country parks.  

¶ Suggestion that Criterion M (Electric Vehicles) would be better suited to Policy CEA6. 

Criterion M. 3. could be amended to clarify its applicability to Central Milton Keynes 

and sites close to the strategic road network.  

¶ Suggestion that there should be stronger measures to address light pollution and 

noise.  

¶ Suggestion that Milton Keynes should be the first city to have a dark skies policy. 

¶ Concern that requiring a lighting assessment for any development is not proportionate. 

¶ It is recommended that the agent of change principle be applied to protect existing 

sports facilities from being sterilised by nearby sensitive receptors by way of noise, 

ball strikes or other issues.  

¶ Concern that the policy does not address current issues at the Hub relating to noise 

pollution between uses. Permitted development rights enabling conversions from 

restaurants to nightclubs exacerbates a lack of sufficient insulation between 

commercial and residential units. Effective policy support for a vibrant nightlife in 
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Central Milton Keynes must include strong requirements for noise pollution 

mitigations.  

¶ Suggestion that there is a need for long term endowment funding models for these 

spaces 

3.7.14 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA7  

¶ Amendments to wording of Criterion C of Policy CEA7, adding requirement for soils to 

be managed appropriately to maintain soil structure, function, and chemical and 

organic content. 

¶ New Criterion F, setting out relevant criteria (F.1. to F.5.) for where minor development 

will also be required to address the matters outlined in Criterion E of Policy CEA7. 

¶ Criterion G of Policy CEA7 now requires an odour assessment for residential 

development proposed within 400 metres of a Water Recycling Centre to demonstrate 

that odours from the site would not adversely affect residential amenity. 

¶ Criterion J of Policy CEA7 adds reference to the existing Strategic Road Network, 

Major Road Network, Grid Roads, the A422 (including proposed additions). 

¶ Amendment to Criterion M of Policy CEA7 to sets out that where identified by Natural 

England, as a material consideration in the authority area, proposals must also 

demonstrate how nutrient neutrality would be achieved. 

Draft Policy CEA8 Provision and Protection of Accessible Open Space   

3.7.15 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA8  

¶ Suggestion that consideration is given to design safety to adequately support social 

and community needs. 

¶ Concern that building on greenfield space is at odds with policy on provision and 

protection of open space. 

¶ Concern that green space will not be protected in favour of increased housing.  

¶ Suggestion that the focus needs to be on improving connections between the existing 

spaces to enhance their amenity for residents and their value as habitats. 

¶ Suggestion that current expansion plans, particularly in Central Milton Keynes, are at 

odds with the protection of green space 

¶ Suggestion that offsite contributions to new open space/formal outdoor playing areas 

should be based on viability testing as part of overall planning obligations test. 
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¶ Suggestion that Criterion H has a heritage dimension (e.g., the Scheduled medieval 

manor of Simpson lies within the area allocated for linear parks as this has been the 

case in previous planning studies (Milton Keynes planning study 1969)). 

¶ Concerns that Policy CEA8 is contrary to national policy as wording interchanges 

playing pitches and fields, whereas pitches are an important aspect of a field. 

Paragraph 103 of the National Planning Policy Framework and its Playing Fields 

Policy, does relate to playing fields and not just the pitches.   

¶ Concern that no distinction is made between formal and informal playing pitches. It is 

recommended that Policy CEA8 refers to all playing field and uses the definition of a 

playing field in The Town and Country Planning (Development Management 

Procedure) (England) Order 2015). 

¶ Concern with the standards approach set out in Annex B that would be partly used to 

inform new provision or accept loss of provision. 

¶ Suggestion to remove the reference to standards for playing field/pitches and rely on 

the emerging Playing Pitch Strategy to inform provision, which should result in this 

policy aligning with the National Planning Policy Framework (Paragraphs 102 and 

103). 

¶ Suggestion that the provision of new playing field/pitches, ancillary provision such as 

pavilion, changing rooms etc., are also accepted where needs similar to what is 

acceptable for Linear Parks later in Policy CEA8 G. 

¶ Concern that limited preservation of existing green space will create a two-tier system 

where new developments have higher quality open spaces. 

¶ Concern around land-banking of landscape by developers. 

¶ Suggestion to review past allocations to allow for alternative land uses. 

¶ Concern around distance between open space and homes doubling. Proximity of open 

space is essential for families and general wellbeing. Recommends the return to use 

of 300 meters as in previous plan. 

¶ Suggestion to reference canal in Criterion H. 3. of Policy CEA8. 

3.7.16 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA8  

¶ Additional reference to the National Planning Policy Framework and Strategic Housing 

Land Availability Assessment in the supporting text, to clarify that any greenfield land 

allocated for development is based upon a Land Availability Assessment, deeming the 

land suitable to build upon. 
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¶ Additional supporting text highlighting Criterion E of Policy CEA8, where deficit surplus 

is taken into consideration before granting development resulting in the loss of open 

space. 

¶ Amendment to policy wording and supporting text, altering 'playing pitches' with 

'playing fields'. 

¶ Additional reference to canals in Criterion H. 3. of Policy CEA8. 

Draft Policy CEA9 Biodiversity and Habitats Network   

3.7.17 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA9  

¶ Some note that Criterion B, currently states losses must be avoided onsite and if they 

canôt, applicants must provide (a) habitat creation offsite or (b) purchase statutory 

credits however, this misses part of the hierarchy. Suggestion that the correct order is 

to: avoid onsite losses, provide creation and enhancement onsite, then seek offsite 

options either through creation or purchase of units and only then can statutory credits 

be considered as a final resort. 

¶ Concern that there is limited evidence that the Local Nature Recovery Strategy has 

been integrated into the Plan. The Plan should be supported by evidence of existing 

and potential local ecological networks. 

¶ Suggestion that the Local Nature Recovery Strategy should inform the next stages of 

the Plan before it reaches its submission version to ensure that opportunities to 

enhance nature and increase public access are not overlooked in allocations or policy. 

¶ Support for the requirement for Biodiversity Net Gain. However, some question the 

policy wording that development must avoid any loss of habitat on site; acknowledging 

that some habitat loss is inevitable to enable development, but that this can be 

compensated for via on-site habitat enhancements elsewhere. 

¶ Suggestion that the Local Nature Recovery Strategy Responsible Authority should 

include the Canal and River Trust in the Local Nature Recovery Strategy consultation 

database and consider the Canal as an óarea of particular importance for biodiversityô. 

¶ Some note that new or altered habitats within historical landscapes can impact 

heritage assets and suggests adding a paragraph on this topic. 

¶ Suggestion to add a requirement for the installation of swift bricks on all new dwellings 

in Policy CEA9 (universal nest bricks for small bird species). Responses emphasise 

that swift bricks and existing nest sites are not included in the Biodiversity Net Gain 

calculation and should be protected. 

¶ Disagreement with Policy CEA9 as developers should not be allowed to create off-site 

habitat where there is a loss on site. 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
144 

¶ Recommend rewording the policy to state "10% or higher net gain" instead of "higher 

than 10% net gain." 

¶ General concern that 10% Biodiversity Net Gain is not high enough, with one 

respondent recommending 20% Biodiversity Net Gain (referencing Kent County 

Councilôs assessment) which found that increasing Biodiversity Net Gain from 10% to 

20% generally does not affect development viability. 

¶ Suggestion that Priority Habitats in Milton Keynes should be shown on the Policies 

Map to alert developers to prevent their inclusion in development proposals. 

¶ Concern that stating development which provides higher than 10% will be strongly 

supported reads as if we would strongly support anything providing over the bare 

minimum. 

¶ Criterion B: As the policy is regarding statutory net gain, reference to the new 

biodiversity gain hierarchy, which is a statutory instrument in the legislation and builds 

on the existing mitigation hierarchy of the National Planning Policy Framework, must 

be included in the wording of the policy. 

¶ Additional policy wording suggested - requiring the submission of a draft biodiversity 

gain plan with all applications (subject to the general biodiversity gain condition). 

Whilst not legally required, the government guidance does state Local Planning 

Authorities can ask for additional information as a local requirement to aid decision-

making. 

¶ Suggested requirement for new developments to include integrated bat and bird boxes 

is supported. This would be best placed in the wording of Policy CEA9 as the 

measures aim to deliver benefits for biodiversity. 

¶ Suggestion to add ónature reserves managed by othersô and óMilton Keynes Wildlife 

Vergesô to Local Designation List. 

¶ Concern that the Plan overlooks building-dependent biodiversity. 

¶ Suggestion to reference the Great Crested Newt District Licensing Scheme in the 

Planôs text. 

¶ Additional point to the Policy requested, to align with the legislative requirements in 

relation to intentional degradation of habitats prior to development. Could alternatively 

be included within Policy CEA9 relating to Biodiversity Net Gain. 

¶ Some agreement with the draft Policy. 

¶ Some question the wording that development must avoid any loss of habitat on site; 

acknowledge that some habitat loss is inevitable to enable development, but that this 

can be compensated for with habitat enhancements elsewhere on the site. It is 

requested that the Council review the wording. 
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¶ Some request that rather than provide off-site credits, which Milton Keynes would not 

benefit from, developers should provide off-site contributions which Milton Keynes City 

Council can use to improve biodiversity within the city. 

¶ Acknowledgement of the aspiration of Policy CEA9 to support development proposals 

with over 10% biodiversity net gain but advises against setting a requirement higher 

than the 10% mandated by the Environment Act 2021. However, concern raised that 

exceeding this threshold does not meet the planning obligations criteria in Paragraph 

57 of the National Planning Policy Framework and recent Planning Policy Guidance, 

which states that higher percentages must be justified with evidence of local need, 

opportunities, and viability impacts. Responses advise maintaining the 10% 

Biodiversity Net Gain requirement to ensure it aligns with national policy and is fair 

and reasonable in scale and kind to the development. Suggestion that the Council 

reconsider additional wording to ensure the policy is not overly burdensome and is 

consistent with updated guidance and regulations. Suggestion that developers should 

decide whether to exceed the 10% Biodiversity Net Gain, as costs can vary 

significantly depending on the site's baseline biodiversity and the measures needed to 

achieve the gain. Responses recommend that the Council only seek a minimum of 

10% Biodiversity Net Gain to avoid rendering sites unviable. 

¶ Suggestion that the Canal should be acknowledged as significant blue / green 

infrastructure, serving as a catalyst for regeneration, a sustainable travel resource for 

commuting and leisure; a natural health service acting as blue gyms and supporting 

physical outdoor activity; an ecological biodiversity resource, a tourism, cultural, sport, 

leisure and recreation resource; a heritage landscape; a provider for water supply and 

transfer, drainage and flood management; the Canal forms part of the historic 

environment, the character, cultural and social focus of the parts of the region. 

¶ The Canal and River Trust highlight that they have produced a document setting out 

how collaboratively opportunities can be identified and delivered for habitat 

enhancement on the waterways through Local Nature Recovery Strategies to meet 

local and national aspirations for access to blue-green space, habitat quality and 

connectivity. 

¶ The Canal and River Trust highlight that they have recently completed an exercise to 

quantify and map biodiversity across their water network, resulting in the creation of 

an Ecological Data Hub, providing an advanced understanding of the related 

Biodiversity Net Gain units and condition scores of all their habitats. 

¶ Recommendation to acknowledge the relationship between natural and historic 

environments in the policy or supporting text. It notes that new or altered habitats within 

historical landscapes can impact heritage assets and suggests adding a paragraph on 

this topic. 

¶ Suggestion to add that swift bricks (universal nest bricks for small bird species) should 

be installed on all new dwellings. Swift bricks are a universal nest brick for small bird 
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species and should be installed in all new developments including extensions in 

accordance with best-practice guidance such as British Standard 42021 or Chartered 

Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management. Artificial nest cups for house 

martins may be proposed instead of swift bricks where an ecologist specifically 

recommends it; the rationale is that bird boxes/bricks and other species features are 

excluded from the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Biodiversity 

Net Gain metric and should be covered in local policy; state that the Government's 

response to the 2022 Biodiversity Net Gain consultation supports this. Responses note 

that bird bricks are recommended in best practice guidance and the National Model 

Design Code Guidance Notes Part 2 and are suitable for various small bird species, 

including swifts, house sparrows, and starlings; they are preferred over external bird 

boxes due to their permanence, zero maintenance, aesthetic integration to the 

building, and better thermal regulation. 

¶ Recommendation for a standard planning condition for biodiversity enhancement 

measures like swift bricks, bee bricks and hedgehog highways. 

¶ Suggestion that if statutory credits are sought then the development should be 

refused. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should not replicate the national Biodiversity Net Gain 

requirement. If this is retained, it should clarify that the national exemptions criteria 

would apply. 

¶ Concern that provisions are not mapped to show out the Nature, Green and Blue 

Infrastructure Strategy should interact with the established urban areas and growth 

locations. 

¶ Concern that the strategy is not up to date with the draft Planôs proposals in this area 

and deferring policy to a separate non-statutory document is not effective. Suggestion 

that this policy area would benefit from integration with the evidence base and 

proposals of the emerging Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Neighbourhood Plan. 

¶ Suggestion that developers should not be allowed to create habitat off site if they 

cause a loss on site. 

¶ Recommend rewording it to state "10% or higher net gain" instead of "higher than 10% 

net gain." Storey Homes feel that this change would ensure that all proposals aligning 

with the provisions of the Environment Act 2021 are strongly supported. 

¶ Concern that Milton Keynesô original design was amazing and visionary; however, 

pressure for more homes has caused the original vision of 60/40 housing and green 

space ratio to be ignored. 

¶ Suggestion that greenspace should not comprise of several small areas of grass 

scattered between housing and busy roads. Greenspace should be a significant and 
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comprehensive area of park or wild area. The north and western sector of Milton 

Keynes are prime examples of outstanding design. 

¶ Objections to the use of Biodiversity Net Gain, feeling that there is too much 

subjectivity in value interpretations, suggesting that any human presence detracts from 

biodiversity. 

¶ Support for policies to protect greensand ridge, including designation as a Special 

Landscape Area and protection of its setting and surrounding land. 

¶ Opposition to the use of statutory credits for biodiversity mitigation. 

¶ Suggestion that the weight given to an asset will reflect where it is in the hierarchy of 

bio-/geo-diversity designations. 

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should identify and pursue opportunities for Biodiversity Net 

Gain, but setting at least 10% target for development proposals, with higher 

percentages supported by evidence. The Plan should set out the Biodiversity Net Gain 

strategy, including on-/off-site provision, identifying strategic habitats and areas for 

Biodiversity Net Gain (e.g. mapping ecological networks) and advise on the metric to 

use to calculate Biodiversity Net Gain (e.g. Defra's latest Biodiversity Metric 2.0). This 

new metric is supported by guidance and a tool to help apply it.  Encourage adoption 

of the 10 best practice Biodiversity Net Gain principles developed by Construction 

Industry Research and Information Association / Chartered Institute of Ecology and 

Environmental Management / Institute of Environmental Management and 

Assessment. 

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should aim to achieve wider environmental gains beyond 

Biodiversity Net Gain, to include natural capital gains such as improved water and air 

quality and recreation. 

¶ Suggestions for specific wording changes to Criteria A and B, and that Biodiversity Net 

Gain should be mentioned. 

¶ Suggestion that the Council should not set a higher Biodiversity Net Gain requirement 

than the 10% current legal requirement. Consider that Plan should be amended so 

that it is consistent with any updated national guidance and regulations. Recommend 

that the policy is amended to only seek a minimum of 10% Biodiversity Net Gain. 

¶ Suggestion that the approach to biodiversity should be more comprehensive. Suggest 

that nature reserves should be added to the definition of 'local designations'. Note that 

the status and intent of Biological Notification Sites should be reflected in the policy. 

Suggest that Priority Habitats should be shown on the Policy Map. 

¶ Suggestion that there is a need for a minimum of 20% Biodiversity Net Gain in 

development proposals to ensure true net gain and support nature's recovery (e.g. 

Oxfordshire Plan; Kent Plan).Biodiversity Net Gain should be maintained in perpetuity, 
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ideally for at least 125 years, as defined by the Perpetuities and Accumulations Act 

2009. Welcomes the mention of the Local Nature Recovery Strategy and encourages 

adherence to upcoming government guidance. 

¶ Concern that the term ólocal nature reserveô lacks a single agreed definition nationally, 

other than for Local Nature Reserves designated under Section 21 of the National 

Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949, by principal local authorities. 

¶ Suggest that Priority Habitats in Milton Keynes should be shown on the Policies Map 

to alert developers to these so that they avoid including them in any proposals for 

development. 

¶ Suggest deleting the term óMK Wildlife Sitesô and placing Local Wildlife Sites at the 

head of the list, as this is the term used by the Government, Natural England, other 

local authorities and other bodies.  

¶ Suggest much more is required on Biodiversity - beyond solely biodiversity net-gain 

(notes that there is already a biodiversity crisis, with many species endangered or lost). 

¶ Suggest ñand nature reserves managed by other bodiesò should be added to the 

definition of ñLocal Designationsò. This description of óLocal designationsô has omitted 

important types of Local Biodiversity Designation. 

¶ Some note that in effect Biological Notification Sites are sites awaiting full assessment, 

in retain the prospect of becoming Local Wildlife Sites with provisional acceptance of 

that potential future status. Suggestion that this should be made clear in draft Policy 

CEA9 and its supporting text. 

¶ Some believe Criterion B of the proposed policy would harm delivery and could lead 

to worse results and also conflicts with both Criterion A and national legislation 

contained within the Environment Act 2021. 

¶ Suggestion that Criterion A of the policy should add that all new development 

proposals should provide areas of natural greenspace also connected into the existing 

networks. 

¶ Suggestion that the provision for their long-term management and maintenance 

should also be required. 

¶ Suggestion that Criterion B should make specific mention of the Natural England 

Green Infrastructure Framework and access to open space targets rather than just 

reference to ñopen space standardsò. 

¶ Suggestion that the management and maintenance strategy should include the need 

for ñlong termò management and maintenance including action in circumstances of a 

change of ownership. 
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¶ Suggestion that the loss of open spaces should include an assessment of the impacts 

on nature. This may at least partly come from statutory Biodiversity Net Gain 

requirements. 

¶ Concern that it is unclear in respect of which developments the policy is applicable to 

and is inconsistent with national requirements. 

¶ Note a lack of clarity in respect of the potential creation of replacement habitat on site. 

¶ Note Policy should be made explicit that it relates to Biodiversity Net Gain. 

¶ Objection to the policy as currently worded as it does not go far enough in addressing 

the unique context of Central Milton Keynes. Suggest incorporating more ambitious 

targets for biodiversity net gain, stronger protections for existing green infrastructure, 

and clear, detailed requirements for how Central Milton Keynes developments can 

contribute significantly to the wider ecological network. 

¶ Suggestion that there should be greater clarity on maps to show how the approach to 

nature, green and blue infrastructure will interact with established urban areas and 

growth locations. 

¶ Some consider that the Plan should include a clearer strategy to enhance biodiversity 

enhancement. 

¶ Suggested amended wording: ñDevelopment proposals which provide a significant 

uplift on the mandatory 10% net gain for biodiversity will be strongly supported, 

provided the habitat types delivered contribute towards the aims of the Local Nature 

Recovery Strategy.ò 

¶ Suggestion that as the policy is regarding statutory net gain, it should reference the 

new biodiversity gain hierarchy, a statutory instrument in the legislation that builds on 

the existing mitigation hierarchy of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

¶ Request for an additional criterion (C), requiring the submission of a draft biodiversity 

gain plan with all applications subject to the general biodiversity gain condition. 

¶ Suggestion that Paragraph 212 needs expanding to refer to all local ecological 

designations including: 

o Biological Notification Sites 

o Local Wildlife Sites, Milton Keynes 

o Wildlife Corridors 

o Biodiversity Opportunity Areas 

¶ Suggestion to amend the wording at the beginning of paragraph 209 to align with the 

wording of legislation and government guidance. 
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3.7.18 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA9  

¶ Additional Criterion B to Policy CEA9, setting out that development proposals that 

provide biodiversity enhancements not included as part of the metric will be strongly 

supported. 

¶ Amended policy content and additional criteria (C.1. to C.3) of Policy CEA9, where the 

loss of habitat is unavoidable. 

¶ Footnote added setting out exempt development proposals in relation to Criterion C. 

of Policy CEA9. 

¶ Reference to Great Crested Newt District Licensing Scheme in the Plan's supporting 

text.  

¶ Reference to collaborative working to obtain the best delivery of the Local Natural 

Recovery Strategy included in the Plan's supporting text. 

¶ Reference to the Council's Adopted Biodiversity Supplementary Planning Document 

(2021) included in the supporting text. 

¶ Reference to national exemptions from mandatory Biodiversity Net Gain included in 

the supporting text. 

¶ Overall grammatical and formatting amendments to supporting text and policy to 

improve readability. 

¶ Reference added to 10 best practice Biodiversity Net Gain principles, developed by 

Construction Industry Research and Information Association / Chartered Institute of 

Ecology and Environmental Management / Institute of Environmental Management 

and Assessment in the supporting text. 

¶ Reference added to long-term management and maintenance of Biodiversity Net Gain 

(minimum of 30 years). 

Draft Policy CEA10 Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Infrastructure 

Network, Priority Species and Priority Habitats   

3.7.19 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA10  

¶ CEA10 is not considered to be strong enough and should be modified. 

¶ Suggest these specific standards and their impact on development capacity and 

viability need more thorough developer assessment. 

¶ Some respondents agree with the draft Policy. 
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¶ Supports the protection and enhancement of the environmental infrastructure network 

but questions alignment with Paragraph 181 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (particularly in distinguishing between the hierarchy of sites). 

¶ Concern that the policy may exceed the principles of Paragraph 186 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework and suggest it is reviewed for consistency. 

¶ Supportive of more controls, however they feel that the draft policies do not go far 

enough to protect existing habitats. 

¶ Suggestion that current overuse of flailing to cut down hedgerows and shrubbery 

around Milton Keynes by farmers and landscape management teams should be better 

controlled to ensure that sapling native trees are allowed to grow, and that natural bird 

feeding corridors are not replaced by stunted dense hedgerows. 

¶ Suggestion that Paragraph 211 should reference Registered Parks and Gardens, 

emphasizing the integral relationship between natural and historic environments; 

recommend incorporating this point into the text and refers to the Natural England 

Green Infrastructure Framework for more information. 

¶ Concern that there are too many exceptions to the principle of protection. 

¶ Suggestion that developments causing environmental harm should not be permitted 

under any circumstances. 

¶ Suggestion that there should be no caveats to Criterion C or D of the policy. 

¶ Suggestion to add ñRegistered Historic Parks and Gardensò to the footnote. 

¶ Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council note and support the provisions of the 

draft policy as they appear to complement the proposal in the emerging local 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

¶ Suggestion that this is a policy area that would benefit from integration with the 

evidence base and proposals of the emerging Bletchley and Fenny Stratford 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

¶ Concern that the qualifications of these restrictions, the circumstances under which 

the damage to an important site will be permitted, are significantly weak. 

¶ Suggestions to include reference to the Great Crested Newt District Licensing Scheme 

in the plans text. 

¶ Suggestion that development proposals which cause harm to special landscapes or 

protected areas should not be permitted under any circumstance otherwise it is 

pointless having designations. 

¶ Suggestion that areas like the Greensand Ridge should be protected and enhanced, 

not eroded through adjacent development. 
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¶ Suggested amendment to the draft Policy, to specifically add Historic Parks and 

Gardens. 

¶ Disagreement with Criterion C. 1. If there are no suitable alternative sites to 

accommodate the development, then development should not take place. 

¶ Concern that it is incomplete without including the proposed Special Landscape Area 

Designation in Milton Keynes. 

¶ Support for policies to protect greensand ridge, including designation as a Special 

Landscape Area, and protection of its setting and surrounding land. 

¶ Suggested wording changes (for Criteria B, C, D and F), correcting typos, making 

clarifications, and also raising that reference to Biodiversity Net Gain may need to be 

amended, as well as the addition of several comments, specifically the following: óofô 

instead of óorô. 

¶ Suggested amendment to Criterion B to read: óThere is a presumption against 

development proposals which would likely cause harm to the nature conservation or 

geological interest of internationally important sites (RAMSAR sites, Special Areas of 

Conservation and Special Protection Areas). Such developments will not be permitted 

unless [é]ô. 

¶ Suggested amendment to Criterion C to read: óThere is a presumption against 

Development proposals which would likely cause direct harm to a National Nature 

Reserve, Site of Special Scientific Interest or irreplaceable habitat. Such 

developments will not be permitted unlesséô. 

¶ Concerns about Criterion C. 2, unless there is a clearly defined method of weighing 

up the adverse impacts versus the development benefits. Without this method, the 

policy is ambiguous and may become ineffective. 

¶ Recommendations to add a fifth point to Criterion C which says the following: ó5. Any 

adverse impacts on the wider network of SSSIs must also be considered.ô 

¶ Recommended rewording of Criterion D to: óThere is a presumption against 

development proposals which would likely cause harm to the biodiversity or geological 

conservation value of a site of countywide or local importance. Such developments 

will only be permitted where...ô. 

¶ Concerns regarding Criterion D. 1, unless there is a clearly defined method of weighing 

up the adverse impacts versus the development benefits. Criterion D. 1 should include 

a clearly defined method. Without this method, the point weakens the policy. 

¶ Concern that Criterion F may not be in line with Policy CEA9 which discusses 

Biodiversity Net Gain. Biodiversity Net Gain does not cover priority or protected 

species. 
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¶ Suggestion that the creation of any new habitats should aim to maximise multiple 

benefits, for example Sustainable Drainage Systems, natural flood management, 

green infrastructure, etc. 

¶ Suggestion that all Priority Habitat areas should be shown on the Policies Map to alert 

developers long before they bring forward a planning application. 

¶ Suggestion that Paragraph 211 should reference the Natural Environment Partnership 

ñVision and Principles for the Improvement of Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire 

and Milton Keynesò alongside the Milton Keynes Nature, Green and Blue Infrastructure 

Strategy (see above as for Policy GS9). 

¶ Suggestion that supporting text should also mention the ñForward to 2030 Biodiversity 

Action Plan for Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynesò, produced by the Natural 

Environment Partnership, which sets out the main issues impacting on wildlife in the 

county and some of the measures needed to help our wildlife. 

¶ Some consider that Milton Keynes North and South of Bow Brickhill would provide 

various opportunities to achieve the objectives. 

¶ Suggestion that the Local Nature Recovery Strategy should inform the next stages of 

the Plan before it reaches its submission version to ensure that opportunities to 

enhance nature and increase public access are not overlooked in allocations or policy. 

¶ Suggestion that Criterion B should make specific mention of the Natural England 

Green Infrastructure Framework and access to open space targets rather than just 

reference ñopen space standardsò. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should include additional flexibility to align with the National 

Planning Policy Framework in respect of potential for mitigation and compensation. 

¶ Suggestion that it should include a clearer strategy to enhance biodiversity 

enhancement. 

¶ Suggestion that Criterion E needs to be more strongly worded to align with the National 

Planning Policy Framework. Suggested wording: ñPlanning permission will be refused 

if development proposals fail to demonstrate no harm to protected species or priority 

habitats will occur as a result of the development.ò 

¶ Suggestion for an additional Criterion G, to align with the legislative requirements in 

relation to intentional degradation of habitats prior to development. 

3.7.20 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA10  

¶ Additional wording relating to where the benefits of development outweigh broader 

impacts on the national network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest. 

¶ Reference added to Registered Parks and Gardens in the supporting text. 
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¶ Add Nature, Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy layer to Policies Maps. 

¶ Reference added to the Great Crested Newts District Licensing Scheme in the 

supporting text. 

¶ Reference added to Paragraph 193 (b) of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(2024) in the supporting text relative to the wider Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

network. 

¶ Amendments to grammar and formatting to improve readability of the policy and 

supporting text. 

Draft Policy CEA11 Urban Greening, Trees and Woodland   

3.7.21 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA11  

¶ Hallam Land stress that these specific standards and their impact on development 

capacity and viability need more thorough developer assessment. Hallam Land plans 

to conduct this assessment and share their findings with the Council before making 

further comments. 

¶ Suggestion there should be guidance by Milton Keynes City Council, setting out a clear 

matrix of different types and scale of development and corresponding geographical 

area they need to consider. 

¶ Suggestion for a clear matrix which also includes maturity of the specimens required. 

¶ McCarthy Stoneôs response addresses the Urban Greening Factor requirements, 

which mandate that new developments maintain or achieve a specified level of green 

cover. They highlight the need for commercial and residential developments to meet 

specific Urban Greening Factor target scores. Their response references Paragraph 

16 of the National Planning Policy Framework, emphasising that plans should be 

aspirational yet deliverable, and Paragraph 136, which underscores the importance of 

trees in urban environments for their aesthetic and climate benefits. Their response 

emphasises the importance of tree-led planning policies and the incorporation of trees 

in developments, while ensuring their long-term maintenance and retention. They 

stress that requiring an average green cover of 40% in residential neighbourhoods, 

particularly on small brownfield sites, is unrealistic and could hinder sustainable 

development, conflicting with the National Planning Policy Framework. 

¶ McCarthy Stoneôs response recommends that the Council reconsider this 

requirement, introduce more flexibility, or delete it, and ensure any such policy is fully 

evidenced and included in the viability study. 

¶ Suggestion to expand the supporting text to emphasise the importance of planting to 

Milton Keynes' character and growth. 
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¶ Suggestion of the importance of considering planting timeframes, formality, and the 

impact of senescence, pests, diseases, and succession. Suggestion to consider the 

Councilôs New Town Register Statement of Significance for further details on planting. 

¶ Concern that the 19% urban tree canopy cover target will be unsuitable for all sites, 

as some sites may benefit from alternative green infrastructure and/or greater/lesser 

degrees of openness. The policy should be made subject to site-specific design 

characteristics. 

¶ Concern that it is not clear whether the Urban Greening Factor targets are for individual 

developments and whether the 40% average target for residential neighbourhoods will 

be mutually achievable. It is not necessarily the case that the 40% target will be 

achieved on all sites. Suggestion that the 40% target should be referred to separately 

from the Urban Greening Factor sections to make this clear. 

¶ Concern for the long-term maintenance of trees. Concern regarding the adverse 

impact that the poor maintenance of greenspaces has on residentsô wellbeing. 

Question the ability to maintain the plantings and suggest withholding this until a 

sustainable maintenance plan is in place. 

¶ Storey Homes believe that the issues addressed by this policy are already covered by 

the Biodiversity Net Gain calculations. Storey Homes suggest either removing this 

policy or incorporating it into Policy CEA8 to avoid confusion. 

¶ Suggestion for policy protection for existing mature street trees. 

¶ Some concern that a rigid matrix might be inappropriate in certain contexts. 

¶ Haversham Parish Council suggests that the policy should support establishing rural 

woodlands both within and away from developments to mitigate habitat loss, 

emphasizing that this is a city-wide and national issue. 

3.7.22 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA11  

¶ Additional supporting text outlining the requirement for the submission of Urban 

Greening Factor Assessment Plans to be used in the assessment of development 

proposals and whether a site has met the required target scoring. 

¶ Additional supporting text setting out that the enhancement of habitats onsite, or 

offsite, for Biodiversity Net Gain may result in the increased provision of accessible 

woodland, and that in such instances the decision maker would assess whether the 

enhanced woodland is accessible (as defined in the supporting text) and whether it 

meets the required size and proximity parameters. 

¶ Additional supporting text setting out that off-site contributions sought to meet the 

Woodland Trust's Access to Woodland Standard will be considered distinctly from 

contributions for Biodiversity Net Gain. 
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¶ Additional supporting text setting out the importance of landscaping and tree planting 

as part of the legacy of Milton Keynes, as set out in the Statement of Significance from 

the Milton Keynes New Town Heritage Register. 

¶ Reference added to the Council's tree management and conservation framework the 

'City of Trees' in the supporting text. 

¶ Amendment to Criterion C of Policy CEA11 wherein the 19% Urban Tree Canopy 

standard now applies to major development proposals. 

¶ Removed the requirement in Criterion A of Policy CEA11. 

¶ Additional supporting text providing guidance on Natural England's Urban Greening 

Factor Standard, including a link to a User Guide which sets out the scoring matrix for 

green cover and provides worked examples of the necessary calculation. 

¶ Additional supporting text setting out where the creation of habitats as part of achieving 

Biodiversity Net Gain, or, for example, the provision of urban food growing areas, may 

also in some instances positively contribute to achieving the required Urban Greening 

Factor score required by Policy CEA11. 

¶ Amended Criterion B of Policy CEA11 to set out that, where feasible and viable, all 

major development proposals must meet the core Urban Greening Factor Target 

Score from the Urban Greening Factor Standard. 

¶ Amended Criterion B of Policy CEA11 to clarify the specific Urban Greening Factor 

target score for mixed-use development. 

¶ Additional requirement in Criterion F of Policy CEA15 setting out that where criteria 

F.1 and F.2 cannot be met, development proposals must contribute to the authority 

wide provision of woodland. 

¶ Additional supporting text referencing national guidance on the definition of woodland. 

¶ Additional supporting text setting out the value of off-site contributions expected in 

relation to meeting the Woodland Trust's Access to Woodland standard. 

Draft Policy CEA12 Conserving and Enhancing Landscape Character / Special 

Landscape Areas   

3.7.23 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA12  

¶ Suggestion that greater protection and enhancement of all landscaped areas is 

required. 

¶ Respondents request to see how Criterion C interacts with Policy GS7 in support of 

wind and solar energy. 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
157 

¶ Concern as to where óspecial landscaped areaô designation has come from as it seems 

to treat all sites the same despite existing land uses. Suggestion that a more nuanced 

approach is taken recognising site-specific impacts. 

¶ Suggestion for heritage to be incorporated into landscape impacts: Historic Landscape 

assessment. 

¶ Suggestion that Criterion C. 3. of policy is removed as they deem the safeguarding of 

tranquillity difficult to quantify and could stifle economic development in the areas 

concerned. 

¶ Suggestion to give land to the Parks Trust to maintain. 

3.7.24 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA12  

¶ Reference added to heritage in the supporting text. 

¶ Additional wording providing guidance on the significance of tranquillity and how 

tranquillity is to be quantified. 

Draft Policy CEA13 Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) and Integrated Flood Risk 

Management   

3.7.25 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA13  

¶ Concern that flood risk policies do not conform with the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

¶ Concern that the Integrated Water Management Study (Phase 1 - June 2024) is not 

directly referenced in the draft Plan. The outputs from the Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment and Integrated Water Management Study  coupled with Climate Change 

studies and Local Nature Recovery Strategy priorities and measures should be 

reflected in policy, to support action to resolve the obstacles to addressing flooding, 

and / or set out as an action for the Council and / or partners as part of the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

¶ Suggestion that the next stages of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and 

Integrated Water Management Study should conclude whether in applying the 

sequential approach settlements with a higher risk of flooding should be excluded from 

Criteria A. 2, A. 3 and E of Policy GS2. 

¶ Concerns about capacity of existing surface water management network within the 

city (particularly the lakes). 

¶ Some respondents agree with the draft Policy. 

¶ Some suggest a review of flood risk areas. 

¶ Some request to stop building on flood plain land. 
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¶ Some suggest more balancing lakes. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the limited capacity of Sustainable Drainage Systems, and 

the need for more extensive solutions in the long-term. 

¶ Some suggest that the policy previously stated that development would not normally 

be permitted in Flood Zone 3 and that this should be repeated. 

¶ Suggestion that the hierarchy should be referenced. 

¶ Some question whether the Plan should state a preference for publicly owned 

drainage assets. 

¶ Some request a review of the impact of recent development. 

¶ Concern raised that Bletchley and West Bletchley are at risk of fluvial and surface 

water flooding ï flood mitigation needed (including better culvert protection). 

¶ Suggestion that the maintenance of ditches as well as the design of water removal 

both important. 

¶ Suggestion to enforce downstream management. 

¶ Concern that existing flooding is exacerbated by climate change and inadequate 

maintenance and suggestion that this needs to be addressed in conjunction with new 

development to avoid creating a two-tier system. 

¶ Suggestion that areas adjacent to sites should be considered when addressing impact, 

and development should not be approved if there would be adverse impacts to 

adjacent sites or infrastructure. 

¶ Concern that new development will increase run-off ï strategic storage should be 

considered to reduce flood risk. 

¶ Suggestion that assessments should be broad enough to consider related impacts 

down-stream (e.g. Hanslope-Newport Pagnell). 

¶ Suggestion that information should be provided to indicate that there would be no flood 

risk or sustainable drainage issues that cannot be managed within a site. 

¶ Some responses highlight issues with overly complex multi-functional green spaces in 

areas like Oxley Park and Tattenhoe Park. 

¶ Concern that combining Sustainable Drainage Systems features with other uses, such 

as ecological mitigation and children's play areas, can lead to conflicts due to differing 

maintenance needs and safety concerns ï suggests ensuring these spaces are large 

enough to accommodate each function separately. 

¶ Recommendation to add a statement to Criterion B.4. to strengthen the policy. ñB.4. 

SuDS will be designed as multi-purpose green infrastructure and open space, to 
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maximise complementary environmental, biodiversity, social and amenity value. 

Proposed designs must be supported by a maintenance plan which demonstrates how 

the SuDS can be practically and effectively maintained compatible with the designed 

purposes of the surrounding green space;ò 

¶ Suggestion to include wildlife enhancements to sustainable urban drainage systems 

¶ Suggestion that the Environment Agency guidance on Sustainable Drainage Systems  

which provides advice about the kinds of water that should go in Sustainable Drainage 

Systems and about avoiding their utilisation on contaminated ground, should be 

included. 

¶ Support for the inclusion of nature-based solutions for flood risk management and 

would like this referenced specifically within Policy CEA13. 

¶ Acknowledgement that the flood risk mitigations in the Plan conform to the 

Environment Agency's models and recommendations but argues that the plan should 

go further to address flood risks occurring more frequently than once in 30 or 100 

years. 

¶ Highlight that Milton Keynes East and the proposed Eastern Strategic City Extension 

are prone to flooding and express concern that urbanising these rural areas could lead 

to unforeseen flooding problems. 

¶ Support for Criterion B. 10. and the requirements to restore culverted watercourses 

for the benefits to local communities and biodiversity. 

¶ Suggest that this should be applied in particular to Brooks such as the Abbey Hill 

Brook, Shenley Brook, Kingsmead Brook, Tathall Brook and Water Eaton Brook. 

¶ Support for Policy CEA13 and in particular the need to include climate change 

allowances in drainage design and for the lifetime of the development. 

3.7.26 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA13  

¶ Reference added to the Council's Integrated Water Management Study as part of the 

evidence base informing the Milton Keynes City Plan 2050. 

¶ Additional footnote added linking to national guidance on the drainage hierarchy. 

¶ Grammatical and formatting amendments to improve overall readability. 

Draft Policy CEA14 Protecting and Enhancing Water Courses   

3.7.27 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA14  

¶ The Canal and River Trust do not advocate a set buffer width preventing development 

alongside a canal but rather prefer a case-by-case assessment through the 

Development Management process. 
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¶ Concern about how the measurement of flood risk is calculated. 

¶ Some suggest that 8-meters is not a large enough buffer. 

¶ Haversham Parish Council requests that the policy refuses development, especially 

employment-related, that could contaminate the water course (noting that Criterion C 

only addresses its functioning and course). 

¶ Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust suggest a 20-meter buffer. 

¶ The Parks Trust support the objectives of the policy but suggest the following addition 

to Criterion A: ñA. Development proposals must be set back at a distance of at least 8 

metres from any main river, at least 9 metres from all other ordinary watercourses, or 

at an appropriate width as agreed by the Environment Agency, Lead Local Flood 

Authority or Internal Drainage Board, in order to provide an adequate undeveloped 

buffer zone. Development proposals must include a landscaping treatment for 

watercourse buffer zones subject to the relevant authoritiesô acceptance.ò 

¶ Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust suggest the addition of 

"development that is within or adjacent to river corridors and their tributaries will be 

required to protect and enhance the watercourse including its biodiversity, ecological 

connectivity, marginal vegetation, aquatic and riparian vegetation, and associated 

species". 

¶ The Environment Agency suggest that consideration is given to opportunities for re-

naturalisation of watercourses and protection and enhancement of the water quality of 

watercourses. 

¶ Gallagher Developments and Chicheley Farms Limited consider that Policy CEA14 

relating to watercourses includes set back distances which are not evidenced. 

¶ Gallagher Developments and Chicheley Farms Limited are concerned that it is unclear 

how the policy would apply to what is defined as 'development'. 

3.7.28 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA14  

¶ Additional policy requirement in Criterion A to set out that buffer zones should not form 

part of private gardens. 

¶ Additional requirement for development proposals adjacent to or containing a 

watercourse to protect and enhance the watercourse's biodiversity, ecological 

connectivity, marginal vegetation and aquatic and riparian vegetation as well as their 

associated species. 

Draft Policy CEA15 Manging Flood Risk  

3.7.29 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy CEA15  
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¶ Concern that the flood risk policies do not conform with the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

¶ Concern raised that the Integrated Water Management Study (Phase1 - June 2024) 

is not directly referenced in the draft Plan. The outputs from the Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment and Integrated Water Management Study coupled with Climate Change 

studies and Local Nature Recovery Strategy priorities and measures should be 

reflected in policy, to support action to resolve the obstacles to addressing flooding, 

and / or set out as an action for the Council and / or partners as part of the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

¶ Suggestion that the next stages of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and 

Integrated Water Management Study should conclude whether in applying the 

sequential approach settlements with a higher risk of flooding should be excluded from 

Criteria A. 2, A. 3 and E of Policy GS2. 

¶ Concerns about capacity of existing surface water management network within the 

city (particularly the lakes). 

¶ Some respondents agree with the draft policy. 

¶ Suggestion that development must prevent development on known flood plains. 

¶ Suggest that through climate change, severe rainfall events are frequently occurring 

and causing flooding in urban areas. 

¶ Suggests more control of development to retain and control the flow of water is 

required through ponds and balancing lakes. 

¶ Suggestion for the planôs supporting text to acknowledge impact of flooding on the 

historic environment and acknowledge both the importance of flood mitigation 

measures to protect heritage significance, and the need to avoid harm to the setting 

of heritage assets by those measures. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy wording needs strengthening. 

¶ Some question the extent to which flood risk is currently being managed. 

¶ Some note that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment identifies that Bletchley and West 

Bletchley are at risk of fluvial and surface water flooding. 

¶ Suggestion that flood mitigation measures are needed, including better protection of 

existing culverts to handle surface water flooding. 

¶ Some feel that flood risks are extremely important to be assessed with any new 

development. 

¶ Concerns that Newport Pagnell will face high levels of flooding as a result of 

development. 
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¶ Highlight worsening flooding issues due to climate change and poor maintenance, 

stressing the need to address these alongside new developments to avoid a two-tier 

system. 

¶ Concern that the policy is too narrow, urging comprehensive flood risk mitigation for 

all new developments, including impacts on adjacent sites and infrastructure. 

¶ Suggest that drainage assessments should cover both the development site and 

nearby areas. 

¶ Some believe that flood risk management, using sustainable drainage systems and 

wetland restoration, benefits natural habitats and ecosystems and promotes 

biodiversity. 

¶ Concern that the policy does not meet the National Planning Policy Framework or 

Planning Practice Guidance requirements. 

¶ Suggestion to amend Criterion D to better define the functional floodplain and include 

all relevant flood risk scenarios (from all sources) and require that even when detailed 

modelling is available, the Flood Risk Assessment must ensure that it is fit for purpose 

for the proposal. All Environment Agency modelling is scoped to inform the indicative 

flood map and is undertaken at a large scale, meaning it is not normally fit for purpose 

for a site-specific assessment. 

¶ Suggestion to outline when change of use applications are acceptable. 

¶ Suggestion to ensure that flood risk is addressed when sites are regenerated. 

¶ Suggestion that clarity is provided about how to model sites. 

¶ Suggestion that foul water flows may need to be restricted in certain instances. 

¶ Suggestion that there should be clarity on the Council's position around reducing flood 

risk. 

¶ Suggestion that the sequential approach to site layouts should be clearer. 

¶ Suggestion that the concepts of uncertainty and freeboard should be introduced. 

¶ Recommendation that the wider benefits of development against flood risk should be 

explained. 

¶ Recommendation that greater reference should be made to critical drainage 

catchments. 

¶ Suggestion that land should be allocated for flood storage. 

¶ Recommendation that the definition of functional floodplain should be clarified. 

¶ Suggestion that foul sewerage should be addressed in all new developments. 
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¶ Suggestion that the policy should include reference that developments must include 

the use of nature-based solutions to manage flood risk where possible. 

¶ Suggestion that recent floods have shown that even with Sustainable Drainage 

Systems many areas of Milton Keynes are subject to flooding due to increased rainfall 

resulting from climate change. This applies to roads, Redways, etc. as well as houses 

and other buildings. 

¶ Suggest action will be required in existing developed areas, not just in the new 

developments, to address this. 

¶ Some note that high rainfall has highlighted the limited capacity of Loughton Brook to 

handle additional runoff. 

¶ Suggestion for the need for rigorous flood assessments for developments in the 

Loughton Brook catchment area, considering the increased risk of heavy rainfall due 

to climate change. 

¶ Clarity sought on whether the proposed Shenley Dens area falls within this catchment. 

3.7.30 Amendments to Draft Policy CEA15  

¶ Reference added to the Council's Integrated Water Management Study as part of the 

evidence base for the Milton Keynes City Plan 2050. 

¶ Reference added to the Council's Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment as part of 

the evidence base for the Milton Keynes City Plan 2050. 

¶ Additional wording in supporting text reflecting on the impact of flooding on the historic 

environment. 

¶ Add definition of 'measurable change to drainage characteristics' in the Plan's 

glossary. 

¶ Amendments to Criterion D of Policy CEA15 to ensure it includes all relevant flood risk 

scenarios from all sources. 

¶ Removed reference to 'sensitive locations'. 

¶ Amended Criterion F of Policy CEA15 to include requirement that sites which have 

been through the sequential test at Local Plan stage may need to still undertake the 

sequential test if a) the evidence on flood risk has changed or b) the proposal differs 

significantly from the allocation proposal. 

¶ Amendment to Criterion G of Policy CEA15 setting out that long-term funding of flood 

defences should be considered and that development behind existing defences should 

be relied upon for their safety. 

¶ Included references to 'high', 'medium' and 'low' in relation to flood risk where relevant. 
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¶ Amendment to Criterion H of Policy CEA15, to include minor development and 

proposals for changes of use. 

¶ Reference added to national guidance on modelling for flood risk assessments in the 

supporting text. 

¶ Additional requirement added for finished floor levels to increase the freeboard from 

300mm to 600mm unless the Flood Risk Assessment demonstrates an alternative 

freeboard is appropriate. 

¶ Reference added to Critical Drainage Catchments and the importance of 

developments within the upstream catchment of these. 

¶ Reference added to the Flood Risk Management Hierarchy. 

¶ Amendments to Criterion D of Policy CEA15 to include all relevant flood risk scenarios 

(from all sources) and a requirement that even when detailed modelling is available, 

the Flood Risk Assessment must ensure that it is fit for purpose for the proposal. All 

Environment Agency modelling is scoped to inform the indicative flood map and is 

undertaken at a large scale. This means it is not normally fit for purpose for a site-

specific assessment. 

¶ Additional supporting text added outlining that private sewage networks must only be 

allowed where a public connection is not reasonable. 
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3.8 Economic and Cultural Prosperity   

Draft Policy ECP1 Protecting Employment Land and Buildings   

3.8.1 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy ECP1   

¶ Suggestion that it is not clear why marketing evidence requirements have become 

more stringent. The evidence base (Office Base Study in Central Milton Keynes, 

Bidwells) does not identify a meaningful increase in demand for office space and 

identifies a reduction for large office space since 2020. As such, the market 

requirements should not apply to office use and/or should only apply within the 

Downtown Business Quarter, where E(g) uses are to be prioritised in line with draft 

Policy CMK1. 

¶ Suggestion that criterion A. 3. should be amended to say that the proposal should 

satisfy the transport, parking, access, active travel, etc. conditions normally required 

of development of that type. Suggestion that access to facilities needs to be required 

where residential uses are proposed. 

¶ Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council suggest that this draft policy should be 

shown on the Policies Map and should state that Neighbourhood Plans may modify 

those sites shown where it can be justified as a non-strategic policy action. 

¶ Some concern that Policy ECP1, which protects employment land, could conflict with 

Policy CMK2. Requiring 12 months of marketing before proposing residential use is 

seen by the Pegasus Group on behalf of Euro Property Investment Ltd as overly 

burdensome given the priority for housing in this area. The Pegasus Group on behalf 

of Euro Property Investment Ltd feel it would be more reasonable to demonstrate that 

there is no reasonable prospect for future employment use instead.  

¶ Red Bull Technology are supportive of the broad approach to economic growth but 

disagree with Policy ECP1, which they consider to be too rigid. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should ensure that even if office and employment buildings 

are unmarketable, the land should remain designated as employment land. 

¶ Some question what action is being taken regarding permitted development rights for 

commercial to residential buildings. While Policy ECP1 protects against loss of 

commercial land, some question the use of permitted development rights to convert 

commercial areas to residential, such as at Caldecotte Business Park. 

¶ Galliford Try and AW James & Red Bull Technology note that the period of marketing 

has been extended to 12 months and consider this is inflexible and creates an 

unnecessary burden on site owners. 

¶ Some note that transport assessments should inform the consideration of 

acceptability. 
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¶ Milton Keynes Forum suggest that the wording of Criterion A. 1. should be amended 

to include additional wording as follows: ñé.for a minimum period prior to the 

submission of the proposal at a price and on such terms as represent a realistic 

appraisal and valuation of the property in its current useò. 

¶ Urban&Civic, Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land, and The Society of Merchant Venturers 

support the intentions of Policy ECP1 on protecting employment land and buildings, 

but note it is unclear how this approach can coexist with other policies in the plan, 

notably for Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Red Bull Technology consider that the policy as drafted fails to adequately recognise 

the delivery of Research and Development uses in areas outside of Central Milton 

Keynes. 

¶ Some disagree with Policy ECP1 as it does not allow redevelopment proposals that 

may provide employment floorspace that is a better quality than existing. Some feel 

Criterion 5 is overly restrictive, especially if Criterion 1 is met. 

¶ Gallagher Developments and Chicheley Farms Limited consider that Policy ECP1 

should be made clearer in relation to the specific use classes that it relates to. 

¶ Suggestion for the requirement for dedicated lorry parks for any future warehouse 

sites, to reduce unauthorised parking. 

3.8.2 Amendments to Draft Policy ECP1  

¶ Amended the required marketing evidence to a period of 6 months. 

¶ Removal of Criterion 3 of Policy ECP1 and Criterion 4 of Policy where these issues 

will be assessed in accordance with Policy CEA7 (Mitigating Wider Environmental 

Pollution) and Policy GS10 (Movement and Access) of the Plan. 

¶ Additional wording added to Policy ECP1 regarding the redevelopment of employment 

uses. 

Draft Policy ECP2 Supporting the Vitality and Viability of Centres   

3.8.3 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy ECP2  

¶ Suggestion that all permitted development rights are removed, not just from 

commercial but from residential properties too. 

¶ Some mixed views as to whether it strikes the correct balance between protecting the 

shopping functions of centres and allowing for the diversification of them.  

¶ Some request clarification on the draft Policies Map for Central Milton Keynes, 

specifically the extent of the Primary Shopping Area and Primary and Secondary 

Shopping Frontages. 
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¶ Some mixed views on the effectiveness of Article 4 Directions.  

¶ Suggestion that District centres should be grouped with local centres. 

¶ Future Wolverton Ltd note that Wolverton was chosen as a pilot Community 

Improvement District. This work has highlighted:  

o Community Involvement: actively explore community involvement in high street 

regeneration. 

o New Initiatives: A monthly street market and town centre events have been 

established to activate the town centre. 

o Support for Micro Businesses: The Shop on The Square has supported over 30 

micro businesses.  

¶ Future Wolverton Ltd state that the Plan needs to include a commitment to ensure 

community involvement as this is central to the future of high streets. 

¶ Some disagree with Policy ECP2, as other than the maximum comparison goods 

capacity figure in Policy CMK2, the draft retail policies do not reflect the Retail Study. 

Nexus clarifies the definitions of Town Centre and Primary Shopping Area and their 

use in plan-making, however, some feel it is unclear how this advice transfers to the 

draft Plan, particularly the retail boundaries in Central Milton Keynes. The Retail Study 

clarifies that Town Centre and Primary Shopping Area boundaries help developers 

and decision-makers apply sequential and impact tests for planning applications. 

Primary Shopping Area boundaries define edge-of-centre sites as those within 300 

meters of a Primary Shopping Area boundary, while out-of-centre sites are beyond 

this distance. Local authorities use Primary Shopping Area definitions to designate 

frontages for retail prosperity, but national policy no longer requires identifying Primary 

and Secondary Frontages. Despite this, Nexus believes there is still a policy basis for 

identifying these areas in Central Milton Keynes due to their core retail function, 

although, the justification for this is unclear. 

¶ Some note that the report lacks justification for including the Xscape building, a leisure 

destination, as part of the Secondary Shopping Frontage, noting that the Draft Plan's 

glossary attempts to clarify these terms, defining Primary Shopping Areas as 

concentrated retail areas and distinguishing Primary and Secondary Shopping 

Frontages by their retail and diverse use opportunities, respectively. Policy GS5 

supports additional retail development within the Primary Shopping Area, identifying 

Central Milton Keynes' Primary Shopping Area as the regional shopping centre for 

comparison goods. Policy ECP2 addresses retail boundaries in Central Milton Keynes, 

but it is confusing as policy suggests the Secondary Shopping Frontage in the Xscape 

building is in the Primary Shopping Area, whereas the Policies Map suggests 

otherwise. 
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¶ Suggestion that to reflect the Retail Study (which has Xscape outside the Primary 

Shopping Area), it is recommended to delete references to Primary and Secondary 

Frontages in Policy ECP2 and revise the Inset Map to define the Primary Shopping 

Area for Central Milton Keynes only; strengthening the Primary Shopping Areas retail 

offer and align it with national policy and Draft Plan definitions. Proposals for other 

main town centre uses in the Xscape building would still be supported, but significant 

retail proposals (over 900m2) would require impact and sequential testing as per 

Policy ECP3 to protect the Primary Shopping Areas core retail function 

3.8.4 Amendments to Draft Policy ECP2  

¶ Wording amended from 'normally be permitted' to 'will be supported'. 

¶ Criterion H. 1. has additional wording setting out that proposals would enhance the 

provision of local floorspace for main town centre uses proportionate to the local 

population. 

¶ Additional policy wording added in Criterion B, setting out that the Xscape building is 

outside the Primary Shopping Area. 

Draft Policy ECP3 Sequential and Impact Tests   

3.8.5 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy ECP3  

¶ Haversham Parish Council requests clarification on the implications of removing the 

sequential test for rural sites. 

¶ Some support for the policy to protect the viability and vitality of town centres. 

¶ Suggestion that the 350 sqm referred to in Criterion C. 2. is too large for outside the 

district and local centres. 

3.8.6 Amendments to Draft Policy ECP3  

¶ Reference added to Policies Maps. 

¶ 'unidentified centre' amended to 'defined Town Centre'. 

¶ Overall grammatical and formatting amendments to improve readability. 

Draft Policy ECP4 Supporting a Diverse Rural Economy  (Now Proposed Policy ECP5 

Supporting a diverse rural economy in the Regulation 19 version of the Plan)  

3.8.7 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy ECP4  

¶ Some feel that the sites should be marketed for 12 months, that development in the 

open countryside should not be made easier, and that a proposal should only be 

supported if the necessary infrastructure is in place (like transport). 
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¶ Hanslope Parish Council object to the reduction in the marketing period from 12 to 6 

months before an applicant can market a shop, pub & community facility as residential. 

Period should remain at 12 months. 

¶ Some would like additional measures added to protect pubs from closure. 

¶ Storey Homes generally agree with the inclusion of the policy but suggest expanding 

it to better accommodate different types of rural businesses and schemes. 

¶ Some suggest that too many villages are dormitories, they need growth to provide 

sufficient local populations to support clubs in absence of a pub / shop or church. 

¶ Some object to prioritising business growth in rural areas over the preservation of open 

countryside and the well-being of rural residents. 

¶ Gayhurst Parish suggest that rural tourism and leisure developments should be clearly 

subject to other relevant policies (e.g. protecting landscape, light and noise pollution, 

traffic/road safety etc). 

¶ Haversham Parish Council suggests implementing a business viability test for new or 

expanding businesses. They also propose that any community facility deemed non-

viable, such as a pub or hall, should be offered for sale to residents at a fair commercial 

value, not as a development site, with a preference for community purchase. 

¶ Suggestion that new developments within Linear Parks or Special Landscape Areas 

should be refused unless they are essential for an existing and viable business. 

3.8.8 Amendments to Draft Policy ECP4  

¶ Amendments to Criterion A. 2. to the ñdiversification of rural businessesò and Criterion 

A. 3. to include tourism and countryside recreation uses. 

¶ Amendments to Criterion A. 5. clarifying support for the use of previously developed 

land, and sites that are physically well-related to existing settlements, where suitable 

opportunities exist. 

¶ Retitled as Policy ECP5 due to a new policy, óHotel and visitor accommodationô being 

added. 

Draft Policy ECP5 Heritage  (Now Proposed Policy HE1 Heritage  in the Regulation 19 

version of the Plan)  

3.8.9 Main Issues in Relation to Draft Policy ECP5  (Now Proposed Policy HE1)  

¶ Support for the policy. 

¶ Support for continuing and expanding the commissioning of high-quality public art to 

enhance urban design. 
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¶ Support for maintaining high-quality soft landscaping to effectively frame views into 

and out of heritage asset sites and areas. 

¶ Some advocate for the recording and preserving of archives related to the towns and 

villages within Milton Keynes. 

¶ Suggestion to improve local signage to highlight heritage assets and publishing 

information online. 

¶ Suggestion for schemes to be equal to but not necessarily higher than the quality of 

buildings to be replaced. 

¶ Support for retaining the classic infrastructure in Central Milton Keynes.  

¶ Suggestion for the policy to be stronger. 

¶ Suggestion to promote Milton Keynes' New Town Heritage as a reason to visit Milton 

Keynes. 

¶ Some feel that protection of 20th century buildings is as important as more historic 

buildings. 

¶ Historic England suggest adding more detail on heritage at risk both nationally and 

locally. 

¶ Historic England suggest the policy references the Milton Keynes Historic Environment 

Record, the Council's Heritage at Risk Register and Conservation Area Reviews, to 

support decision-making. 

¶ Historic England suggest amendments to the supporting text to include publications 

beyond books and journals. 

¶ Historic England stresses that the Council should commit to preserving non-

designated heritage assets and recognising that the heritage value of these assets 

extends beyond their architectural significance. 

¶ Historic England recommend embedding heritage in the Council's emerging Cultural 

Infrastructure Plan. 

¶ Support for supporting Milton Keynes City Discovery Centre and Milton Keynes 

Museum. 

¶ Disagreement with the combination of economic and cultural prosperity, suggestions 

that cultural prosperity deserves a distinct section. 

¶ Suggestions to strengthen the wording of Criteria B K. 

¶ Suggestion for a new policy seeking to secure the long-term viability of Heritage 

Assets. 
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¶ Suggestion that the policy should be supportive of the reuse of heritage assets. 

¶ Suggestion to add green and blue infrastructure as heritage assets. 

¶ Storey Homes are concerned that the policy is overly onerous, not accounting for the 

unique circumstances of each site. They suggest there may be fiscal and practical 

reasons why replacing a non-designated asset with a higher architectural value isn't 

feasible. Concern that the policy may hinder development and lead to further decline 

of buildings. 

¶ Support for preserving New Town heritage for future generations. 

¶ Suggestion to minimise height of new development. 

¶ Suggestion to amend 'sustain' to 'preserve' to reflect the statutory duty. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy clearly differentiate between designated and non-

designated assets. 

¶ Suggestion that the full New Town Heritage Register needs to be published and 

adopted to be fully considered in proposals. 

¶ Concern that the policy is repetitive. 

¶ Smith Jenkins suggest that Criteria B. 3, B. 5 and B. 6 should be updated, and possibly 

moved, to remove the impression that such information should be contained within 

heritage reports. 

¶ Concern that the policy is too prescriptive. 

¶ Smith Jenkins suggest amendments are required to align with the National Planning 

Policy Framework. 

¶ Suggestion to amend policy to clarify what applies to designated assets and non-

designated assets. 

¶ Suggestion to expand the scope of the New Town Heritage Register. 

¶ Suggestion to designate Conservation Areas for areas important to the development 

of Milton Keynes. 

¶ The Milton Keynes Green Party consider that the policy should make reference to 

measure, protect and enhance local culture. 

¶ Responses emphasise the importance of heritage and cultural infrastructure in the 

success of Milton Keynes which the Plan should recognise. 

¶ Urban&Civic, Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land and The Society of Merchant Venturers 

question the purpose of Policy ECP5 where they consider it to duplicate the wording 

in the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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¶ Stony Stratford Town Council is supportive of the requirements in draft Policy ECP5  

¶ Central Milton Keynes Town Council object to draft Policy ECP5 as they consider it 

does not provide sufficient protection or recognition of Central Milton Keynes' New 

Town Heritage. They suggest the Council develops a 'Central Milton Keynes Heritage 

Management Plan'. 

3.8.10 Amendments to Draft Policy ECP5  (Now Proposed Policy HE1 Heritage ) 

¶ Renamed to Policy HE1 Heritage and relocated to new chapter on heritage. 

¶ Removed Criterion A of the policy which listed the relevant heritage assets. 

¶ Additional text added to clarify that limited and localised alterations to an unlisted 

building in a conservation area need not be supported by the level of detail required 

to convey the impact on significance caused by development in the setting of a listed 

building or by proposed alterations to its fabric. 

¶ Additional text added to the policy requiring that where technical knowledge and 

expertise is required, a qualified heritage should be commissioned to complete the 

heritage assessment. 

¶ Amendments to wording to clarify that development proposals for the conversion of 

listed buildings to an alternative use, or which involve structural works to their historic 

fabric, must be accompanied by a structural engineer's report. 

¶ Additional requirement added that the required structural engineer's report sets out 

how the design of the structural works have sought to minimise the impact upon the 

significance of the asset. 

¶ Removal of Criteria D, E, F, G, H and L of Regulation 18 version of Policy (ECP5). 

¶ Additional requirement that development proposals that result in the loss of a non-

designated heritage asset, including those on the New Town Heritage Register or local 

list, must be accompanied by evidence to demonstrate that all feasible solutions to 

avoid and minimise its loss have been fully evaluated. 

¶ Additional requirement that where New Town Heritage Register assets meet the 

Design Quality or Group or Townscape Quality criteria, the replacement scheme must 

be of demonstrably equal or greater architectural quality than the asset to be lost. 

¶ Policy wording amended from 'heritage deficit' to 'conservation deficit'. 

¶ Additional policy wording setting out that applicants, for proposals for enabling 

development, are expected to adhere to the advice provided in Historic England's 

Enabling Development and Heritage Assets; Historic Environment Good Practice 

Advice in Planning, Note 4 or its replacement. 
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¶ Amended policy wording in relation to Criterion G to reflect wording in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (2024). 

¶ Additional policy requirement added (Criterion C) requiring that development 

proposals for conversion or subdivision of a listed building must include the full scope 

of works required (including those that are required by Building Regulations, the Fire 

Authority, Environmental Health). 
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3.9 Voices of Milton Keynes - Regulation 18 Representations   

 

3.9.1 The following summary is based on feedback received from the óVoices of Milton 

Keynesô group during creative workshops and interviews as part of the Regulation 18 

consultation period for the Milton Keynes City Plan 2050. Voice of Milton Keynes is an 

initiative designed to engage people to express views about Milton Keynes and their 

desired changes in a creative, diverse and inclusive way. 

 

The primary objective was to examine factors presented by the Milton Keynes City 

Plan 2050 that could impact individualsô health and wellbeing and help create healthier 

communities, and this was done through participatory theatre. 

 

Participants of the workshop spanned a wide range of ages, and represented a range 

of community groups, ethnic groups, sexual orientation and a range of abilities. 

The summaries have been categorised and derived from verbatim quotes from the 

workshops, meetings and interviews. 

Draft Policy GS1 Our Spatial Strategy  

3.9.2 Respondents expressed a desire to see the original character of Milton Keynes 

maintained, particularly through the construction of new builds whilst other are 

opposed to growth and change. Acknowledgement was made around a requirement 

to increase housing density; however, concern was also expressed surrounding 

capacity the cityôs road infrastructure can handle, particularly on weekdays. Positive 

sentiments towards growth were also expressed. 

Draft Policy GS4 Strategy for People Friendly and Healthy Places  

3.9.3 Social infrastructure and community amenities  

Respondents desired more inclusive and accessible public spaces and 

infrastructure. There were calls for additional walking paths crossings and improved 

public transport, better accessibility for wheelchair users, and more benches, litter 

bins, and cafés. 

Participants also highlighted a lack of youth-focused amenities, particularly in 

residential areas, which contributes to social isolation. The centralisation of services 

and events was seen as limiting, with suggestions to decentralise and make them 

more disability friendly. Cultural and community groups expressed frustration over 

limited support from the Council, despite their positive impact on mental health and 

social inclusion. Individuals with learning disabilities voiced a need for more socially 

aware and inclusive spaces to reduce isolation and improve confidence. 

3.9.4 Transport and movement solutions  
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Respondents emphasised the need for a more integrated, reliable, and accessible 

public transport system in Milton Keynes. Bus and train connections were seen as 

inadequate, infrequent and inefficient, with gaps in service, namely in areas like 

Bletchley, especially for people with learning disabilities. 

Respondents expressed strong support for expanding e-bike and e-scooter options. 

However, transport across the city was described as confusing, and footpaths were 

noted as not always accessible. Suggestions included estate-level transport 

solutions to reduce car dependency, while maintaining the cityôs grid layout. Safety 

and comfort on public transport were also raised. 

3.9.5 Accessibility  

Respondents raised significant concerns about the safety and accessibility of the 

Redway network. Poor lighting, overgrown vegetation, and the presence of fast-

moving bikes and scooters contribute to a sense of vulnerability, particularly at night. 

Specific safety fears were linked to recent hate crimes, with calls for improved 

lighting and visibility at crossings. The lack of inclusive and accessible public events 

and amenities was also noted, with suggestions to decentralise activities beyond the 

city centre. Public transport was seen as essential but unreliable, though affordable 

fare options like the £2 ticket were appreciated. 

3.9.6 Public realm  

Respondents highlighted the need for enhanced amenities in public spaces, 

particularly Campbell Park, suggesting more cafés, seating, and services to support 

social interaction and rest. While Milton Keynes was generally viewed as a friendly 

and welcoming city, concerns were raised about youth-related crime in certain areas. 

The cityôs extensive green infrastructure was praised, especially for walking groups 

and recreational use, but the lack of refreshment facilities along walking routes was 

seen as a gap in provision. Improving these elements would support inclusivity, 

accessibility, and community wellbeing. 

3.9.7 Resilience and improving air quality  

Respondents highlighted the health and environmental benefits of walking and using 

public transport, noting improvements in personal wellbeing and reduced pollution. 

Walking was seen as a valuable form of daily exercise, and Milton Keynes was 

praised for its pleasant walking routes. Concerns were also raised about the impact 

of urban development on climate and air quality, with comparisons made to more 

built-up areas like Luton. 

Draft Policy GS5 Our Retail  Hierarchy  

3.9.8 Respondents praised the shopping centre for its clean, open spaces, seating, and 

variety of shops, making it an enjoyable place to visit. Visitors from nearby towns, such 

as Leighton Buzzard, highlighted the appeal of Milton Keynesô shopping and leisure 
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facilities, and green spaces. Public transport was generally seen as accessible and 

affordable, with buses offering good coverage, though some noted limitations in 

specific areas. 

Draft Policy GS10 Movement and Access  

3.9.9 Movement and Grid roads  

Some respondents described Milton Keynes as car-centric, with fast roads seen as 

part of its appeal. Concerns were raised about aggressive driving, frequent traffic 

light violations, and accidents, particularly on the A5. Accessibility issues were noted, 

including footpaths that are not always usable and public transport options that can 

be unreliable or costly. Milton Keynes Connect was appreciated for its convenience 

and affordability, though limitations in coverage, such as at Shenley Leisure Centre, 

were highlighted. 

3.9.10 Parking  

Respondents raised concerns about speeding vehicles and cars parked on 

pavements, which pose challenges for people with disabilities. Additionally, a visitor 

to the shopping centre highlighted that parking costs are too high and that affordable 

parking options are limited. 

3.9.11 General walkability  

Respondents expressed concerns about the safety and quality of public transport 

and walking alternatives, particularly underground walkways and underpasses, 

which were seen as unsafe at night due to risks of crime and frequent flooding. New 

developments such as Eaton Leys were criticised for lacking walkable access to 

shops and community spaces, leaving residents reliant on cars. Additionally, poor 

pavement conditions were highlighted as a serious issue, especially for older people 

and those with mobility challenges. 

3.9.12 Redways  

Some respondents stated Redway creation and maintenance should be a priority for 

development in Milton Keynes to increase accessibility. Multiple raised concerns about 

poor lighting on Redways, especially in parks and secluded areas, making them feel 

unsafe, particularly for young people and women at night. Some avoid using Redways 

after dark, even in groups. Suggestions included better lighting and increased CCTV 

coverage. Additional concerns were raised about conflicts between pedestrians and 

fast-moving bikes and scooters. 

Draft Policy GS9 Supporting Growth with Infrastructure  

3.9.13 Transport  
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Public transport was a recurring theme with respondents stating improved public 

transport links were required. Whilst commentary around the capacity of the cityôs road 

network was highlighted with concern. Respondents highlighted a need for transport 

options for individuals with special needs and are unable to use public transport. 

3.9.14 Educatio n 

Respondents feel more support is required within the education system for both 

students and teachers, noting student absence due to mental health increasing and a 

rise in extremely poor student classroom behaviour. 

3.9.15 Health and social care  

The vast majority of respondents stated that an increase in the capacity of medical 

service provision was required, through an additional hospital and local centres. 

Support from social care services were also deemed inadequate. Concern was 

therefore expressed around the impact growth would have on existing services. 

3.9.16 Community facilities  

Many comments highlighted concern around an increasing move away from the 

original grid-based design principles of Milton Keynes, specifically around the 

requirement for each neighbourhood to have a walkable centre with shops and both 

formal and informal community spaces, however respondents noted that newer 

estates like Eaton Leys lack these features, while other areas were lacking services 

such as healthcare and pharmacies. 

Respondents highlighted the role community centres have played in fostering social 

cohesion in areas like Coffee Hall and community groups were praised for their role in 

fostering social cohesion, supporting youth, and providing cultural and religious 

spaces, particularly for Muslim and Somali communities.   

There is also a strong call for more youth facilities, cultural venues, and localised 

events to support wellbeing and engagement across all age groups. 

3.9.17 Green and blue infrastructure  

Respondents felt a strong attachment to Milton Keynesô green infrastructure and 

open space network. Residents conveyed they valued the abundance of parks, 

lakes, fields, and playgrounds, as well as the connectivity provided by the Redways. 

Clear concern about the potential loss of green spaces due to development was 

expressed. Long-term residents, highlight the transformation of Milton Keynes from a 

sparsely developed landscape to a fully built-up urban area, and they emphasise the 

importance of maintaining access to nature and well-maintained public spaces as the 

city continues to grow. 

3.9.18 Waste management  
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Respondents wish to see better management of litter. 

3.9.19 Management and maintenance of infrastructure  

Using the example of the Lakes Estate, respondents expressed concern about the 

replacement and maintenance of local social infrastructure and community 

amenities, stating that deteriorating building conditions encouraged businesses to 

relocate. 

Draft Policy HQH1 Healthy Homes, Draft Policy  HQH2 Affordable Homes , Draft Policy 

HQH3 Supported and Specialist Homes  and Draft Policy HQH4 Supporting 

Regeneration and Renewal  

3.9.20 Respondents expressed the need for more lifetime housing and affordable housing. 

Wet rooms for housing for vulnerable people were also mentioned. Respondents 

raised concerns about housing affordability and social cohesion in Milton Keynes. The 

increase of high-rise, build-to-rent developments targeting commuters was stated as 

contributing to pricing out existing residents. Social isolation was highlighted, 

particularly among older people, carers, and those without access to community 

support or spaces for interaction. A decline in neighbourly connections and informal 

social networks was mentioned, with calls for accessible local amenities and social 

infrastructure to foster inclusive, connected communities and support mental 

wellbeing. 

Draft Policy ECP1 Protecting Employment Land and Buildings  

3.9.21 Respondents highlighted the need to strengthen Milton Keynesô economic and cultural 

offer. Some younger respondents felt job opportunities were accessible, but others 

called for broader economic development and better employment prospects. There 

was concern that cultural provision has declined despite economic growth, with calls 

for more youth centres, music venues, and affordable arts events to support 

community engagement and cultural vitality. 

Draft Policy ECP2 Supporting the Vitality and Viability of Centres  

3.9.22 Respondents expressed a clear need for greater investment in cultural infrastructure 

and community amenities. While facilities like libraries and galleries were appreciated, 

there was a desire for more accessible and affordable arts and theatre events, 

especially for young people. 

Concerns were also raised about the lack of activity in areas like The Hub, with 

suggestions to better support local businesses and revitalise underused spaces. 

Parking fees around the shopping centre were viewed as a barrier to access, with calls 

for free parking to encourage greater footfall. There was a strong emphasis on 

rebalancing Milton Keynesô commercial focus with inclusive cultural and social spaces. 
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Climate  and Environment al Action  

3.9.23 Respondents expressed desires to retain green space and prioritise green issues, 

indicating it was a key aspect of Milton Keynesô character. Other respondents 

highlighted concerns about the climate crisis, relating the impact of development to 

increased pollution and geographical warming. One respondent referred to the 

requirement for new vehicles for taxi drivers as unsustainable. 

Summary of observations  

3.9.24 Due to external circumstances, including the 2024 General Election, there were 

changes to the delivery timeline, which reduced opportunities to build relationships 

with individuals and community groups, and limited repeat workshops. Facilitators 

observed that some participants were hesitant to engage, however the majority 

participated enthusiastically and overall community support was strong. The key 

concerns that emerged were social isolation and mental health, and scepticism was 

expressed regarding genuine change and implementation. 
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B.  Analysis of Responses Received, Main Issues Raised 

and Amendments Per Draft Policy at Regulation 19 

3.10 Main Issues and the Councilôs Proposed Amendments in 

Response  

 

3.10.1 The following section sets out the main issues raised by representations to the 

Proposed Submission Milton Keynes City Plan 2050, as part of the Regulation 19 

consultation. It also sets out the Councilôs proposed amendments in response to these 

issues raised. 

 

3.10.2 In response to the representations and main issues raised, the Council has considered 

the need for potential amendments to the Proposed Submission Plan to clarify and 

improve its overall content. A separate Schedule of Proposed Changes has been 

prepared, which has not been the subject of public consultation or sustainability 

appraisal, and where justified the rationale for changes is explained within the table. It 

can be viewed here:  https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-

building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050.  

 

 

3.10.3 The Councilôs response to representations received in relation to Regulation 19 can 

be viewed here:  https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-

policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050. 

 

3.10.4 Copies of the representations received pursuant to Regulation 19/20, are available 

separately here:3 https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-

policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050. 

  

 
3 In the interest of clarity, the Council considers the linked spreadsheet and linked copies of responses to form 
part of this Regulation 22 Statement. 

https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050
https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050
https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050
https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050
https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050
https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050
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3.11 Our Growt h Strategy  

Proposed  Policy GS1 Our Spatial Strategy  

3.11.1 Main Issues for Proposed Policy GS1 (54 individual comments) 4 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the planned expansion to the east of Milton Keynes, due 

to the use of the Milton Keynes 2050 Growth Study, instead of an evidence-based 

document. 

¶ Concerns raised that the housing need is too low and queries regarding the 

methodology used to calculate housing need, and how it is considered to differ from 

the Planning Practice Guidance. 

¶ Concerns raised that Policy GS1 doesnôt align with sustainable development 

principles. 

¶ Concerns around development settlement hierarchy, while some respondents take 

issue with the inclusion of city extensions and Newport Pagnell, others express 

concern at the exclusion of Olney, and the remaining rural area. Concerns that current 

settlement hierarchy creates oversimplification and limits the plans 

flexibility/adaptability. 

¶ Requests for additional settlement tiers. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council suggest that there should be a third tier included for the 

proposed extensions to the city boundary. 

¶ Concern around the extent of Duty to Cooperate that has taken place. 

¶ Concern around a lack of guidance on how development should take place in the rural 

area. 

¶ Respondents express a desire for more detail around housing delivery, including the 

use of greenfield land and a focus on the delivery of market housing. There is also 

concern around the size of the chosen housing buffer, which is deemed too large. 

¶ Concerns around the ability of small to medium sized proposals outside of and 

adjoining the city boundary to come forward due to the settlement hierarchy. 

3.11.2 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS1 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of Policy GS1 for clarity and consistency, in 

response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM004). 

 
4 Some individual comments were made in response to multiple policy areas and so there may be some 
duplication. 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
182 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of paragraph 14 to remove reference to 

Wolverton Railway Works and amend figures. Due to uncertainty surrounding the 

availability of the land for development (following a change in ownership the Council 

has recently become aware of). This allocation may need to be removed from the Plan 

pending confirmation of the landowner's intention and discussions with them regarding 

matters raised in representations on the Proposed Submission (Regulation 19) Plan. 

See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM003). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS2 Strategy for Homes  

3.11.3 Main Issues for Proposed Policy GS2 (95 individual comments)  

¶ Concern raised that the evidence-base for the Milton Keynes Strategy for 2050 is 

outdated. 

¶ Concern raised that the Sustainability Appraisal is based on erroneous and outdated 

evidence. 

¶ Suggestion for the Council to identify a higher housing requirement to match economic 

ambition. 

¶ Concern raised that the policy does not consider potential unmet needs of 

neighbouring authorities and cross boundary strategic planning issues. 

¶ Concerns that GS2 is unsound due to an over-reliance on large, strategic, sites with 

limited contingency should delivery fail. 

¶ Suggestions for a more balanced strategy which allocates more small and medium 

sites, and brownfield sites, to enable consistent and early delivery in the Plan period 

and to accord with the National Planning Policy Framework (2024). 

¶ Concern raised that GS2 does not set a housing target to match the Strategy for 2050 

ambition to achieve a population of 410,000. 

¶ Concern that housing figures are unclear with different numbers across the Plan, the 

Sustainability Appraisal and the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, 

especially regarding Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the methodology of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

¶ Concern that there is limited evidence to justify the changes to housing yield for Central 

Milton Keynes and East of Wavendon. 

¶ Suggestions that the Plan period should start from 2025/26 to align with the Local 

Housing Need assessment. 
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¶ Suggestion that planning for a number of homes beyond the minimum housing 

requirements is unsound. 

¶ Concerns raised that the strategy is unsound as it does not robustly consider 

reasonable alternatives. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the deliverability of 16,000 homes in Central Milton Keynes, 

Central Milton Keynes Town Council raise concern that it is not achievable, justified or 

evidenced. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council suggest that the 19% buffer can meet unmet needs in 

neighbouring authority areas and propose that Policy GS2 states that the 

overprovision of housing can help to meet neighbouring authoritiesô future unmet 

needs. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council raised concern that given the scale of overprovision, the 

plan must mitigate all impacts and deliver all infrastructure required to support 

development within and beyond Milton Keynes where necessary and suggest 

paragraph 6 is amended to reflect this. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council query the methodology of the transport modelling and 

raise significant concern regarding the discrepancies between new capacity modelled 

in the transport model (not shown in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan) and the modelling 

overestimating routing to the west and underestimating routing to the east towards 

Central Bedfordshire. 

¶ Central Milton Keynes Town Council raise concern that the housing mix in Central 

Milton Keynes is unsound due to a lack of homes for older people and affordable 

housing. 

¶ Bedford Borough Council and Lidlington Parish Council raise concern about the lack 

of meaningful consultation with neighbouring local authorities. 

¶ Lidlington Parish Council raise concern about the impact of growth on communities in 

Central Bedfordshire. 

¶ Milton Keynes Green Party raise concern that the housing requirement is too high, 

and notes concerns regarding infrastructure capacity. 

¶ Milton Keynes Green Party support densification of existing urban areas and suggest 

housing estates should be more pedestrian orientated with reduced parking near 

public transport. 

¶ Query raised in relation to the overprovision of housing and the allocation of sites in 

sensitive landscapes. 

¶ Aspley Guise Parish Council raise concern regarding the proposed growth to the east 

of Milton Keynes and the impact on traffic and transport (especially in Aspley Guise, 
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and on Junction 13 of the M1) and the about the lack of traffic modelling outside of 

MK. 

¶ Aspley Guise Parish Council raise concern about the impacts of proposed growth to 

the east of Milton Keynes and the loss of open countryside. 

¶ Suggestion that the proposal for Neighbourhood Plans to allocate a minimum of 1 new 

home is unsound and ineffective for delivery. 

¶ Bedford Borough Council raised concerns that engagement on the evidence base has 

been limited, with insufficient consideration of major subȤregional projects such as 

Universal Studios, OxȤCam Growth, East West Rail, New Towns, and Strategic Road 

Network, Luton Airport and the Bedford Milton Keynes Waterway project. Suggestion 

that a shared evidence base and stronger ongoing strategic engagement (compared 

to that agreed upon in September 2023) are required. 

¶ Bedford Borough Council consider the transport modelling is inadequate with no 

evidence testing transport mitigation solutions or frameworks for funding and 

delivering mitigation and thus whether proposed strategic sites are viable and 

deliverable. 

¶ Concern raised that evidence for the deliverability of the Mass Rapid Transit is limited 

in the evidence base, and that the ISS must be published as soon as possible. 

3.11.4 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS2  

¶ Proposed amendment to wording of paragraph 7. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM002). 

¶ Proposed wording changes to GS2 A.2. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM005). 

¶ Proposed changes to GS2 Table 1, and footnote, to reflect the latest housing 

monitoring data, SHLAA updates and adjustment to windfall periods and for alignment 

with Proposed Policy GS6. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM006). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed Annex A: Housing Trajectory  

3.11.5 Main Issues for Proposed Annex A  (2 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that the strategy should have regard to other, smaller, sites which can 

deliver early in the plan period to maintain housing land supply and the delivery of 

affordable housing.  
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¶ Anglian Water suggest that the housing delivery may increase due to the 

Governmentôs indicative New Town proposal in Milton Keynes.  

¶ Query regarding the viability and feasibility of achieving 740 dwellings per annum in 

the Eastern Strategic City Extension / Milton Keynes East and 645 dwellings per 

annum in CMK on unidentified sites. 

¶ Query the viability of delivery in Central Bletchley early in the Plan period and the 

viability of the delivery of the Wolverton Railway Works. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the deliverability, and viability, of the 16,000 homes in 

Central Milton Keynes at 645 dwellings per annum. 

3.11.6 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex A 

¶ No amendments proposed. 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS3 Strategy for Economic Prosperity  

3.11.7 Main Issues for Proposed Policy GS3 (31 individual comments)  

¶ Bedford Borough Council, and others, argue the Plan is unsound because it fails to 

meet the forecast need for warehousing and logistics development. West 

Northamptonshire Council are concerned this could put pressure on them to 

accommodate this need.  

¶ The Consortium proposes a strategic employment site in Milton Keynes North to meet 

the Councilôs warehousing and logistics need. 

¶ National Highways are concerned at the cumulative impact of traffic generated by new 

employment and housing on the operation of the Strategic Road Network.  

¶ Central Milton Keynes Town Council are concerned the plan makes provision for 80% 

of forecast office and research and development floorspace to be developed on blocks 

A&B but there is no land use allocation which secures this; concern that the plan is 

dependent on policies CMK1, CMK2 and the overall framework. 

3.11.8 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS3 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of Paragraph 40 for clarity. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM007). 

¶ Proposed additional wording to GS3.G to clearly convey purpose of the policy to 

support start-ups. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM008). 

¶ Proposed grammar corrections in Table 4 for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM009). 
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¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS4 Strategy for People -friendly and Healthy Places  

3.11.9 Main Issues for Proposed Policy GS4 (28 individual comments)  

¶ Concern raised that existing development and transport plans already have walkable 

neighbours and people-friendly healthy places priorities but are ineffective. 

¶ Support for the objectives of Policy GS4. 

¶ The Berks, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust raise concern that the Plan does not 

consistently or explicitly identify Green and Blue Infrastructure as essential 

infrastructure equivalent to transport, utilities, education and health. 

¶ Suggestion for more flexibility in the policy. 

¶ Central Milton Keynes Town Council raise concern around the delivery and viability of 

the proposed Mass Rapid Transit. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the proposed catchment distances. 

3.11.10 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS4  

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS4. A.1. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM010). 

¶ Proposed additional wording to GS4. A.5. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM011). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS5 Our Retail Hierarchy  

3.11.11 Main Issues for Proposed Policy GS5 (15 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion to amend retail hierarchy to merge district and town centres. 

¶ Support for provision of local centres. 

¶ Central Milton Keynes Town Council are concerned the provision of main town centre 

uses in Central Milton Keynes will be undermined by the proposed level of housing 

development in the allocation. 

3.11.12 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS5 
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¶ Proposed amendments to paragraph 57 to reflect updated floorspace forecasts 

conducted in response to representations. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM012). 

¶ Proposed amendments to paragraph 58 to reflect updated floorspace forecasts 

conducted in response to representations. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM013). 

¶ Proposed amendments to table 6, to reflect updated floorspace forecasts carried out 

in response to representations. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM014). 

¶ Proposed amendments to paragraph 59, to reflect updated floorspace forecasts 

conducted in response to representations. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM015). 

¶ Proposed amendments to table 7, To reflect updated floorspace forecasts conducted 

in response to representations. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM016). 

¶ Proposed amendments to paragraph 61 for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM017). 

¶ Proposed amendments to paragraph 63 for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM018). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS6 Open Countryside   

3.11.13 Main Issues for Proposed Policy GS6 (20 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns raised regarding the soundness of the policy, where it is considered to be 

more restrictive on development in the designated open countryside, compared to 

development in the Green Belt as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework 

(2024). 

¶ Concerns raised that the policy conflicts with the National Planning Policy Framework 

(2024) and the use of Previously Developed Land. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the lack of strategy for developments in rural areas to meet 

local need. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the restriction on development to not result in coalescence 

with existing settlement(s). 

¶ Suggestion for greater policy flexibility to enable sensitive housing delivery in rural 

areas. 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
188 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the Planôs proposed spatial strategy and the deliverability 

and achievability of large strategic housing allocations. 

¶ Suggestion to remove the reference to Policy CEA13.  

3.11.14 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS6 

¶ Corrections to policy numbering to amend typo (GS6 B.6.). See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM019). 

¶ Proposed additional criterion to GS6. B. in relation to unmet needs for Gypsy and 

Traveller pitches and/or Travelling Showpeople for consistency with the National 

Planning Policy Framework (2024). See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM025) 

¶ Additional wording in Policy GS6. B.1. to include flood and water management 

infrastructure. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM021). 

¶ Proposed amendment to GS6 B. to remove reference to óopennessô and reference to 

proposed Policy CEA12. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM020). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS6. B.2. for greater clarity. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM022). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS6. B.3. to amend typo and provide clarity. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM023). 

¶ Proposed amendment to GS6. B.4. to correct typo. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM024). 

¶ Proposed amendment to GS6. B.6 to incorporate footnote wording for clarity. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM026). 

¶ Proposed amendment to GS6. B.6 (B.7) to also include óconversionô and to remove 

reference to óresidentialô. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM027). 

¶ Proposed amendments to GS6. B.7. (B.8.) for soundness and consistency with 

paragraph 84 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2024). See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM028). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS7 Wind and Solar Development Spatial Strategy  

3.11.15 Main Issues for Proposed Policy GS7 (16 individual comments)  

¶ Concern raised regarding the need for the consideration of Special Landscape Areas 

and landscape character. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the need for the protection of ecology. 
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¶ Suggestion to ensure safeguarding of existing energy assets. 

¶ Suggestion of the need to preserve and enhance heritage assets.  

¶ Concerns raised regarding the need to protect residential amenity. 

3.11.16 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS7 

¶ Proposed additional criterion to GS7, to protect existing energy infrastructure. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM029). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS8 Hanslope Park  

3.11.17 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS8 (6 individual comments)  

¶ West Northamptonshire Council are supportive of GS8 B. which requires proposals to 

be supported by a Transport Statement where they would lead to additional 

employment or storage floorspace. 

¶ West Northamptonshire Council suggest that if the site is to expand, consideration is 

required to ensure growth does not impact on the character of the wider area through 

highways impacts and that planned growth within West Northamptonshire needs to be 

considered in future decisions. 

¶ Suggested additional wording for instances where development proposals come 

forward adjacent to Hanslope Park, requiring the need to consider the operational 

function of Hanslope Park and the need to consult with Hanslope Park prior to the 

submission of any planning application, or where the proposal is adjacent to the Parkôs 

boundary, in the interests of national security.  

¶ Suggestion that GS8 B. should also require that the site has convenient and safe 

access to the primary road network where areas are susceptible to frequent and more 

severe flooding in the future. 

¶ Historic England raise concern in relation to the efficacy of GS8 A.2. and have 

suggested amended wording to require the avoidance and minimisation of harm to 

heritage assets. 

3.11.18 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS8 

¶ Proposed amendment to wording in paragraph 78 to correct typo. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM030). 

¶ Amended wording to GS8. A.2. to ensure sufficient protection of heritage. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM031). 
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¶ Proposed amended wording to GS8. A.3. to ensure consistency with proposed Policy 

CEA10 G. See schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM032). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS8. B. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM033). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS9 Supporting Transit -oriented Development and Estate 

Regeneration  

3.11.19 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS9 (25 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns raised regarding financial deliverability, infrastructure cost transparency, 

and local impacts. 

¶ Concerns that the Plan is heavily reliant on large-scale infrastructure, such as the 

Metro, which lacks evidence of secured funding, certainty of deliverability and 

operating costs. 

¶ Queries regarding the achievability of modal shift from car dependency.  

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should be deferred until the Local Trasport Plan 5 provides 

a justification for the Metro. 

¶ Concern raised that the term óMetroô is misleading. 

¶ Concern that the Metro would not serve most of Milton Keynes. 

¶ Suggestion that the Metro Growth Corridor designation on the Policies Map extends 

into adjacent authorities. Requests that these areas are removed. 

¶ Suggestion that limiting density may be contrary to the National Planning Policy 

Framework (2024) and the requirement to make efficient use of land and that flexibility 

is required. 

¶ Suggestion that parking standards for Metro Growth Corridor sites should be reduced 

relative to the accessibility zones they are positioned within. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council suggest additional criterion in Policy GS9 A. to ensure 

cross boundary impacts of proposals are identified with the relevant neighbouring 

authority and to ensure appropriate mitigation is identified and delivered. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should set out whether low, medium or high-rise 

development is encouraged and clarify whether density figures are net or gross. 

¶ Concern raised regarding impacts on public health where parts of the corridor are 

situated within noise and air pollution zones. 
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3.11.20 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS9 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS9. B.1. in response to comment, see Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM034). 

¶ Proposed additional criteria (GS9. B.3.) in response to comment, see Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM035). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS10 Movement and Access  

3.11.21 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS10 (60 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns around general protection for rights of way, including for equestrians and 

their use of the Redway system, and implied reduced obligation on developers to 

maintain movements routes through policy wording choice.  

¶ Concern around safety on public rights of way systems due to development breaking 

up continuity of movement system. 

¶ Concern that wording of policy could impact existing or future operation of the railway. 

¶ Concerns around increased traffic at junctions due to cross boundary growth to the 

east and the west of Milton Keynes, and lack of cross border coordination with 

Buckinghamshire council to remedy this. Concern around active travel as a proposition 

to remedy this. 

¶ General concerns around the impact of proposed growth on movement due to the 

number of dwellings being planned for (59,779). 

¶ Concerns that policy wording does not reference vision-led scenario testing for 

proposed developments. 

¶ Concerns that Criterion B of the policy does not allow for flexibility needed for site-

specific considerations. 

¶ Concerns that policy wording replicates National Planning Policy Framework wording. 

Clarity also sought around wording choices, for improved policy interpretation and 

definition of 'interchange hub'. 

¶ Transport modelling concerns raised, particularly in relation to Universal Studios and 

other national projects scheduled during the plan period alongside expansion plans in 

eastern Milton Keynes. 

¶ Concerns around the achievement of ambitions around modal shift from car 

dependency. 
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¶ Respondents express support for promotion of active travel and use of public 

transport. 

¶ Concerns that the policy does not prioritise publicly accessible transit system in new 

development areas. 

¶ Concerns that the introduction of metro corridors will limit future ability to 

accommodate autonomous vehicles and digital pathways. 

¶ Concerns around missed opportunity to ensure movement corridors are designed for 

biodiversity. 

¶ Concerns that parking standards are confined to annex instead of taking the form of 

separate policy. Further concerns around sufficiency of prescribed parking and road 

capacity per development. 

¶ Concerns that not enough focus has been places on improving transport links around 

Central Bletchley through to Central Milton Keynes, London and Oxford. 

¶ Concerns that the policy conflicts with movement hierarchy identified elsewhere in plan 

(Proposed Policy GS4), and desire for a 'monitor and manage' approach in the 

management of Highways. 

¶ Concerns that plan does not support car use within strategic city extensions, as 

emphasis is placed on active travel and public transport. 

¶ Concern that movement will not be sustainable as it has been reduced to one policy.  

¶ Concern that limited detail can be found online on the proposed transport plans. 

¶ Concern that proposed growth will encourage rat-running, and absence of mitigation 

plan. 

¶ Concern that emphasis on grid system renders policy inflexible with limited 

applicability to areas like West Bletchley / Bletchley station. 

¶ Concerns around lack of safe overnight Heavy Goods Vehicle parking. 

¶ Concern that canal infrastructure (towpaths) are not explicitly included in the active 

travel network. 

3.11.22 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS10 (60 individual 

comments)  

¶ Proposed additional wording between paragraph 85-86. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM036). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS10. B.2. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM037). 
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¶ Proposed amended wording to GS10. B.4. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM038). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS10. C. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM039). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS10. D. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM040). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS10. F. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM041). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS10. G. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM042). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS10. H. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM043). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to GS10. I. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM044). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed Annex D:  Parking Standards  

3.11.23 Main Issues for Proposed Annex D  (4 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns around Central Milton Keynesô parking standards and limited evidence to 

support them. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the non-compliance of Plan due to lack of Lorry Parking 

facilities. 

¶ Concern that the parking standards do not form their own policy but sit within an Annex 

instead. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the parking strategy set out for West Bletchley. 

¶ Suggestion that more detailed advice is required for the design of Electric Vehicle 

Infrastructure and their locations. 

3.11.24 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex D  

 

¶ No amendments proposed. 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  
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Proposed  Policy GS11 Adjacent and Cross -boundary Growth  

3.11.25 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS11 (33 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that projected housing need is too low and Policy GS11 should be modified 

to enable for housing in sustainable locations within neighbouring areas adjacent to 

Milton Keynes. 

¶ In relation to Criterion 4 of Policy GS11, Anglian Water suggest that a new Integrated 

Water Management Study be prepared which considers the role of balancing lakes in 

flood and water management. 

¶ Support for the objectives of Policy GS11. 

¶ Ridgmont Parish Council, Husborne Crawley Parish Council, Cranfield Parish Council 

and others, suggest that it is Central Bedfordshire Councilôs authority to determine 

where and how growth is delivered in its administrative area. 

¶ Husborne Crawley Parish Council disagree with Policy GS11, and do not support 

growth within Central Bedfordshire which is an extension to a development in Milton 

Keynes. 

¶ Suggestion that Policy GS11 should be amended to incorporate a more balanced 

approach which considers the perspective of neighbouring authorities. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council, and others, disagree with the policyôs reference to 

development sites wholly or partly within the administrative boundary of another 

authority and the requirement to adhere to the principles of Policy GS11; query how 

the policy will be enforced and suggest collaborative working between neighbouring 

authorities in relation to cross-boundary applications. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council suggests the transport related principles of Policy GS11 

should apply where there are anticipated cross-boundary impacts not just where sites 

straddle a boundary. 

¶ Concern raised that Policy GS11 is out of scope of the control of a Local Plan and that 

is unclear how the policy would be implemented. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy is unlawful for trying to control matters outside of Milton 

Keynesô administrative area. 

¶ West Bletchley Council raise concern regarding the cumulative impact of growth within 

and adjacent to Milton Keynes, and suggest that Policy GS11 should reference the 

need to protect and enhance existing communities by requiring joint infrastructure 

planning. 

¶ Suggestion for amendments to the policy to increase flexibility. 

3.11.26 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS11 
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¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 89 in response to comment. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM045). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS12 Redevelopment of Wolverton Railway Works  

3.11.27 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS12 (10 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England raise concern that there is no evidence that 400 dwellings can be 

accommodated without heritage harm to the Conservation Area. 

¶ Suggestion for the policy to sufficiently consider and address the canal. 

¶ Concern raised that no evidence is available to demonstrate how viability concerns 

are to be addressed, and why the Council consider that the site can come forward 

during the plan period. Concern raised that the suitability and deliverability of the site 

has not been justified. 

3.11.28 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS12 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 92 to remove reference to Wolverton Railway 

Works. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (PM046). 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 93 to remove references to Wolverton Railway 

Works. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (PM047). 

¶ Proposed removal of paragraphs 94-96. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM048). 

¶ Proposed deletion of Policy GS12. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM049). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS13 Redevelopment of Walton Campus  

3.11.29 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS13 (7 individual comments)  

¶ Sport England suggest that Walton Campus has sports facilities which should be 

protected or replaced, unless they are identified as surplus to current and future need, 

and therefore the allocation may not be in accordance with the National Planning 

Policy Framework (2024). 

¶ The Open University suggest they are considering development options for these sites 

which could include residential or commercial uses (commercial uses might be more 

appropriate for Northern Reserve). The Open University are also considering 

enhancing sport and leisure facilities. They recommend specific amended wording. 
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¶ Suggestion that Policy GS13 is unsound because it removes an important site for 

potential development of office and research facilities, complementary to the existing 

uses, and the options for this type of development are increasingly limited.  

3.11.30 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS13 

¶ Proposed amendments to paragraph 97 and 98 to correct typos in response to 

comment, see Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM050). 

¶ Proposed amendments to proposed Policy GS13 in response to comment, see 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM051). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS14 Eastern Strategic City Extension  

3.11.31 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS14 (90 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England request amendments to criterion 16 in relation to pre-determination 

archaeological evaluations, and suggest additional supporting text concerning 

heritage assessments. 

¶ Queries raised regarding the figures and assumptions in the Councilôs Whole Plan 

Viability Study and the robustness of the methodology / sufficiency of the study. 

¶ Concern raised that the provision of self and custom build plots will adversely impact 

viability. 

¶ Suggestion to amend the wording of the policy in relation to the requirements for the 

Framework Masterplan and Site-based Area Design Code. 

¶ Bedford Borough Council suggest there is a need to understand the allocationôs impact 

on landscape and other sites in sub-regional areas. Concerns raised regarding the 

uncertainty of impacts on the east of Milton Keynes and its relationship with Bedford. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the impact of development on traffic, concerning Cranfield 

and Salford and Junction 13 of the M1. 

¶ Concerns raised that traffic modelling of wider areas is non-existent. 

¶ Concerns raised that residents of Cranfield and Hulcote & Salford residents, and 

Parish Councils, have not been meaningfully consulted in the plan-making process. 

¶ Requests for mitigation infrastructure to be provided ahead of development. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council suggest the policy is amended to restrict development 

of the Eastern Strategic City Extension until the Eastern Expansion Area is completed, 

or at a stage where they can be effectively integrated. 
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¶ Central Bedfordshire Council raise concern that the impact on Central Bedfordshireôs 

highway network has not been fully assessed. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council have significant concern that whilst sustainable 

connections to the west and south are secured, this is not the case for vehicular 

connections. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council suggest that proposals should address the special 

characteristics of Bedfordshireôs Landscape Character Areas 1A and 5C to prevent 

urban sprawl adversely impacting these areas. Landscape buffers should be 

implemented and informed by a required Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. 

¶ Lidlington Parish Council, Hulcote and Salford Parish Council and Brogborough Parish 

Council request that the Plan have due regard for local communities and the impact 

on them as a result of proposed Policy GS14. 

¶ Concern raised regarding highway, and other impacts, on Brooklands. 

¶ Suggestion that the delivery of Eastern Strategic City Extension should not be reliant 

on Metro infrastructure/services. 

¶ Concern raised that the allocation conflicts with the objectives of the Plan. 

¶ Concern raised that the impacts of proposed growth has not been sufficiently 

evidenced in transport modelling. 

¶ Concern raised that the trajectory for the site is unrealistic. 

¶ The Woodland Trust raise concern that the policy does not sufficiently protect Ancient 

Woodland in the site and recommend a minimum 50-meter buffer. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding impacts of the development on biodiversity and available 

land for farming. 

¶ Objection to the proposed use of Broughton Grands Lane as a primary or secondary 

access route for construction and Heavy Goods Vehicle traffic. 

¶ Cranfield Parish Council object to Milton Keynes City Council planning for 

development within Central Bedfordshire. 

¶ Husborne Crawley Parish Council and Ridgmont Parish Council raise concern 

regarding impacts on the villages of Cranfield and Salford. 

¶ Newport Pagnell Town Council request that details of timing, layout and relationships 

with other sites are published. 

3.11.32 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS14 
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¶ Proposed additional paragraph to clarify that the Council will work on an ongoing basis 

with Neighbouring Authorities, in response to comments. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM052). 

¶ Proposed additional paragraph to clarify requirements regarding heritage impact 

assessments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM053). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of GS14. C.1. for clarity and to ensure 

consistency with HQH3 in response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM054). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of GS14 C.10. to provide certainty and 

effectiveness, in response to comment, see Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM055). 

¶ Proposed additional wording to GS14 C.14.d. regarding the use of Broughton Grounds 

Lane. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM056). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS15 East of Wavendon Strategic City Extension  

3.11.33 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS 15 (72 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England recommends combining E.4 and E.5 to reduce repetition and suggest 

a new E.5 to reference to the Scheduled Ancient Monument.  

¶ Suggestion that the restriction on the commencement of development until after 2038 

is unsound. 

¶ East West Rail request that a new criterion is added to Criterion E, outlining that 

development must not conflict with, or prejudice the delivery of, East West Rail 

proposals within the limits of land subject to the safeguarding directions. 

¶ The Greensand Trust request that the policy responds better to the sensitive 

landscape of the Greensand Ridge, and request reference to the Priorities and 

Measures within both the Buckinghamshire & Milton Keynes Local Nature Recovery 

Strategy and the Bedfordshire Local Nature Recovery Strategy. 

¶ The size and siting of the proposed District Park is contested. 

¶ Requests for land equalisation to be referenced in the policy. 

¶ Requests for the policy to safeguard land for future road (specifically H10) extension. 

¶ Concerns have been raised about the expansion of Milton Keynes into Central 

Bedfordshire and Central Bedfordshire Council have requested that criterion C of the 
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policy is modified to remove reference to future growth on land adjacent to the 

allocation outside of the Milton Keynes administrative area. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council request that new supporting or policy text is added that 

states that Milton Keynes City Council will engage with Central Bedfordshire Council 

on an on-going basis to ensure that any cross-boundary implications are mitigated. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council and others raise concerns about the lack of a significant 

landscape buffer to the east and Central Bedfordshire Council consider that a 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment should be undertaken to ensure that any 

future proposals do not have a detrimental impact on Central Bedfordshire. 

¶ Concerns have been raised about the impact of the allocation on communities in 

Central Bedfordshire, specifically related to infrastructure, highways, traffic, and Metro. 

¶ Suggestion that the number of homes should be raised from 2,250 to 3,000. 

¶ Suggestion that Lower End Road should also be considered for secondary access in 

addition to Newport Road and Cranfield Road. 

¶ Suggestion that Newport Road should be considered as a primary access.  

¶ Suggestion that Figure 2 (Indicative Concept Plan) should be removed or amended.  

¶ Suggestion that Land off Newport Road should be included in the allocation.  

¶ Queries raised regarding active travel and transport links with South East Milton 

Keynes Strategic Urban Extension. 

¶ Support for the District Park, and the potential for the minimum size of the District Park 

to be increased. 

¶ Wavendon Parish Council generally support the policy, timing restraint, District Park 

and measures to protect heritage assets and, along with others, highlight that limited 

development could be allowed before 2038 to allow for the park to be brought forward 

sooner. 

¶ The Woodland Trust request a new criterion to protect existing trees of value and 

provide an uplift in tree cover and urban greening. 

3.11.34 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS15 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 107 to correct typo. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM057). 

¶ Proposed amendment to wording of GS15. E.1. to clarify wording and ensure 

consistency with Policy HQH3 and other Strategic City Extension allocation policies, 

in response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM058). 
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¶ Proposed amendment to wording of GS15. E.4. in response to comment received from 

Historic England. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM059). 

¶ Proposed amendment to wording of GS15. E.5. in response to comments received 

from Historic England. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM060). 

¶ Proposed amendment to wording of GS15. E.11. in response to comments received 

from Historic England. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM061). 

¶ Proposed amendment to wording of GS15 14.a. in the interest of soundness, in 

response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM062). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS16 Wavendon Strategic Buffers  

3.11.35 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS16 (9 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that the policy is unsound as it imposes an unjustified and unevidenced 

constraint on a sustainable deliverable location, conflicting with national policy and the 

need to make effective use of land. 

¶ Suggestion to remove the policy from the Plan. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council consider that the wording is unclear and repetitive. 

¶ Wavendon Parish Council support the policyôs protection of the historic village, but 

notes an omission on the policies map where land is missing from the buffer and 

request that this land is reinstated. 

3.11.36 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS16 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS17 South of Bow Brickhill Strategic City Extension  

3.11.37 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS17  (51 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England request that a reference is added to the nearby Scheduled Ancient 

Monument. 

¶ East West Rail confirm Bow Brickhill station will not be retained. 

¶ Anglian Water support the blue infrastructure requirements. 
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¶ Central Bedfordshire Council, and others, seek clearer requirements for Framework 

Masterplans and Design Codes and note the need for explicit reference to the 

Strategic Road Network and associated mitigation. 

¶ Concerns raised over traffic impacts, inadequate transport links, and reliance on the 

underdeveloped Metro. 

¶ Objections to access via the Greensand Ridge, and insufficient consideration of 

reasonable alternatives with less impact on the proposed Special Landscape Area. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding effects of the allocation on the sensitive landscape context, 

the rural setting of Little Brickhill, and existing infrastructure capacity. 

¶ Woodland Trust consider that the protection for ancient woodland is insufficient. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding limited crossȤboundary engagement and lack of reference 

to the Great Brickhill Neighbourhood Plan. 

3.11.38 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS17 

¶ Proposed amendment to GS17 C.1. to clarify wording and ensure consistency with 

Policy HQH3 and other strategic city extension policies, in response to comment. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM063). 

¶ Additional wording to GS17. C.12. in the interest of soundness, in response to 

comment received from Historic England. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM064). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS18 Levante Gate Strategic City Extension  

3.11.39 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS18 (103 individual comments)  

¶ Queries raised regarding the shared infrastructure with South of Bow Brickhill and the 

attention paid to the evidence base.  

¶ Concerns raised regarding the protection of important landscape (a proposed Special 

Landscape Area designation) and conflict with national policy. 

¶ Queries regarding the effectiveness of a landscape-led approach in protecting 

landscape. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding highways impacts. 

¶ Concern raised that the site scored poorly against the objectives in the Sustainability 

Appraisal. 
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¶ Concerns raised regarding the methodology and assessment of the Sustainability 

Appraisal. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the siteôs isolated position and the connectivity of site. 

¶ Queries raised regarding the consideration of reasonable alternatives. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the effects of the proposal on the village of Bow Brickhill. 

¶ Historic England recommends policy wording to ensure that development proposals 

appropriately consider the nearby Scheduled Ancient Monument and to introduce a 

requirement to produce a Written Scheme of investigation (to be agreed by the 

Council). 

¶ Buckinghamshire Council raise concern regarding the impact of development 

proposals on areas of Buckinghamshire. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the lack of clarity for the mechanisms and timescales for the 

Framework Masterplan and Site-based Area Design Code. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council raise concern that increased traffic volumes from the 

allocation on the A5 and the A4146 have not been addressed.  

¶ Requests for the provision of safe crossings across the A4146. 

¶ Concern that the allocation will result in permanent loss of the Best and Most Versatile 

agricultural land conflicting with national policy, concern that there is no assessment 

of Best and Most Versatile agricultural land loss over the Plan period. 

¶ Concern raised that the site does not support the Planôs objectives. 

¶ Concern raised that the allocation conflicts with the Councilôs landscape evidence. 

3.11.40 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS18 

¶ Proposed amendment to GS18. C.1. to clarify wording and ensure consistency with 

HQH3 and other Strategic City Extension allocation policies, in response to comment. 

See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM065). 

¶ Proposed amendment to GS18. C.11. in response to comment received by Historic 

England. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM066). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS19 Shenley Dens Strategic City Extension  

3.11.41 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS19 (54 individual comments)  
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¶ Concern raised that the allocation conflicts with the Councilôs landscape evidence and 

the proposed Special Landscape Area designation. 

¶ Historic England suggests the policy requires a Written Scheme of Investigation (to be 

agreed by the Council). 

¶ Buckinghamshire Council raise concern that the policy fails to address landscape and 

visual impacts in Buckinghamshire and request amendments to rectify this. They also 

request amendments to the allocation boundary. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the protection of landscape and conflict with national policy.  

¶ Some note that the site was previously removed from a proposed Local Plan by the 

Planning Inspectorate. 

¶ Concern raised that there is an overprovision of housing in the Plan, and the site is 

not required. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the proposed layout, density, heights and blue infrastructure 

in the Indicative Concept Plan. 

¶ Query raised regarding the isolated location of the Gypsy and Traveller Pitches. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the efficacy of a landscape led approach to protect the 

special characteristics of the landscape. 

¶ Concern raised that the Councilôs evidence base does not robustly consider the 

landscape beyond Milton Keynes into Buckinghamshire and insufficient consideration 

has been given to the evidence. 

¶ Concern raised regarding impacts on existing traffic and congestion. 

¶ Requests for the removal of the allocation. 

¶ Concern raised that the allocation and development proposal would be detrimental to 

the setting of Whaddon Hall (Grade II listed). 

¶ Queries regarding the allocation of major development site in a proposed Special 

Landscape Area designation. 

¶ The Woodland Trust raise concern that the policy provides insufficient protection to 

Ancient Woodlands, requests a 50-meter buffer between development and Ancient 

Woodland.  

3.11.42 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS19 

¶ Proposed amendment to GS19. C.1. to clarify wording and ensure consistency with 

Policy HQH3 and other Strategic City Extension allocation policies, in response to 

comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM067). 
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¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180. 

Proposed  Policy GS20 Western Expansion Area  

3.11.43 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS20 (5 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that a sensitive approach to heritage assets is needed. 

¶ Queries raised regarding active travel and transport links with adjacent areas. 

3.11.44 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS20 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS21 Milton Keynes East Strategic Urban Extension  

3.11.45 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS21 (10 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that the Plan is unsound and not legally compliant due to the inclusion of 

Broughton Grounds Lane being used for construction traffic, request for the policy to 

be amended or removed. 

¶ Support for the retention of the policy, but suggestion to remove the Supplementary 

Planning Document requirement considering progress since Plan:MK (2019) was 

adopted. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the impact of expansion to the east of Milton Keynes, on 

villages such as Cranfield and Salford, and impacts on Junction 13 of the M1.  

¶ Concern raised that transport modelling has not led to any proposed mitigation despite 

impacts on local roads and Junction 13 of the M1 being evident.  

¶ Concerns that there is no transport modelling for the wider area (Ridgemont, 

Husbourne Crawley, Brogborough). 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council raise concern that policies do not indicate that new 

vehicular crossings of the M1 will be sought, resulting in demand utilising existing and 

planned Milton Keynes East infrastructure to head west or routing to the east and 

south via villages in Central Bedfordshire to reach Junction 13 of the M1. Concern that 

whilst sustainable connections to the west and south are secured, planning for 

vehicular connections are lacking. 

¶ Suggestion for an additional reference in criteria C.4., C.5., C.6 and C.7 to require the 

networks, corridors and frameworks included to connect with the Eastern Strategic 

City Extension. 
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¶ Suggestion that bridleway crossings of the A422 and M1 from Milton Keynes East 

should be provided. 

3.11.46 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS21 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy GS22 South East Milton Keynes Strategic Urban Extension  

3.11.47 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS22 (13 individual comments)  

¶ Clarification sought regarding archaeological requirements. 

¶ Concern raised regarding East West Rail land safeguarding and interaction with site. 

¶ Queries regarding the Gypsy and Traveller site location. 

¶ Suggestion for the need for the delivery of site and highway infrastructure in a holistic 

manner. 

¶ Concern regarding traffic impacts in conjunction with other proposed sites. 

3.11.48 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS22 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Proposed  Policy GS23 South Caldecotte Strategic Employment Allocation  

3.11.49 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy GS23 (5 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England suggests additions to this carried over policy from Plan:MK on 

building heights, mitigation of impact and archaeological evaluation.   

¶ Suggestion that there should be no further warehousing on South Caldecotte until 

provision for lorry / Heavy Goods Vehicle parking is made in the Plan. 

3.11.50 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy GS23 

¶ Proposed amendment to GS23. C.3. to correct typo. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM068). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   
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3.12 Infrastructure First  

Proposed  Policy INF1 Infrastructure First Principles  

3.12.1 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy INF1 (35 individual comments)  

¶ Broad support for principle of the policy. 

¶ Certainty requested regarding funding and deliverability. 

¶ Requests for further policy clarity (standards vs flexibility). 

¶ Concerns raised over phasing of infrastructure to keep pace with growth. 

¶ Infrastructure specific concerns raised on transport, highways, Metro, community and 

cultural infrastructure (including public houses), utilities and education. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council and others highlight that cross boundary impacts must 

be mitigated. 

¶ Requests for greater clarity on how infrastructure provision and funding will specifically 

address the needs of Tier 2 settlements. 

¶ National Grid request an amendment to recognise that existing electricity infrastructure 

should be safeguarded in-situ. 

¶ Further clarity requested on when infrastructure can be secured by planning 

conditions. 

¶ Historic England recommends broadening the reference to community infrastructure 

to ensure it does not exclude certain types of cultural infrastructure. 

¶ Anglian Water consider the Plan is deliverable but flag potential changes to future 

water sector infrastructure funding post-2030. 

¶ National Highways stress that Strategic Road Network mitigation must be clearly 

identified, funded, and delivered in step with planned growth, as current funding and 

phasing are uncertain. 

3.12.2 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy INF1 

¶ Proposed grammatical amendment to paragraph 115. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM069). 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 120 for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM070). 

¶ Proposed amendment to Table 9. óInfrastructure types planned forô to reflect the final 

outputs of the Infrastructure Assessment Report, Infrastructure Delivery Plan and 

Investment Strategy. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM071). 
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¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 127 to add a new bullet point to reflect a key 

requirement of current Tariff arrangements, intended to be carried forward in new Tariff 

agreements (where this is an appropriate obligation). See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM072). 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 128 in response to a comment from National Grid. 

See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM073). 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 131 to reflect the role of Milton Keynes City 

Council if a joint approach to the planning and funding of necessary shared 

infrastructure cannot be agreed. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM074). 

¶ Proposed amendment to INF1. A. in response to comments to provide more clarity on 

how to apply INF1 to Strategic Allocations. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM075). 

¶ Proposed amendment to INF1. B. in response to comments to provide clarity that 

some infrastructure can be secured through conditions. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM076). 

¶ Proposed amendment to INF1. C. for clarity. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM077). 

¶ Proposed amendment to INF1. D/E. to correct typo. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM078). 

¶ Proposed amendment to INF1. F. in response to comment to strengthen requirements 

and clarify funding requirements. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM079). 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 133 in response to comments from Town/Parish 

Councils to confirm that the infrastructure benchmarks can be used to plan for 

infrastructure related to Neighbourhood Plan allocations as they emerge. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM080). 

¶ Proposed insertion of new paragraph (134) in response to comments from Central 

Bedfordshire Council to respond to cross-border infrastructure planning 

considerations. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM081). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180. 

Proposed  Policy INF2 Infrastructure Planning an d Delivery Principles for Strategic 

Allocations  

3.12.3 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy INF2 (20 individual comments)  

¶ Broad support and interest in the policy principle.  
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¶ Requests for clarity over joint working mechanisms (inc. funding) and responsibilities 

if it fails. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council and others raise concerns relating to cross-boundary 

impacts, with Central Bedfordshire Council requesting reference to óoff siteô for 

instances where an allocation wide Infrastructure Delivery Plan is unworkable. 

¶ Specific remarks on transport, highways, Metro and utilities infrastructure. 

¶ Concerns raised by Central Milton Keynes Town Council over the applicability of the 

policy to Central Milton Keynes. 

3.12.4 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy INF2 

¶ Proposed amendment to INF2. A. to clarify that a specific Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

will need to be created to cover multiple sites, as the current Infrastructure Delivery 

Plan only includes requirements on a site-by-site basis. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM082).  

¶ Proposed amendment to INF2. B. in response to comments to provide clarity on 

instances where it has been evidenced and justified that compliance with INF2 A. is 

not possible or cannot be agreed. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM083). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Annex E : Infrastructure Prioritisation Network  

3.12.5 Main Issues for  Proposed  Annex E  (3 individual comments)  

¶ Support for priority categorisations by Anglian Water and National Grid Electricity 

Distribution. 

¶ Request from Network Rail to split rail across two categories. 

¶ Concern that there is no suggestion of how public houses (or other community 

facilities) will be built into infrastructure planning. 

3.12.6 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex E  

¶ Proposed amendments to update selected infrastructure type and sub-type names. 

See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM190). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Annex F: Infrastructure Planning Benchmarks  

3.12.7 Main Issues for Proposed Annex F  (3 individual comments)  
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¶ Support of water benchmarks by Anglian Water. 

¶ Objection to pupil yield benchmarks. 

¶ Concern raised that there is no suggestion about how public houses (or other 

community facilities) will be built into infrastructure planning. 

3.12.8 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex F  

¶ Proposed amendments for consistency with Annex C. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM191). 

¶ Proposed amendments to acknowledge that the strategic flood risk evidence 

underpinning the Plan is now complete, and to bring the water and wastewater 

demand calculations in line with MK City Plan Targets in Proposed Policy CEA5. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM192). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  
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3.13 Central Milton Keynes  

Proposed  Policy CMK1 Central Milton Keynes Development Framework Area  

3.13.1 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CMK1  (29 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns raised regarding the deliverability, viability and achievability of the proposed 

16,000 new homes in Central Milton Keynes. Some consider this is due to 

infrastructure constraints, unrealistic assumptions regarding reduced car dependency 

and reliance on an unplanned residential university. 

¶ Suggestions to reduce the 16,000 new homes proposed. 

¶ Historic England raise concern that the significantly increased housing in Central 

Milton Keynes will significantly alter the character of Milton Keynes, and they stress 

the need to understand these impacts more clearly. 

¶ Suggestion that the proposed events venue location adjacent to the listed former bus 

station requires further Heritage Impact Assessments.  

¶ The Parks Trust raise concern that the increased residential density in Central Milton 

Keynes is expected to place unsustainable pressure on Campbell Park and nearby 

sensitive spaces, without a sufficient strategy to meet open space requirements or 

mitigate impacts within required catchments; they suggest proposed policy wording. 

¶ Concern raised that the uplift from 11,000 to 16,000 homes relies on Strategic Housing 

Land Availability Assessment capacity assumptions that assume all identified land as 

fully developable. Concerns raised that the proposed supply is considered 

insufficiently evidenced and unrealistic. 

¶ Concern raised that the framework provides insufficient flexibility for interim 

investment, refurbishment and protection of existing assets. 

¶ Concern raised that Policy CMK1 is ineffective as it fails to embed the evidence-based 

requirement for a phased and flexible Metro approach risking harm to existing assets 

and short to medium-term investment.  

¶ Concern raised regarding the reduction in car parking and impacts on accessibility and 

the city centreôs vitality. 

¶ Requests for greater policy flexibility. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the accuracy of the Justice Quarter boundary. 

¶ Concern that the policy fails to prioritise station access for sustainable travel modes. 

3.13.2 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CMK1 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
211 

¶ Proposed amendment to labelling in Figure 7, in response to comments. See Schedule 

of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM084). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of paragraph 143(b) in relation to the long-term 

route for the Metro. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM085). 

¶ Proposed additional wording to CMK1. E.2. to support the continued and enhanced 

use of existing assets, including Campbell Park, for a range of uses. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM086). 

¶ Proposed additional wording to CMK1. A.7. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM087). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CMK2 Central Milton Keynes Placemaking Principles  

3.13.3 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CMK2 (25 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England welcomes elements of the Central Milton Keynes masterplan and 

Policy CMK2, such as the new greenway, and support for adaptive reuse. 

¶ The Parks Trust raise concern that the increased residential density in Central Milton 

Keynes is expected to place unsustainable pressure on Campbell Park and nearby 

sensitive spaces, without a sufficient strategy to meet open space requirements or 

mitigate impacts within required catchments; they suggest proposed policy wording. 

¶ Concern raised that describing the proposed connection between Campbell Park and 

Midsummer Boulevard as a ógreen bridgeô is too prescriptive. Suggested amended 

wording provided. 

¶ Concern raised that the uplift from 11,000 to 16,000 homes relies on Strategic Housing 

Land Availability Assessment capacity assumptions that assume all identified land as 

fully developable. Concerns raised that the proposed supply is considered 

insufficiently evidenced and unrealistic. 

¶ Concern raised that the policy wording regarding parking is unclear and that reduced 

parking risks the vitality of Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Concern raised that the plans for Central Milton Keynes are based on flawed evidence 

and risks losing the cityôs spacious and low-rise character. 

¶ Concern raised that the emphasis on maintaining convenient city centre parking is 

inconsistent with the Planôs modal shift objectives. 

¶ Concern raised that restrictive density limits conflict with national policy and the 

efficient use of highly sustainable sites, undermining the ability to deliver 16,000 new 

homes. 
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¶ Concern raised that the density limits are not evidenced. 

¶ Suggestions for greater policy flexibility. 

3.13.4 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CMK2  

¶ Proposed additional wording to CMK2. E., in response to comment. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM088). 

¶ Proposed additional criterion to CMK2. E.3. to clearly set out the Councilôs approach 

to managing impacts on Campbell Park and its role in supporting growth in Central 

Milton Keynes. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM089). 

¶ Proposed amended wording to CMK2. A.4. to increase flexibility for deliverability, in 

response to comments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM090). 

¶ Proposed additional paragraph after paragraph 156, to clarify the application of CMK2. 

F.4. in response to comments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM091). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CMK3 Central Milton Keynes Skyline and Tall Buildings Strategy  

3.13.5 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CMK3 (17 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England raise concern that Policy CMK3 is unsound as it does not represent 

a positive strategy for the historic environment. 

¶ Historic England raises concern that the blanket high-density approach in Policy CMK3 

may overshadow key public spaces and that the policy lacks nuance. 

¶ Historic England suggests stronger integration of Central Milton Keynesô heritage, 

noting that important aspects of Milton Keynesô public realm, such as the Porte 

Cochères and stonework, are insufficiently addressed in the supporting text. 

¶ Historic England notes inconsistencies between various tall-building thresholds and 

suggest that the Councilôs preferred approach risks harm to key heritage assets such 

as the Shopping Building and Fred Roche Gardens. 

¶ The Parks Trust raise concern that Policy CMK3 does not sufficiently prevent 

surrounding high-density development from constraining events, heritage value and 

the long-term function of Campbell Park. 

¶ The Parks Trust raise concern that the increased residential density in Central Milton 

Keynes is expected to place unsustainable pressure on Campbell Park and nearby 

sensitive spaces, without a sufficient strategy to meet open space requirements or 

mitigate impacts within required catchments; they suggest proposed policy wording. 
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¶ Objections to the reduced height thresholds and suggestions for greater policy 

flexibility. 

¶ Concern raised that the height restrictions render the housing target unrealistic and 

undeliverable. 

¶ Concern raised that the evidence for the building height thresholds is flawed. 

3.13.6 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CMK3 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   
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3.14 Central Bletchley  

Proposed  Policy CB1 Supporting investment in Central Bletchley  

3.14.1 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CB1  (11 individual comments)  

¶ Additional policy wording proposed by Historic England to mitigate heritage impacts. 

¶ Additional policy wording proposed East West Rail to ensure the delivery of East West 

Rail proposals are not prejudiced in Central Bletchley. 

3.14.2 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CB1 

¶ Proposed factual amendments to paragraph 181. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM092). 

¶ Proposed factual amendments to paragraph 182. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM093). 

¶ Proposed factual amendments to paragraph 185. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM094, PM095, PM096). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  
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3.15 People Friendly and Healthy Places  

Proposed  Policy PFHP1 Delivering healthier places  

3.15.1 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy PFHP1 (7 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should not require Health Impact Assessments for specialist 

housing schemes for older people or hospital related development and should 

recognise the health benefits of these schemes and developments. 

¶ Requests for clarity on whether the policy relates to all scales of education use. 

¶ Suggestion that further justification should be provided to demonstrate how the 

thresholds for a Health Impact Assessment have been determined. 

3.15.2 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy PFHP1 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy PFHP2 Provision and protection of community facilities  

3.15.3 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy PFHP2 (15 individual comments)  

¶ Sport England suggest that criterion B.2. must be amended to require replacement 

provision to be of at least equivalent quantity as existing provision. 

¶ Sport England note that criterion B.3. must be amended as it currently allows any type 

of community facility to be developed in place of an existing sports and recreation 

facility, instead of requiring the replacement facility to be for alternative sports and 

recreation. 

¶ Sport England note that criterion B.3. must be amended as it allows for the loss of 

sports and recreation facilities if they are unviable and have been marketed for six 

months, however, to conform with the National Planning Policy Framework (2024), 

such losses are only allowed where sports and recreation facilities are surplus to 

current and future need requirements. 

¶ The importance of protecting public houses as key community facilities is highlighted 

and concerns are raised that public houses are not suitably protected. 

¶ Suggestions that the marketing period should be longer than 6 months, with 

references to the emerging National Planning Policy Framework (2024) and the 

Devolution and Community Empowerment Bill. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should support enabling development. 
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¶ NHS Property Services suggest that NHS sites should be exempt from marketing 

requirements. 

¶ Suggestion that the Plan should include reference to 15-minute cities to ensure that 

local facilities such as shops, schools, health centres, play and sports facilities and 

open spaces are within a 15-minute walk of homes. 

3.15.4 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy PFHP2 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 205, in response to comments, to ensure 

marketing evidence is robust. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM097). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP2. B.2., in response to comments from Sports England, 

to ensure compliance with the National Planning Policy Framework (2024) which 

states that alternative provision must be equivalent or better provision in terms of 

quality and quantity. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM098). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP2. B.3., in response to comments from Sports England, 

to ensure compliance with the National Planning Policy Framework (2024) which 

requires replacement of existing sports and recreation facilities to only be by 

alternative sports and recreation facilities. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM099). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP2. B.4., in response to comments from Sports England, 

to ensure compliance with the National Planning Policy Framework (2024) which 

states sports and recreational facilities should only be lost when surplus to current and 

future needs. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM100). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy PFHP3 New Local Centres  and Proposed Annex K  

3.15.5 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy PFHP3 (6 individual comments)  

¶ Request for more flexibility in the policy on the provision of new local centres. 

¶ Suggestion that criteria A, C and D of the policy should be removed as they duplicate 

site-specific allocation policies elsewhere. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should not restrict provision to general retail convenience 

stores in strategic city extensions. 

¶ Suggestion that the catchment distance of criterion C should include walking 

distances.  

3.15.6 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy PFHP3 

¶ No amendments proposed.  
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¶ To view the Councilôs responses to matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

3.15.7 Main Issues for Proposed  Annex K  

¶ No comments received. 

3.15.8 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex K  

¶ No amendments proposed. 

Proposed  Policy PFHP4 Delivering a healthier food environment  

3.15.9 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy PFHP4 (11 individual comments)  

¶ Request for clarity on criterion D as the ómajor residential development proposalô 

threshold for allotment provision is low and there are no thresholds for community 

orchards.  

¶ Clarity needed on the difference between urban and on-site food growing. 

¶ Clarity needed on what constitutes óadequateô private garden space.  

¶ Clarity needed on whether the requirement for on-site community orchards is part of 

the food growing requirement. 

¶ Query as to whether the allotment provision requirement is justified for all housing 

developments. 

¶ Suggestion that Central Milton Keynes should be excluded from hot food takeaway 

restrictions. 

¶ Clarity needed as to the amount of on-site food growing provision that is required in 

criterion C, and whether this requirement forms part of the overall amenity space 

requirements for development. 

¶ Suggestion that further guidance is required on how applicants are required to 

demonstrate that on-site provision of allotment space and community orchards are not 

possible, and how the requisite off-site contributions will be calculated as required by 

criterion D. 

¶ Clarity needed as to whether criterion D relates to houses / apartments or both. 

¶ Suggestion that the 400-meter walking distance restriction on hot food takeaways 

should not apply to primary schools and further education facilities.  

¶ Concern that the policy may not be viable, and thus greater flexibility is required.  

¶ Concerns raised that viability concerns will be used to reduce the number of allotments 

in Milton Keynes. 
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3.15.10 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy PFHP4 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP4. A., in response to comments, to ensure consistency 

with open space typologies in Annex B and to add óand/orô. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM101). 

¶ Proposed deletion of the first criterion of PFHP4. B and proposed amendments to 

wording to ensure consistency with open space typologies in Annex B, in response to 

comments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM102). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP4. C., in response to comments, to remove food 

growing requirements for all residential developments and instead highlight policy 

support for on-site food growing areas in identified food deserts. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM103). 

¶ Proposed deletion of PFHP4. D. in response to comments which is covered by other 

policies in the plan. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM104). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy PFHP5 Designing people -friendly  places  

3.15.11 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy PFHP5 (12 individual comments)  

¶ Improvements to clarity and structure suggested.  

¶ Clarity needed as to whether proposals are required to meet criteria A and B and C or 

A or B or C.  

¶ Suggestion that an additional sub-criterion should be added under criterion B to state 

that development proposal will be permitted where they allow for visual interest 

through the careful use of detailing, where this is appropriate to the character of the 

area. 

¶ Suggestion that additional emphasis should be placed on landscaping and boundary 

treatments at various points in the policy, and that policy text should be amended in 

this regard. 

¶ Suggestion that criterion A should include reference to Supplementary Design Guides 

in addition to Design Codes.  

¶ Suggestion that óTownscapeô should be referenced in criterion B.3. 

¶ The Greensand Trust state there should be a stronger emphasis on integrating and 

enhancing nature and policy text in this regard should be more closely aligned with 

wording in the National Design Guide, the Building for a Healthy Life Toolkit, and the 

Buckinghamshire & Milton Keynes Local Nature Recovery Strategy. 
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3.15.12 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy PFHP5 

¶ Proposed amendment to Figure 12. óThe 10 Characteristics of Well-Designed Places 

(The National Design Guide, Page 8)ô, Figure 13. óBuilding for a Healthy Life Toolkit 

(Building for a Healthy life, Page 3) and paragraph 213 to be consistent with the Design 

and Placemaking PPG currently in draft (if approved prior to the adoption of the Plan). 

See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM105). 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of PFHP5, the deletion of PFHP5. A. and an 

additional criterion PFHP5. C., in response to comments. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM106). 

¶ Proposed typographical amendment to PFHP5. C. 4. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM107). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy PFHP6 Designing healthy streets  

3.15.13 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy PFHP6 (8 individual comments)  

¶ Concern that the policy is too prescriptive and should be more flexible. 

¶ Concern raised that criterion A.3. is weaker than the National Planning Policy 

Framework (2024) and should thus be amended to better protect existing trees and 

highlight their important contribution. 

¶ Suggestion that not all boundary treatments need to be secure, and thus criterion A.3. 

should be amended. 

¶ Suggestion that boundary treatments should be added to the list of features that are 

required to be fit for purpose, durable and sustainable in criterion A.11. 

¶ Suggestion that Metro stops should function as community hubs with appropriate 

facilities.  

¶ Concern raised that policy wording is inconsistent with the Healthy Streets indicators 

and lacks key definitions such as ómultiȤmodal movement networkô. 

¶ Suggestion that consistent building lines and height of buildings should not be required 

but should rather be informed by the surrounding character and Criterion A.5 should 

be amended. 

¶ Clarity requested on what is meant by óregular intervalsô in regard to the provision of 

seating along key pedestrian routes in criterion A.10. 
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¶ Suggestion that car parking should be designed to allow future repurposing as car use 

declines in line with Milton Keynesô carbonȤneutral ambitions, enabling spaces to be 

converted into uses such as cycle storage, green areas, or additional housing. 

3.15.14 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy PFHP6 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 220 in response to comments to make it clear that 

the policy is influenced by the Healthy Streets indicators not based on them. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM108). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP6. A. in response to comments to provide increased 

flexibility and to make it clear that that every principle wonôt always apply in every 

instance. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM109). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP6. A. 4. in response to comments to recognise that not 

all boundary treatments need to be secure. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM110). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP6. A. 5. in response to comments to recognise that a 

rigidly applied building line will not always be appropriate. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM111). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP6. A. 11. to replace ólandscape treatmentsô with 

óboundary treatmentsô in response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM112). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy PFHP7 Well -designed buildings and spaces  

3.15.15 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy PFHP7 (9 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that the policy is too prescriptive and should be more flexible. 

¶ Suggestion that further clarity should be provided on tall buildings outside of Central 

Milton Keynes. 

¶ Query as to whether the Council are indicating that any important views will be formally 

identified, as these are not presently on the Policies Map. Clarity thus required for 

criterion A.8. 

¶ Concern raised that criterion A.1. repeats requirements outlined in Policy PFHP5 and 

PFHP6. 

3.15.16 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy PFHP7 
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¶ Proposed deletion of PFHP7 A.1. (and consequential changes to sub-criterion 

numbering) in response to comments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM113). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP7 A.2. to also reference ócharacterô. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM114). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP7 A.8. to improve clarity of the policy requirements. 

See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM115). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy PFHP8 Tall buildings outside Central Milton Keynes  

3.15.17 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy PFHP8 (4 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England considers that the policy fails to sufficiently address heritage 

considerations, especially in locations like Central Bletchley where tall buildings are 

anticipated. Suggestion that amendments are required to ensure the policy clearly 

requires assessment of heritage impacts within the application process. 

¶ Historic England requests an amendment to state that tall buildings must be supported 

by visual assessments and, where relevant, heritage assessments where potential 

effects on the significance of heritage assets are identified. 

¶ Concern that the policy only mentions ñsignificanceò in relation to buildings and does 

not clearly address the wider significance of heritage assets, including the Bletchley 

Conservation Area, where tall buildings are proposed. To ensure a more holistic 

approach to heritage, Historic England recommend adding a new criterion addressing 

the location, design and massing of development in relation to the significance of 

heritage assets. 

¶ Query as to whether the support for tall buildings in óhighly sustainable locationsô is the 

correct test for acceptability of tall buildings, or whether the acceptability should be 

based on the context and appropriateness of the location in character and design 

terms. 

3.15.18 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy PFHP8 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 229, in response to a comment from Historic 

England, to highlight the potential requirement for a heritage impact assessment. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM116). 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 234 to clarify focus on enabling sustainable 

development. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM117). 
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¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP8. C.2. to add a new heritage specific criterion (and 

subsequent changes to criterion numbering) in response to a comment from Historic 

England. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM118). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP8. C. 3. in response to comments, to make it clear that 

applicants also need to identify important views. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM119). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy PFHP9 Amenity for healthy buildings and spaces  

3.15.19 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy PFHP9 (13 individual comments)  

¶ Concern raised that parts of the policy lack flexibility, clear thresholds, or sufficient 

evidence, particularly regarding siteȤspecific feasibility and amenity standards. 

¶ Concerns raised over duplication, clarity and robustness of the policy.  

¶ Concern that the requirement for compliance with the Nationally Described Space 

Standard is unsound, inflexible and lacks justification and supporting evidence. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should outline requirements for gardens, balconies and 

terraces. 

¶ Suggestion that clearer standards for both private and communal external amenity 

are required for high density high-rise living and apartment blocks. 

¶ Anglian Water request reference to the multifunctional role of blue infrastructure in 

amenity. 

¶ Suggestion that a new sub-criterion should be added to criterion A, requiring new 

buildings to present active frontages to the canal and be in keeping with local character 

in terms of scale, design and materials. 

¶ Suggestion that criterion A.6. should include reference to the design of parking, 

boundary treatments and landscaping.  

¶ Suggestion that criterion B should include reference to utility infrastructure. 

¶ Requests for terminology to align with the New Residential Design Guide 

Supplementary Planning Document for consistency.  

¶ Various minor amendments requested to policy and supporting text.  

3.15.20 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy PFHP9 
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¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 238, in response to comments, to explicitly state 

óexternal amenity spaceô spaceô for consistency and clarity. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM120). 

¶ Proposed amendments to paragraph 239, in response to comments, to include both 

buildings and óspacesô, and to set out requirements and guidance in relation to daylight 

and sunlight assessments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM121). 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 241, in response to comments, to make it clear 

that the impact of new development on neighbouring buildings and external spaces 

must be considered. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM122). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP9. A.1., in response to comments to also include 

reference to óexternal spacesô. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM123). 

¶ Proposed amendment to PFHP9. C., in response to comments, to increase clarity in 

relation to utility infrastructure. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM124). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  New Design Codes  

3.15.21 Main Issues for the  Proposed  óNew Design Codesô (7 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England highlight that the Design Code principles lack sufficient reference to 

the historic environment and recommend Principle 4 is amended to address this. 

¶ Support for the removal of the MK-wide Design Code proposed in Regulation 18. 

¶ Question whether new Design Codes are necessary given that strategic policies in the 

draft plan, along with Framework Masterplans, siteȤspecific design codes and the 

established national design guidance suite already provide an adequate and coherent 

framework. 

¶ Clarity needed on who will lead the preparation of future Design Codes. 

¶ Query regarding the alignment between the proposed seven design principles in the 

draft plan and the ten characteristics of wellȤdesigned places set out in the National 

Design Guide. 

¶ Concerns about the practicalities of preparing and approving siteȤspecific codes. 

¶ Request for Design Codes to be collaboratively prepared and include Parish Council 

and community involvement. 

¶ Suggestion that Design Codes should also cover existing areas to support 

placemaking objectives and thus the Plan should have a requirement for Design 

Codes to be prepared for existing neighbourhoods. 
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3.15.22 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to the Proposed óNew Design Codesô 

¶ Proposed amendment to Principle 4 of Table 10 (óDesign code principlesô) to provide 

sufficient reference to the historic environment, in response to a comment from Historic 

England. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM125). 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 242, in response to comment, to clearly set out 

that the Council will collaborate with developers and landowners on new Design 

Codes, and that the Design Codes will be approved by the Council. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM126).  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  
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3.16 High Quality Homes  

Proposed  Policy HQH1 Healthy homes  

3.16.1 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy HQH1 (22 individual comments)  

¶ Viability concerns raised in relation to the requirements for accessible and adaptable 

homes. 

¶ Suggestion that increased flexibility is required to accommodate local context and 

needs and take into consideration viability matters. 

¶ Concerns raised that criterion E, which requires development proposals involving 100 

dwellings or more, excluding flatted units, to provide at least 5% of the total dwelling 

plots as serviced dwelling plots for sale to custom builders, is too large, unjustified and 

would place a disproportionate burden on medium-sized sites. 

¶ Bedford Borough Council request clarity on how need for accommodation for boat-

dwellers post-2040 have been identified and are proposed to be met and what the 

ramifications are on Bedford. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council request clarity on self-build and custom homes, specially 

as to whether there is support for single plots upwards or only 100 dwellings or more. 

Central Bedfordshire Council recommends that the policy states a percentage 

requirement for under 10 dwellings. 

¶ Concern that the policy does not allow for the sufficient delivery of self-build plots, and 

further consideration should be given to the architectural variety of such plots. 

¶ Lack of clarity of evidence of need and unrealistic expectation for small developments, 

under 10 dwellings, to reflect assessment of needs. 

¶ Anglian Water considers that the flexibility of homes to adapt should not be at the risk 

that high levels of water efficiency and the reduction of wastewater requiring treatment 

is not delivered in the new homes. 

3.16.2 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy HQH1 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Proposed  Policy HQH2 Affordable homes  

3.16.3 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy HQH2 (39 individual comments)  

¶ Support for the proposed flexibility within policy for different Housing Viability Areas. 
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¶ Concern that the 40% affordable housing requitement in Housing Viability Area 1 is 

not justified and may impact upon infrastructure requirements/provision and 

deliverability. 

¶ Concerns raised about assumptions within the Whole Plan Viability Study, specifically 

the differing characteristics of extra-care homes compared with mainstream housing 

and the build cost figures. 

¶ Policy has an over-prescriptive approach to tenure split. 

¶ Policy should be more flexible to reflect viability challenges. 

¶ Amount of social and affordable housing should increase. 

¶ Consideration should be given to impact of Local Housing Need on affordable housing 

tenures. 

¶ Criterion C unduly restrictive and requires a disproportionate level of evidence where 

sites are proposing more than 50% affordable housing. Central Bedfordshire Council 

also advise against introducing additional barriers to implementing schemes of greater 

than 50% affordable housing. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council suggest amended wording to ensure deliverability. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council suggest additional wording to ensure developments 

across all viability areas are delivered in tandem throughout the Plan period.  

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council request that the policy includes detail on cluster sizes. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council request that the policy specifies whether viability 

assessments will be referred for independent review and that this would be at the 

applicant's cost. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council supports the 'adjacent sites' requirements. 

¶ Central Milton Keynes Town Council raise concerns that affordable housing will not be 

provided across the Plan area due to the different requirements for different viability 

areas. 

¶ Central Milton Keynes Town Council highlight challenges of achieving 10% affordable 

housing in Housing Viability Area 3. 

¶ Central Milton Keynes Town Council question the reliance on dense, flatted, schemes 

in Central Milton Keynes which has the potential to exacerbate the challenges of 

creating mixed communities in Central Milton Keynes. 

¶ Central Milton Keynes Town Council believe the policy does not give appropriate 

consideration to those with disabilities and affordable housing requirements. 
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¶ Suggestions for higher affordable housing requirements, including in Housing Viability 

Area 2. 

¶ Policy should prioritise shared green spaces and reasonably sized private gardens. 

3.16.4 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy HQH2 

¶ Proposed amendment to HQH2 to add the policy title. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM127). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy  HQH3 Supported and specialist homes   

3.16.5 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy HQH3 (7 individual comments)  

¶ Request for clarity or new policy criteria outlining how it is determined that on-site 

provision of supported and/or specialist homes is not feasible. 

¶ Concern raised that there is no allowance for viability to be considered. 

¶ Request for clarity on whether there is a time limit on how long the units would need 

to stay as supported and specialist homes should no options for providers be 

forthcoming. 

¶ Criterion D (Loss of existing supported and specialist homes) does not make an 

allowance for where existing provision is demonstrably no longer fit for purpose, or 

cannot reasonably be refurbished or operated viably. 

¶ West Bletchley Council highlight that the policy over-relies on institutional models and 

is not in accordance with the Housing and Economic Development Needs 

Assessment, which identifies the need for a range of supported housing types 

including bungalows and independent living units. 

¶ Focus should be on ensuring standalone delivery rather than seeking delivery on 

strategic allocations. 

3.16.6 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy HQH3 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Proposed  Policy HQH4 Homes for co -living   

3.16.7 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy HQH4 (3 individual comments)  

¶ Criticism of the Plan's narrow definition of homes for co-living. 
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¶ Policy should allow for more complex types of co-living and specifically care-leavers. 

¶ Homes for co-living should be provided for in the Strategic City Extensions. 

¶ Policy does not recognise that this type of accommodation is developed by a 

Registered Provider and therefore will be 100% affordable housing, resulting in a 

conflict with HQH2. 

3.16.8 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy HQH4 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Proposed  Policy HQH5 Houses in multiple occupation  

3.16.9 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy HQH5 (1 individual comment)  

¶ Bradwell Parish Council highlight that it is critical that the adopted policy is legally 

enforceable and will not lead to decisions being overturned by the Planning Inspector, 

especially in relation to the overconcentration threshold. 

3.16.10 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy HQH5 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Annex G - Policy standards for houses in multiple occupation  

3.16.11 Main Issues for Proposed Annex G  

¶ No comments received. 

3.16.12 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex G 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

Proposed  Policy HQH6 Pitches  for Gypsies  and Travellers  

3.16.13 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy HQH6 (15 individual comments)  

¶ Bedford Borough Council question the reliance on household dissolution as a potential 

source of supply. 

¶ Bedford Borough Council highlight the unmet need for ten plots for Travelling 

Showpeople and the impact this may have on neighbouring authorities. 
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¶ The proposed 30 pitches on the western border of the city is a disproportionate share 

of the total need. 

¶ Concerns raised over the siting of the proposed Gypsy and Travellers Site in the 

Shenley Dens Strategic City Extension.  

¶ Request for evidence as to why some proposed allocations must deliver Gypsy and 

Travellers pitches while others do not. 

¶ Lack of justification for the inclusion of 31 pitches in the Eastern Strategic City 

Extensionand the requirement them to be delivered by 2035. 

¶ Clarity requested on what is meant by the term ódeliveredô in terms of Gypsy and 

Travellers pitches.  

¶ Objection to the proposed West of Waddon Road Gypsy and Travellers allocation due 

to the unsustainable location, risk of surface water flooding, issues with access onto a 

60mph road and the potential impact on nearby listed buildings and landscape. 

3.16.14 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy HQH6 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Proposed  Policy HQH7 Accommodation for boat dwellers  

3.16.15 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy HQH7 (3 individual comments)  

¶ Bedford Borough Council request clarity on how needs post-2040 have been identified 

and are proposed to be met, and what the impacts are on Bedford. 

¶ The Canal and River Trust highlight that the location of new moorings must be agreed 

by the organisation to ensure that they will not have an adverse impact. 

3.16.16 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy HQH7 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 275, in response to a comment from The Canal 

and River Trust, to clarify that new mooring and/or connections on to the Grand Union 

Canal would require separate agreement with the Canal and River Trust. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM128). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy HQH8 Exception sites  

3.16.17 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy HQH8 (6 individual comments)  
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¶ Suggestion that Criterion A.1. should be removed. 

¶ Concerns the fixed cap on development in criterion A.1. prevents the plan from 

responding to objectively assessed local needs over the plan period and lacks 

evidence. 

¶ Concerns a 10-unit limit in criterion A.1. increases uncertainty regarding viability and 

deliverability. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council suggest that greater flexibility could be considered to 

provide for more than 10 homes on a rural exception site if a more significant 

affordable housing need has been identified from a housing needs survey. 

¶ Central Bedfordshire Council suggest that the allowance for up to 35% market 

provision (if evidenced viability demonstrates the requirement for market housing) in 

criterion B seems high when traditionally rural exception sites have delivered for small 

scale 100% affordable housing developments. 

¶ Request for criterion A.3. to be amended to allow for appropriate planning judgement 

and to ensure that minor reductions in physical separation do not automatically 

preclude otherwise acceptable schemes. 

3.16.18 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy HQH8 

¶ Proposed amendment to HQH8 to add in open countryside reference for consistency. 

See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM129). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy HQH9 Childrenôs homes 

3.16.19 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy HQH9  

¶ No comments received. 

3.16.20 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy HQH9 

¶ No amendments proposed.  
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3.17 Climate and Environmental Action  

Proposed  Policy CEA1 Sustainable Buildings  

3.17.1 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA1 (21 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns over viability and feasibility of the policy criteria, and how these have been 

assessed. 

¶ Suggestions that policy should not exceed Building Regulations. 

¶ Concern regarding how embodied carbon would be calculated. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should be more flexible. 

¶ Concerns regarding the proposed carbon offset amount, query over how much energy 

renewables should supply on site and concerns regarding compliance with the 13 

December 2023 Written Ministerial Statement. 

¶ Suggestion that the Future Homes Standard supersedes the policy. 

¶ Query raised regarding which schemes the whole lifecycle emissions criteria apply to. 

¶ Concerns regarding in-use monitoring criteria. 

3.17.2 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA1 

¶ Proposed additional wording to paragraph 292 for clarity regarding the application of 

Policy CEA1. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM130). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CEA2 Green Roofs and Walls  

3.17.3 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA 2 (15 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestions that the policy should be more flexible and aspirational rather than 

mandatory. 

¶ Suggestion that native species are specifically referenced. 

¶ Support for policy and flexibility within draft wording. 

3.17.4 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA2 

¶ Proposed amendment to wording of Policy CEA2. A.3. for clarity, in response to 

comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM131). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  
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Proposed  Policy CEA3 Resilient Design  

3.17.5 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA3 (4 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that uncertainties in impacts of climate change means reference to drought 

resistant species is not suitable and instead a óright tree right placeô approach should 

be taken. 

¶ Concern that emphasis on tree retention should be prioritised over replacement. 

¶ Suggestion that duplications with Building Regulations should be removed. 

¶ Suggestion that policy should go further on climate adaption. 

3.17.6 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA3 

¶ Proposed amendment to remove CEA3. A., and reformat policy accordingly, where 

Part O of the Building Regulations are now more stringent than the suggested 

methodology underpinning Criterion A. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM132). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CEA4 Retrofitting  

3.17.7 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA4 (3 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should cover climate adaption. 

¶ Support for draft policy. 

3.17.8 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA4 

¶ Proposed amendment to wording of CEA4. A. & C. to reference climate adaptation, to 

clarify that the policy supports measures to make buildings more adaptable to a 

changing climate, in response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM133). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CEA5 Water Efficiency  

3.17.9 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA5 (22 individual comments)  

¶ Concern over achievability and viability of targets. 

¶ Suggestion that the inclusion of water butts does not comply with Standard 2 of 

National Sustainable Drainage Systems standards. 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
233 

¶ Queries on which version of the Anglian Water Water Resource Management Plan 

has been cited. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy references data centres. 

¶ Suggestion that C.1 and C.4 are duplications. 

¶ Concern that the policy goes beyond Building Regulations. 

¶ Suggestion that supporting text should include that Milton Keynes is in the Ruthamford 

Central Water Resource Zone. 

¶ The Environment Agency welcome the water efficiency target, but recommend clarity 

on reason for selection and support non-residential development targets but 

recommend inclusion on assessing viability. 

3.17.10 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA5 

¶ Proposed amendment to CEA5. C.4., in response to comments, to clarify that the 

criterion refers to grey water, and to differentiate from rainwater harvesting measures 

set out in CEA5. C.1. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM134). 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 300, in response to comments, to 

correct typos. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM135). 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 301, in response to comments, to 

provide certainty on the information required in relation to feasibility and viability. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM136). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CEA6 Low and Zero Carbon Energy Provision  

3.17.11 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA6 (5 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should require a heat network viability assessment. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should reference Strategic Heat Network Zones and 

upcoming Heat Network regulations. 

¶ Concern that policy lacks reference to data centres. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should mandate connection for all non-residential buildings 

in a given zone. 

3.17.12 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA6 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 303. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM137). 
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¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of CEA6. A. to remove double negative, in 

response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM140). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of Policy CEA6. C. to align with Energy Act 2024 

and Network Zoning policy requirements, in response to comments. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM141). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Proposed  Policy CEA7 Mitigating Wider Environmental Pollution  

3.17.13 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA7  (6 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that increased clarity is needed in Criterion J for definitional certainty and 

examples of mitigation measures. 

¶ Suggestion that the historic environment should be referenced. 

¶ Suggestion that the status of water bodies should be monitored. 

¶ Suggestion that the specification of ótopsoilô is needed in Criterion C. 

¶ Concern that the policy is too onerous and not proportionate. 

¶ Suggested reference to the National Sustainable Drainage Systems Standard and 

Groundwater Protection Guidance. 

¶ Suggestion that the role of brownfield sites should be highlighted. 

¶ Concern that Criterion M is unclear as Milton Keynes is not identified by Natural 

England, and that only major developments are mentioned. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy should specify measurable criteria for limiting light pollution. 

3.17.14 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA7 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 305 to signpost relevant guidance 

for protecting groundwater, in response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM138). 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 306 to reflect updated guidance, 

in response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM139). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of Policy CEA7. A., in response to comment, to 

highlight the impacts pollution can have on the historic environment. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM142). 
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¶ Proposed additional wording to CEA7. J., in response to comments, to provide 

certainty on the type of mitigation measures required. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM143). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of Policy CEA7. K., in response to comments, to 

ensure light pollution does not have an adverse impact on the significance as well as 

visual character of heritage assets. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM144). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of CEA7. M. in relation to the scope of the policy, 

in response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM145). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CEA8 Provision and Protection of Accessible Open Space  

3.17.15 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA8  (22 individual comments)  

¶ Concern about the protection of wildlife in some natural areas provided with public 

access. 

¶ Concern around the Linear Park designation on multiple pieces of privately owned 

land, including The Milton Keynes Bowl, Hill Farm, Haversham and Hall Farm, Little 

Linford. 

¶ Concerns that smaller patches of greenspace are not protected, particularly by 

schools. Inconsistency with National Planning Policy Framework (2024), due to size 

of 0.2 hectares being specified, as open space beyond this size must be preserved. 

All open space of all sizes must be preserved. 

¶ Concerns that quantity of playing pitch provision is evidenced by Open Space strategy 

instead of Playing Pitch Strategy and therefore is not accurate in determining need. 

¶ Sport England express concern about outdated evidence informing playing pitch 

provision. 

¶ Sport England express concern that CEA8 conflicts with paragraphs 103 & 104 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (2024). 

¶ Concerns that open space protection will impede development of needed 

infrastructure (e.g. rail-related works). 

¶ Clarity sought on identification and designation over green space that is heritage 

space. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the evidence used to inform Policy CEA8, and Annex C. 
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¶ Concern raised that public space should be managed democratically, or detailed 

strategies should be required of developers. 

¶ Concerns reflecting lack of protections for nearby structures, such as canals, from the 

impact of development. 

¶ Concerns that protection and provision of open space seem to only refer to new 

developments. 

 
3.17.16 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA8 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of CEA8. B.2., in response to comments, for 

clarity and alignment with the National Planning Policy Framework (2024). See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM146). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of CEA8. D., in response to comments, to clarify 

the scope of the criterion relative to CEA8 F.1-3. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM147). 

¶ Proposed additional criterion to CEA8. D. for alignment with the National Planning 

Policy Framework (2024). See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM148). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of CEA8. F. to align with the National Planning 

Policy Framework (2024), in response to comments. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM149). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of CEA8. F.1. to align with the National Planning 

Policy Framework (2024), in response to comments. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM150). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of CEA8 F.2. for clarity and alignment with the 

National Planning Policy Framework (2024) in response to comments. See Schedule 

of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM151). 

¶ Proposed amendment to paragraph 308 to correct typo. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM152). 

¶ Proposed amendments to paragraph 308 and 309 to correct typos. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM153). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed Annex B: Open Space typologies and description  

3.17.17 Main Issues for  Proposed  Annex B 

¶ No comments received. 
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3.17.18 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex B:  

¶ Proposed amendment to the description of Linear Parks óSecondary Purposeô, to 

include ñpermitted eventsò. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM199) 

Proposed Annex C: Open Space Standards  

3.17.19 Main Issues for Proposed Annex C  (3 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns raised regarding discrepancies between the open space on the Indicative 

Concept Plans and the Open Space Standards in Annex C. 

¶ Clarity sought regarding the quantity criteria for óAmenity Greenspaceô, óLocal Parkô 

and óPocket Parkô open space typologies. 

¶ Suggestion that quantities need to be measurable and suggest there is no method for 

calculation as proposed housing is set per number of dwellings not the number of 

occupants to generate population figures. 

¶ Objection to the Open Space Standards, particularly play provision, which are 

considered to be in excess of Fields in Trust standards. 

3.17.20 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex C: 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Proposed  Policy CEA9 Biodiversity and Habitats Network  

3.17.21 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA9 (28 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns raised regarding policy soundness.  

¶ Concerns raised regarding the clarity and efficacy of policy wording. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the Councilôs proposal for development to provide over 10% 

biodiversity net gain and alignment with the National Planning Policy Framework 

(2024). 

¶ Natural England raise concern that there is limited evidence that the Local Nature 

Recovery Strategy has been integrated into the Planôs policies. Suggestion that the 

Plan should demonstrate how the Local Nature Recovery Strategy evidence will be 

embedded in decision-making and that individual allocation policies should reflect the 

Local Nature Recovery Strategy mapping. 

¶ Suggestion to include text from the Planning Practice Guidance Natural Environment 

2025 paragraph 017 regarding swift bricks. 
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¶ Queries on whether Policy CEA9 is required where it is a national legislation and 

regulations. 

¶ The Woodland Trust suggest that the wording regarding the protection of designated 

sites and irreplaceable habitats does not comply with the National Planning Policy 

Framework (2024). They suggest the lack of alternative sites is not a valid criterion for 

allowing loss or harm to protected habitat. Suggestion for wording changes to align 

with the National Planning Policy Framework (2024). 

3.17.22 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA9 

¶ Proposed amendments to CEA9. B., in response to comments, to ensure that the Plan 

sufficiently supports the Local Nature Recovery Strategies. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM156). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of paragraph 311 to reflect commitment to cross-

boundary collaboration, in response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM154). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of paragraph 312, in response to comments, to 

include swift bricks in the list of enhancements. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM155). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Proposed  Policy CEA10  Protection and Enhancement of the Environmental 

Infrastructure Network, Priority Species and Priority Habitats  

3.17.23 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA10 (14 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns raised regarding protection of wildlife. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding impacts on best and most versatile land and green and 

blue infrastructure. 

¶ Query regarding use of updated Local Nature Recovery Strategy. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding policy wording and soundness. 

3.17.24 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA10 

¶ Proposed additional wording to paragraph 330 to include a reference to guidance in 

relation to buffer zones for Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees, in response to 

comments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM158). 

¶ Proposed amendments to paragraph 318 to correct typo. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM157). 
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¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CEA11 Urban Greening, Trees and Woodland  

3.17.25 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA11  (18 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns raised regarding the cost of urban greening features and constraints to 

development viability. 

¶ The Woodland Trust express support for the policy. 

¶ Concern raised that the 19% tree canopy cover standard is not deliverable or realistic 

for small brownfield sites, compromising sustainable development and conflicting with 

the National Planning Policy Framework (2024). 

¶ Requests for greater policy flexibility, to consider site-specific contexts and constraints. 

¶ Request to remove the policy from the Plan. 

¶ Historic England suggests additional text addressing the link between the natural and 

historic environment. 

¶ Concern raised that the standards would impact on development densities. 

¶ Concern that the standards are insufficiently evidenced. 

¶ Concern that the standards conflict with biodiversity net gain in terms of scoring when 

accounting for urban greening and woodland creation. 

¶ Suggestion that the policy text clarifies the Urban Greening Factor standard applies to 

ónewô major development proposals. 

¶ Concern raised that the standards are not achievable on development blocks in 

Central Milton Keynes. 

3.17.26 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA11 

¶ Proposed amendment to Policy CEA11. B. to clarify scope of the policy, in response 

to comments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM159). 

¶ Proposed amendment to Policy CEA11. C. to provide flexibility and consider site-

specific constraints, in response to comments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes 

(Ref. PM160). 

¶ Proposed additional criterion, CEA11. E. to address the protection, and enhancement, 

of Veteran trees and to set out a minimum buffer in relation to Ancient Woodland 

boundaries. In response to comment, see Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM161). 
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¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed Annex H:  Policy Standards - Urban Greening Factor  

3.17.27 Main Issues for  Proposed  Annex H  (1 individual comment)  

¶ Anglian Water express support for the use of the Urban Greening Factor to assess 

green (and blue) infrastructure design in developments. 

3.17.28 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex H 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CEA12 Conserving and Enhancing Landscape Character / Special 

Landscape Areas  

3.17.29 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA12 (25 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that policy CEA12 should refer to the Landscape Character Appraisal. 

¶ Suggestion for amendments to the policy to align with national policy. 

¶ Suggestion that Special Landscape Areas are not necessary as a character-based 

approach to landscape can be used, based on the Landscape Character Appraisal. 

¶ Suggestion that the Special Landscape Areas designations should be modified to 

reflect differences in landscape quality. 

¶ Request for greater policy flexibility. 

¶ Queries regarding the designation, and evidence for the inclusion, of sites in the 

emerging Special Landscape Areas. 

¶ Beachampton Parish Council request continuous review of landscape designations. 

¶ Concern regarding the conflict between siteôs both designated in an emerging Special 

Landscape Area and within a preferred area for solar development. 

¶ West Bletchley Council suggest that CEA12 includes a reference to Bletchleyôs 

heritage. 

¶ Suggestions for the removal of sites from the emerging Special Landscape Areas. 

3.17.30 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA12 

¶ Proposed additional wording to paragraph 338 to provide clarity on the scope of 

Proposed Policy CEA12 in relation to wider landscapes beyond Milton Keynes and 
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any LCAs relevant to them, in response to comments. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM162). 

¶ Proposed additional wording to paragraph 338 to set out the specific aspects to 

consider in assessing whether proposals satisfy Policy CEA12. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM165). 

¶ Proposed additional paragraph after paragraph 338, to set out requirements in terms 

of on-site mitigation, compensation and enhancement opportunities. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM166). 

¶ Proposed amendment to Policy CEA12 A. to refer to ólandscape sensitive designô. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM167). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CEA13 Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) and Integrated Flood 

Risk and Water Management  

3.17.31 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA13 (10 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns raised regarding safeguarding water sector infrastructure. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding National Planning Policy Framework (2024) compliance. 

¶ Suggestion to ensure Sustainable Drainage Systems are multifunctional and comply 

with National Standards. 

¶ Queries over inclusion of Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 recommendations. 

¶ Suggestion that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment modelling methodology should 

factor in most recent Environmental Agency flood extents. 

¶ Questions over inclusion of certain sites. 

¶ Queries over the methodology for site specific Flood Risk Assessments. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the impact of growth on water quality. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the need to ensure delivery of wastewater and supply 

infrastructure is in time to support growth. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding groundwater protection. 

¶ Support for nature-based solutions. 

¶ Suggestion of the need for the Plan to recognise the role of the Grand Union Canal in 

placemaking. 
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3.17.32 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA13 

¶ Proposed amendment to policy title to clarify scope of the policy in response to 

comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM168). 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording, and formatting, of Policy CEA13. A., including 

an additional criterion, to align with paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (2024), the National Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems, to 

provide a more holistic introduction to the policy, and provide greater clarity, in 

response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM169). 

¶ Proposed amendment to wording of CEA13. B., in response to comment, to ensure 

appropriate timing for provision of water infrastructure and to ensure access to surface 

water infrastructure is suitably safeguarded and maintained by development. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM170).  

¶ Proposed additional wording to paragraph 344 regarding future proofing, and to define 

óstrategic scaleô, in response to comments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM163).  

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 346, and proposed additional 

wording, to provide clarity on evidence requirements at application stage, in response 

to comments. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM164). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CEA14 Protecting and Enhancing Watercourses  

3.17.33 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA14 (12 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England proposes additional wording to address and protect the historic 

character of watercourses. 

¶ Anglian Water is supportive of the policy. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the proposed buffer distances, and concern that these are 

disproportionate. 

¶ Suggestions for the need to consider site-specific contexts. 

¶ Queries regarding the evidence-base informing the buffer requirements. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding what constitutes ódevelopmentô. 

¶ The Environment Agency suggest that Policy CEA14 is amended to include the Water 

Framework Directive legislation, where protection and enhancement is extended to 

prevent deterioration of local watercourses. 
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¶ Bedford Borough Council seek clarity on the conclusions/wording of the Integrated 

Water Management Study (2025) with regards to impacts of growth downstream of 

Milton Keynes, to help understand potential implications for Bedford and the wider 

subregion. 

¶ Concern raised that the buffer distances are insufficient. 

3.17.34 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA14 

¶ Proposed amendment to the wording of CEA14. B., in response to comments, to 

ensure the protection of water quality, reflecting the legal requirements of the Water 

Framework Directive legislation. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM171). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed  Policy CEA15 Managing Flood Risk  

3.17.35 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy CEA15 (16 individual comments)  

¶ Concern raised regarding the impact of development on flood zones and vice versa. 

¶ Suggestion for the need to ensure a proportionate approach to sequential testing. 

¶ Suggestion for the need to future proof the policy in a rapidly changing national 

policy/guidance environment. 

¶ Points raised regarding the modelling requirements for applicants in Flood Risk 

Assessments. 

¶ Queries raised regarding when Flood Risk Assessments are required. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding conformity with the National Planning Policy Framework 

(2024). 

¶ Suggestion for the need to ensure Strategic Flood Risk Assessment recommendations 

are implemented in development sites. 

¶ Point raised regarding the sequential testing methodology for site selection. 

¶ Suggestion for the need to ensure a sequential approach to site layout is taken. 

¶ Suggestion that development sites adjacent to canals should consider possibility of a 

canal breach. 

¶ Support for nature-based solutions to flood management. 

3.17.36 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy CEA15 
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¶ Proposed additional criterions, and proposed amendments to the wording overall, to 

ensure all sources of flood risk are considered, reflect national policy and the Planning 

Practice Guidance, to also clarify interpretation issues and improve legibility. In 

response to comments, see Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM172). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

 

  



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
245 

3.18 Economic and Cultural Prosperity  

Proposed Policy ECP 1 ï Protecting Employment Land and Buildings  

3.18.1 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy ECP1 (2 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should define what use classes constitute employment uses. 

3.18.2 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy ECP1 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed Policy ECP2 ï Supporting the Vitality and Viability of Centres  

3.18.3 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy ECP2 (7 individual comments)  

¶ Support for the primacy of Central Milton Keynes but concern tension with other plan 

policies could undermine Central Milton Keynesô vitality.  

¶ Concerned policy could allow retail uses outside the Primary Shopping Area.  

¶ Suggestion to delete references to Primary and Secondary Shopping Frontages in 

policy. 

3.18.4 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy ECP2  

¶ Proposed amendments to ECP2. D. to remove reference to retail in response to 

comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM173). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed Policy ECP3 ï Sequential and Impact Tests  

3.18.5 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy ECP3 (5 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that the policy should make it clear sequential and impact tests are not 

required for strategic allocations in the plan, such as the Eastern Strategic City 

Extension site. 

¶ Queries on how the 900 sqm (gross) impact threshold for Central Milton Keynes in 

policy has been arrived at. 

¶ Suggestion for the removal of Secondary Shopping Frontage designation on Xscape 

site as outside Primary Shopping Area. 

3.18.6 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy ECP3 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

 
246 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Proposed Policy ECP4 ï Hotel and Visitor Accommodation  

3.18.7 Main Issues for Draft Policy ECP4  (2 individual comments)  

¶ Central Milton Keynes Town Council raise concern that high housing numbers for 

Central Milton Keynes could restrain hotel delivery in the centre. 

3.18.8 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy ECP4: 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed Policy ECP 5 ï Supporting a Diverse Rural Economy  

3.18.9 Main Issues for Draft Policy ECP5  

¶ No responses received. 

3.18.10 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy ECP5: 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

Proposed Policy ECP 6 ï Horse -related Development  

3.18.11 Main Issues for Draft Policy ECP6 (1 individual comment)  

¶ Suggestion to omit reference to ócumulativeô and to reword policy to reflect that impacts 

can be unacceptable without being cumulative. 

3.18.12 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy ECP6: 

¶ Proposed amendment to wording of ECP6. A.3. to remove reference to ócumulativeô in 

response to a comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM174). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  
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3.19 Heritage  

Proposed  Policy HE1 Heritage  

3.19.1 Main Issues for Proposed  Policy HE1 (16 individual comments)  

¶ Concern raised regarding the uncertainty surrounding New Town Heritage Register 

delivery and effect. 

¶ Concern raised regarding the impact of heritage considerations on development 

viability. 

¶ Historic England suggests specific amended wording for elements of the supporting 

text and policy.  

3.19.2 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Policy HE1 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 380.3 for clarity, in response to 

comment. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM175). 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 381, emphasising the contribution 

made by the setting of heritage asset(s), in response to comments received from 

Historic England. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM176). 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 382, encouraging discussions 

with Historic England, in response to comments received from Historic England. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM177). 

¶ Proposed additional paragraph (385) to set out guidance in relation to structural 

engineer reports. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM178).  

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 385 to require alignment with 

national policy, in response to comment from Historic England. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM179). 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of paragraph 387 to clarify the types of public 

engagement, in response to comment from Historic England. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM180). 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of HE1. A.4. to include reference to the 

contribution setting makes to the significance of heritage asset(s). See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM181).  

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of HE1. A.5. for clarity, in response to comment. 

See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM182). 

¶ Proposed amendments to the wording of HE1. B. to clarify the scope, and requirement, 

for structural engineersô reports, in response to comment. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM183). 
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¶ Proposed deletion of HE1. E. in response to comment from Historic England. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM184). 

¶ Proposed amendments to HE1. F.3. in response to comment from Historic England. 

See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM185). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed Annex I - Heritage of Milton Keynes   

3.19.3 Main Issues for Proposed Annex I  (2 individual comments)  

¶ Historic England recommends that a reference to non-designated archaeological 

remains is added, and that clarification is provided setting out that nationally 

important non-designated remains will be treated as if scheduled. 

¶ Historic England request that an additional reference to LURA on RPG protection is 

added. 

3.19.4 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex I 

¶ Proposed additional paragraph to the Historic Landscapes, Parks & Gardens Section 

in relation to the Grand Union Canal. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM193). 
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3.20 Analysis of main issues raised in relation to the Plan 

(Overall ), Consultation, Duty to Cooperate, Ambition and 

Objectives, Glossary and Policies Maps  and Annexes J, L, 

M, N 

 

Plan Overall   

3.20.1 Main Issues in Relation to the Plan (Overall)  (246 individual comments)  

 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the soundness and legal compliance of the Plan. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the robustness of the Planôs evidence base. 

¶ Concerns raised regarding the consultation. 

¶ Support expressed for the Plan and the spatial strategy 

¶ Concern that the Plan is based on outdated evidence. 

¶ Modifications requested to the Plan and various policies. 

¶ Promotions of sites. 

¶ Objections to the Plan and the spatial strategy. 

¶ Comments emphasise the importance of cross-boundary strategic planning. 

¶ Comments suggest that the Plan should have consideration of the New Town 

Taskforce Report. 

¶ Comments reiterate requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (2024). 

 

3.20.2 The Councilôs Response 

 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Consultation  

3.20.3 Main Issues in relation to the Consultation  (23 individual comments)  

¶ Concerns raised regarding the lack of consultation outside of Milton Keynesô authority 

area. 

¶ Concern that previous comments have not always resulted in amendments to the Plan. 

¶ Insufficient consultation timeframes given the complexity of the documentation.  

¶ Insufficient level of engagement with the local community.  

3.20.4 The Councilôs Response  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  
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Duty to Cooperate  

3.20.5 Main Issues in relation to the Duty to Cooperate  (15 individual comments)  

¶ Concern that there is insufficient evidence of cooperation with neighbouring authorities 

on cross-boundary transport and infrastructure issues, and the needs of neighbouring 

authorities. 

¶ Suggestion that the Metro Growth Corridor Designation extends into 

Buckinghamshire, and request to remove this. 

¶ Bedford Borough Council raised concerns that engagement on the evidence base has 

been limited, with insufficient consideration of major subȤregional projects such as 

Universal Studios, OxȤCam Growth, East West Rail, New Towns, the Strategic Road 

Network, Luton Airport and the Bedford to Milton Keynes Waterway project. 

Suggestion that a shared evidence base and stronger ongoing strategic engagement 

(compared to that agreed upon in September 2023) are required. 

¶ Buckinghamshire Council raised concern that Milton Keynes City Council is not 

meeting its warehousing land need, which could lead to pressure for the allocation of 

sites in Northeast Buckinghamshire. 

¶ Buckinghamshire Council noted at this stage they could not rule out the need to 

request Milton Keynes City Councils support in meeting their housing need. 

3.20.6 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments in relation to the Duty to Cooperate  

¶ Proposed amendment to wording of paragraph 6 in response to comment. See 

Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM001). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Regulation 19 Ambition and Objectives  

3.20.7 Main Issues in relation to the Ambition and Objectives  (19 individual comments)  

¶ Support for the objective to provide high quality homes, but concern raised that the 

Plan lacks provision to meet community needs. 

¶ Concern raised that the Metro is not a suitable form of transport for Milton Keynes and 

that proposed growth should be reviewed. 

¶ Concern that the ambition and objectives are not achievable. 

¶ Bedford Borough Council raise concern about whether aspirations for óInfrastructure 

Firstô and the Metro are deliverable and achievable without impacting neighbouring 

authorities. 
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¶ Bedford Borough Council suggest the Plan is unsound as it does not consider the 

impacts of Universal Studios. Suggestion to update evidence on transport modelling, 

plan viability and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan to demonstrate that national projects 

are sufficiently considered. 

¶ Concern that there is limited focus on the economy and jobs growth in Milton Keynes 

resulting in an imbalanced Plan. 

3.20.8 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to the Ambition and Objectives : 

¶ No amendments proposed.  

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to the matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Glossary  

3.20.9 Main Issues in relation to the Glossary  (5 individual comments)  

¶ Suggestion that óSecondary Shopping Frontagesô is removed from the Planôs glossary 

as they are no longer included in national planning policy. 

¶ Concern raised that the definition of óSecondary Shopping Frontagesô focuses on 

leisure uses, yet the policy seeks to include retail uses. 

¶ Suggestion that the Glossary should define óMetro Corridorô and óIndependent Design 

Review Panelô. 

¶ Suggestion that the Glossary should include an entry for óPublic Housesô and clarify 

their use class. 

¶ Suggestion that óLandscape-led Approachô, óLandscape Visual Impact Assessmentô, 

óHeritage Impact Assessmentô, and óTownscape Visual Impact Assessmentô  are 

added to the Glossary. 

3.20.10 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments in relation to the Glossary 

¶ Proposed amendment to the definition of óCommunity Facilitiesô. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM187). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the definition of óComparison Retailô. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM187). 

¶ Proposed amendment to the definition of óConvenience Retailô. See Schedule of 

Proposed Changes (Ref. PM188). 

¶ Proposed new entry for óMetro Corridorô. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. 

PM189). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  
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Policy Maps  

3.20.11 Main Issues in relation to the Policy Maps  (4 individual comments)  

¶ East West Rail highlight the need for illustrating the East West Rail safeguarding area 

on policy maps and referencing the origin of the safeguarding directions. 

¶ Request for a modification to the Policy Map to exclude a promoted site from what 

they consider restrictive environmental policies. 

¶ Modifications suggested to the Justice Quarter boundary. 

¶ Concern that the óMetro Growth Corridorô designation extends into Buckinghamshire 

Councils boundary and request to remove this. 

3.20.12 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to the Policy Maps   

¶ Proposed modification to the óMetro Growth Corridorô designation on the Policies Map 

to limit it to Milton Keynes City Councilôs boundary. See Schedule of Proposed 

Changes (Ref. PM200). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  

Proposed Annex M : Framework for monitoring the effectiveness of MK City Plan 

2050 

3.20.13 Main Issues for  Proposed  Annex M  (2 individual comments)  

¶ The Environment Agency suggest that the Council establishes a process to monitor 

and demonstrate how developments continue to comply with Policy CEA5 over the 

duration of the plan.  

¶ Historic England suggest that the heritage indicators are revised. 

3.20.14 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex M  

¶ Proposed additional monitoring indicator for Proposed Policy CEA7. In response to 

comment, see Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM195). 

¶ Proposed additional monitoring indicators for Proposed Policy HE1, in response to 

comment from Historic England. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM196). 

¶ Proposed removal of reference to Policy GS12 Redevelopment of Wolverton Railway 

Works. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM194). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.  
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Proposed Annex N: Policy reference changes between Regulation 18 and Regulation 

19  

3.20.15 Main Issues for Proposed Annex N  

¶ No comments received. 

3.20.16 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex N 

¶ Proposed removal of reference to Policy GS12 Redevelopment of Wolverton Railway 

Works. See Schedule of Proposed Changes (Ref. PM197). 

¶ To view the Councilôs responses to other matters raised, follow the link contained in 

Paragraph 3.9.3 on page 180.   

Proposed Annex L: Small to Medium housing allocations  

3.20.17 Main Issues for Proposed Annex L  

¶ No comments received.  

3.20.18 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex L 

¶ No proposed amendments.  

Proposed Annex J : Plan:MK replaced policies  

3.20.19 Main Issues for Proposed  Annex J  

¶ No comments received. 

3.20.20 The Councilôs Suggested Amendments to Proposed Annex J 

¶ No proposed amendments.  
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Appendix A ï Regulation 18 Consultation Activities  ï 

Regulation 22 ï (1)(c)(ii)  

Introduction to the consultation 

This appendix sets out details of the consultation activities undertaken under Regulation 18, 

including who was invited to make representations and how those representations were 

invited. 

The Regulation 18 consultation on the draft Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 was open for a 

period of 12 weeks  from the 17th of July  2024 until 5pm on the 9th of October 2024 . As 

part of this, we organised and attended a range of activities to proactively support meaningful 

community engagement with the consultation. During this period, we received 609 individual 

representations to the Plan (331 representations via our online consultation platform on 

Urban Intelligence, and 278 representations via email and / or letter). Overall, we received 

over 7,500 individual comments providing feedback on a range of key themes, issues and 

specific draft policies. We also received 196 signed survey responses from residents of 

Whaddon Parish. 

The responses received formed a key input during our policy redrafting stage for the 

Proposed Submission (Regulation 19) Milton Keynes City Plan 2050. Section 3A of this 

Statement sets out the main issues raised at Regulation 18, and the Councilôs 

amendments/actions in response to the representations made in accordance with 

Regulation 22 (1)(c) (iii)(iv) .  

Who we consulted 

We maintain a Consultation Database with the contact details of statutory consultees, various 

organisations, and individuals or agents who have responded to a planning policy 

consultation in the past or have asked to be kept informed of the preparation of our planning 

documents. The Councilôs adopted Statement of Community Involvement (2024) identifies a 

number of bodies that need to be consulted. These include specific consultation bodies 

(comprising various statutory authorities) and general consultation bodies. The general 

bodies include many organisations with an interest in planning, including business and 

residentsô groups, amenity groups, civic groups, cultural organisations, places of worship and 

voluntary organisations. 

To help promote Regulation 18 consultation we organised a comprehensive mail-out to those 

on our Consultation Database and the key consultation bodies identified in the Councilôs 

adopted Statement of Community Involvement (including all statutory consultees, 

stakeholders and interested parties) setting out information regarding the start date and 
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duration of the consultation period.5 The email/letter consultation notification included a link 

to our dedicated webpage for the draft Milton Keynes City Plan (MKCP) 2050, which set out 

the different ways to get involved and respond to the consultation (see Appendix C  for the 

notification email/letter). In total, we sent notifications to 1,411 stakeholders for the Regulation 

18 consultation. 1,196 stakeholders were notified by email, and 215 stakeholders were 

notified by a postal letter. 

How we consulted: 

The Council employed a range of methods to engage with the public, and other interested 

parties, to promote the draft Plan, and evidence base, during the Regulation 18 consultation. 

These measures were based on those set out in our Statement of Community Involvement, 

and included: 

¶ A short form video on what a Local Plan is (see Appendix C  for an example of the 

Councilôs website landing page for Regulation 18) 

¶ Direct notification emails (and a small number of letters) to all key consultation bodies 

listed in the Statement of Community Involvement, as well as other organisations and 

individuals on the Councilôs Consultation Database 

¶ Publication of a digital, web-based, version of the draft Local Plan document on our 

dedicated online consultation platform (see Figure 2 below for an example) 

¶ Hard copies of consultation materials issued to all libraries across Milton Keynes and 

available at the Councilôs Civic Offices6 

¶ Voices of Milton Keynes (a series of creative workshops and interviews) 

¶ Social media posts on the Councilôs dedicated social media channels 

¶ A dedicated landing page on the Councilôs website for the Milton Keynes City Plan 

2050, with a FAQ page (see Appendix C ) 

¶ Radio advertisements for the Draft Local Plan consultation on local station MKFM  

¶ Advertisements on digital boards across Central Milton Keynes 

¶ Hosted an in-person briefing event for Milton Keynesô Parish Councils and elected 

Ward Councillors 

 
5 All Milton Keynes Town and Parish Councils and City Councillors were notified by email. 
6 Central Milton Keynes Library, Bletchley Library, Kingston Library, Newport Pagnell Library, Olney Library, 
Stony Stratford Library, Westcroft Library, Woburn Sands Library, Wolverton Library & Woughton Library. 
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Figure 2: Example  of the Regulation 18 version of the draft Milton Keynes City Plan 
2050 on the online consultation platform (Urban Intelligence)  
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In addition to the above activities to help promote engagement, we also hosted a series of in-

person exhibition events across various locations in Milton Keynes. The drop-in exhibition 

events were attended by officers, and members of the public were invited to attend and ask 

questions and seek advice from officers in relation to the draft MKCP 2050 (as well as other 

supporting documents and draft policy maps). The exhibitions were planned across a series 

of mornings, afternoons and evenings between August to September 2024, and across a 

range of locations in Milton Keynes. Details of these exhibition events were published on our 

website (see Appendix C  for an example of the website). 

A full list of the exhibitions, their locations, dates and times can be seen in Table 1 below. 

Table 2 sets out the recorded attendance across these events. 

Table 1: Details of Exhibition Events supporting the Regulation 18 Consultation  

 Venue Date (2024) Time 

1 
Hanslope Village Hall, MK19 
7NZ 

Friday 9 August 2pm ï 8pm 

2 
The Olney Centre, Olney, MK46 
4EF 

Tuesday 13 August 2pm ï 8pm 

3 
Summerlin Centre, Woburn 
Sands, MK17 8SG 

Friday 16 August 2pm ï 8pm 

4 
Kings Community Centre, 
Wolverton, MK12 5LY 

Tuesday 27 August 9:30am ï 4:30pm 

5 Newton Leys Pavilion, MK3 5SP Tuesday 3 September 12pm ï 6pm 

6 
Bow Brickhill Pavilion, MK17 
9JB 

Thursday 5 September 2pm ï 8pm 

7 
Green Park Community Centre, 
Newport Pagnell, MK16 0NG 

Friday 6 September 9:30am ï 3:30pm 

8 
Kents Hill Conference Centre, 
MK7 6BZ 

Tuesday 10 September 2pm ï 8pm 

9 
Margaret Powell House, Central 
Milton Keynes, MK9 3NB 

Friday 13 September  2pm ï 8pm 

10 
Moulsoe Millennium Hall, MK16 
0HB 

Tuesday 17 September 2:30pm ï 8pm 

11 
MK Conferencing, MK Christian 
Centre Church, Oldbrook, MK6 
2TG 

Wednesday 18 September  9:30am ï 4:30pm 

12 
West Bletchley Community 
Centre, Bletchley, MK3 6BH 

Friday 20 September  2pm ï 8pm 

13 
Whitehouse Community Centre, 
Barrosa Way, Milton Keynes 
MK8 1JS Hall 

Tuesday 24 September  2pm ï 8pm 

14 
Wavendon Community Hub, 
Dankworth Way, MK17 8ZN  

Friday 27 September  2:30pm ï 7:30pm 
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Table 2: Recorded attendance at the exhibition events supporting the Regulation 18 

Consultation.  

 Venue Date Number of 
Attendees  

1 Hanslope Village Hall, MK19 7NZ 09/08/2024 55 

2 The Olney Centre, Olney, MK46 4EF 13/08/2024 41 

3 Summerlin Centre, Woburn Sands, MK17 8SG 16/08/2024 45  

4 Kings Community Centre, Wolverton, MK12 5LY 27/08/2024 17 

5 Newton Leys Pavilion, MK3 5SP 03/09/2024 16  

6 Bow Brickhill Pavilion, MK17 9JB 05/09/2024 65  

7 
Green Park Community Centre, Newport Pagnell, 
MK16 0NJ 

06/09/2024  17 

8 Kents Hill Conference Centre, MK7 6BZ 10/09/2024 19 

9 
Margaret Powell House, Central Milton Keynes, 
MK9 3BN 

13/09/2024 26 

10 Moulsoe Millennium Hall, MK16 0HB 17/09/2024 28 

11 
MK Conferencing, MK Christian Centre Church, 
Oldbrook, MK6 2TG 

18/09/2024 15 

12 
West Bletchley Community Centre, Bletchley, MK3 
6BH 

20/09/2024 18 

13 
Whitehouse Community Centre, Barrosa Way, 
Milton Keynes MK8 1JS 

24/09/2024  1 

14 
Wavendon Community Hub, Dankworth Way, 
MK17 8ZN 

27/09/2024 69 

Total  444 
 

To also help promote and support the Regulation 18 consultation on the draft MKCP 2050, 

officers also attended a series of meetings with local organisations, civic groups and 

businesses. A full list of these events and engagement activities can be seen in Table 3 

below. 

Table 3: Other meetings attended by the Council in support of the Regulation 18 

consultation  

 Engagement Activity  Date 

1 Presentation to MK Youth Council 22/07/2024 

2 Da Vinci Café, Queensway, Bletchley. Business Networking Event 20/08/2024 

3 Slug & Lettuce CMK Business Event 10/09/2024 

4 Environment and Place Scrutiny Committee 12/09/2024 12/09/2024 

5 Meeting with the Open University 19/09/2024 

6 Meeting with the Business Improvement District (BID) Board 19/09/2024 

7 Meeting with the MK Forum 23/09/2024 

8 Meeting with the Parks Trust 26/09/2024 

9 Meeting with MK College 26/09/2024 

10 
New Business Narrative Launch, South Central Institute of 
Technology, Bletchley 

26/09/2024 

11 Meeting with Community Action:MK 03/10/2024 

12 Meeting with Historic England 03/10/2024 
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We also published the evidence base underpinning the draft MKCP 2050, on our dedicated 

webpage, along with various draft topic papers which set out the evidence, drivers for 

change and rationale behind the formulation of the policies in the Draft Plan. Our draft 

Sustainability Appraisal for Regulation 18 was also published, which set out the Councilôs 

preferred options for growth and respective assessment and scoring of options. Our draft 

Policies Maps were also available as an Interactive Map (sign posted on our website 

landing page) on Urban Intelligence (our digital consultation platform) or via PDF format on 

our webpage (see Figure 3). Accessible formats of the draft Plan such as an accessible 

PDF, large print, easy read, audio-recording or braille (and other alternative formats) were 

available upon request via telephone and / or email.  

 

Figure 3: Example of the Interactive policies map for the draft Milton Keynes City 
Plan 2050 on our online consultation portal . 

The MKCP 2050 landing page on our website clearly set out the start date and closing 

deadline for comments on the draft Plan. Our webpage also contained information outlining 

the purpose of a Local Plan, including a short video which set out the process for creating a 

Local Plan, what a Plan typically covers and the duration of the Regulation 18 consultation 

stage on the draft MKCP 2050 (see Appendix C  for examples of the landing page on the 

Councilôs website at Regulation 18). 

We also set out further information on the draft Plan on a dedicated FAQ page on our website, 

covering the opportunities and challenges for Milton Keynes, the contents of the draft MKCP 

2050 and how much growth the MKCP 2050 plans for. This page also promoted a link to our 

digital consultation platform, as well as the PDF version of our consultation response form.
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Conclusion 

The summary above, in combination with Appendix A Schedule 1  below, sets out which 

bodies and persons were invited to make representations under Regulation 18 and how these 

representations were invited in accordance with the plan-making regulations and the 

approach set out in the Councilôs Statement of Community Involvement (March 2024). It also 

sets out the number of representations made pursuant to Regulation 18, and Section 3A of 

this Statement sets out a summary of the main issues raised in those representations, and 

the Councilôs amendments in response. The Council has therefore met the requirements of 

Regulation 22 (c)(i)(ii) (iii) & (iv) . 
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Appendix A - Schedule 1 - Details of the bodies and 

persons the Council invited to make representations 

under Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012  - 

Regulation 22 - (1)(c)(i)  

Please see below for a breakdown of the bodies notified at Regulation 18 in accordance with 

the Regulations and the Councilôs adopted Statement of Community Involvement (March 

2024). 

All M ilton Keynes City Council  Town & Parish Councils  

Town & Parish Counc ils a djac ent to MK  

All Milton Keynes City Council Ward Members  

Members of the public on the Local Plan notification database  

Statutory Consultees  

Active Travel England Anglian Water Services Ltd 

Avanti West Coast Bedford Borough Council Planning Policy Team 

British Pipelines Agency Buckinghamshire Council Planning Policy Team 

Buckinghamshire Fire and Rescue Service Cadent Gas Ltd 

Canal & River Trust Planning Team Canal & River Trust Planning Team South East 

Central Bedfordshire Council Planning Policy 
Team 

Chartered Institute for Waste Management 

Chiltern Railways Civil Aviation Authority 

Cranfield Airport Crown Estate Office 

Department for Environment Food and Rural 
Affairs 

Department for Levelling Up, Housing and 
Communities (Ministry of Housing, Communities 
& Local Government) 

Development Liaison Officer National Grid East West Railway 

English Heritage Environment Agency Sustainable Places 
Principal Officer 

Environment Agency Forestry Commission 

Greater London Authority Greater London Authority - Mayor of London 

Health and Safety Executive Historic England 

Home Office Homes England 

Lead Local Flood Authority Milton Keynes Clinical Commissioning Group 

Milton Keynes City Council Highways Team Milton Keynes Forum 

National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups National Grid - Avison Young 

National Grid - Sharon McGuffie National Grid - Wood E&I Solutions UK Ltd 

National Health Service Property Services National Highways 

National Parks England Natural England 

Network Rail North Sea Transition Authority 

Nuclear Decommissioning Authority Office of Nuclear Regulation 

Scotia Gas Networks South East Midlands Local Enterprise 
Partnership 

Sport England Thames Valley Police Property Services 
Department 
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Thames Valley Police Authority The Coal Authority 

The Garden Trust The Office of the Police and Crime 
Commissioner for Thames Valley 

The Parks Trust The Theatres Trust 

Vodafone and Telefonica (O2) West Northamptonshire Council Planning Policy 
Team (South Area) 

Western Power Distribution  

Town and Borough Councils  

Bedford Borough Council Bedford Borough Council Planning Policy Team 

Bletchley & Fenny Stratford Town Council Borough Council of Wellingborough 

Buckingham Town Council Buckinghamshire Council 

Central Bedfordshire Council Central Bedfordshire Council (Ward Member for 
Cranfield and Marston) 

Central Milton Keynes Town Council Cherwell District Council 

Corby Borough Council Dacorum Borough Council 

Daventry District Council East Midlands Councils 

East Sussex County Council Gloucestershire County Council 

Kettering Borough Council Leighton-Linslade Town Council 

Medway Council Newport Pagnell Town Council 

Norfolk County Council North Northamptonshire Council 

North Yorkshire County Council Olney Town Council 

Stony Stratford Town Council West Berkshire Council 

West Northamptonshire Council West Northamptonshire Council Planning Policy 
Team 

West Sussex County Council Woburn Sands Town Council 

Wokingham Borough Council Wolverton and Greenleys Town Council 

Local Interest Groups  

Age UK Senior Voice Ancell Trust 

Arts and Heritage Alliance - Milton Keynes Bedford & Milton Keynes Waterway Trust 

Bedford Group of Drainage Boards Bedford to Bletchley Rail Users 

Bedfordshire Councils Planning Consortium Bedfordshire Local Nature Partnership 

Big Local Conniburrow Brickhill Residents Against Inappropriate 
Development 

British Cycling Federation Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural 
Environment Partnership 

Calverton Residents Association Campaign for Real Ale Milton Keynes & North 
Bucks Branch 

Campaign to Protect Rural England Church of England - Deanery of Milton Keynes 

Churches Together in Milton Keynes Citizens:MK 

City Discovery Centre Community Action Milton Keynes 

Consortium of Bletchley Residents Associations 
(COBRA) 

Council of Faiths 

Cyclists Touring Club Deanshanger Village Heritage Society 

Education Funding Agency Elderflowers Projects Co Ltd 

Environmental Services Association Friends of Hanson Environmental Study Centre 

Fullers Slade Residents Association Good Homes Alliance 

Home Builders Federation International Sports City Steering Group 

Marston Moreteyne Action Group Marston Vale Community Rail Partnership 
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Middle Eastern Cultural Group Milton Keynes Centre for Integrated Living 
Disability Advisory Group 

Milton Keynes Centre for Integrated Living Ltd Milton Keynes Christian Foundation 

Milton Keynes Community Foundation Milton Keynes Council of Faiths 

Milton Keynes Cycling Association Milton Keynes Forum 

Milton Keynes Forward Milton Keynes Friends of the Earth 

Milton Keynes Heritage Association Milton Keynes Homelessness Partnership 

Milton Keynes Parks Trust Milton Keynes Private Landlords Association 

Milton Keynes Sports Board Milton Keynes Transport Partnership 

Mineral Products Association Mum & Co Playgroup - Olney Youth Centre 

National Landlords Association Netherfield Residents Association 

Newport Pagnell Fishing Association Newport Pagnell Partnership 

Newton Longville Save our Village Campaign North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium 

North End Residents' Association NP Culture Cluster Group 

Open University Oxford Diocesan Board of Education 

Oxon and Bucks Rail Action Committee Preserve Bow Brickhill 

Preserve Bow Brickhill and Urban Eden Protect Rural Milton Keynes 

Rectory Cottages Trust Bletchley Cottages Trust 

Bletchley Archaeological and Historical Society Residents of Renewal Estates (RoRE) 

Ridgeway Resistance Action Group Senior Voice Milton Keynes 

South West Milton Keynes Consortium Stantonbury Campus 

The Auto-Cycle Union Ltd The British Horse Society 

The Fred Roche Foundation The Greensand Trust 

The Guinness Partnership The Parks Trust Milton Keynes 

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
(RSPB) - Central England 

Tinkers Bridge Resident Association 

U3A Local and Social History Group Walton Neighbourhood Plan Working Group 

Water Eaton Residents Association Wavendon Voice 

Woburn Sands & District Society Wolverton Preservation Trust 

Woodland Trust Young Men's Christian Association (YMCA) 

Businesses  

Abbeygate Developments Ltd Active Travel England (ATE) 

Adams Apple Adams Hendry 

Adrian Morrow Architects Anglian Water Services Limited 

Apex Planning AR Planning 

Aragon Land and Planning Ltd Avison Young 

Barker Parry Town Planning Ltd Barton Willmore 

Bellway Homes Limited  Berrys 

Bidwells LLP Bluestone Planning Ltd 

Bovis Homes Ltd British Pipelines Agency 

Caistor Properties Limited Carter Jonas LLP 

Catalyst Land Solutions Cawleys 

Cemex Chartered Institute for Waste Management 

Chilmark Consulting Ltd CIOB 

Connolly Homes plc Countryside 

Cranfield School of Management Dandara Northern Home Countries 

David Coles Architects David Lock Associates Ltd 

David Wilson Homes Davidsons Homes 
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Diocese of Oxford DLA Town Planning Ltd 

DLP Planning Ltd EBS Ltd 

Ecotricity Edgars Limited 

EE Energy Cities 

Environment Agency Environment Agency (Oxford-Cambridge Arc 
Team) 

Fisher German LLP Foston Estates 

Framptons Francis Jackson Homes Ltd 

Gallagher Developments Gladman 

GP Planning Green 4 Architects 

HA Law Hallam Land Management Ltd 

Harris Lamb Property Consultancy Health Watch MK 

Hightown Housing Association Hornbeam Commercial Property & Asset 
Management 

Howard Cole Howkins & Harrison 

Iceni Projects ID Planning 

Indigo Planning Interprove 

J S Bloor (Services) Ltd J. Sawbridge & Son 

Jackson Coles Jackson Planning 

JFL Planning - Associates Ltd John Drake & Company 

JS Bloor (Northampton) Ltd Kirkby and Diamond 

Land & Partners Landsdown Planning 

Lichfields Little Bear 

Louch Shacklock and Partners LLP Lucy White Planning Ltd 

M.Murphy Maddox Planning 

Made it Together Malcolm Scott Consultants Ltd 

Marrons Planning MBNL Ltd 

Mick George Milton Keynes City Centre Management 

Milton Keynes Clinical Commissioning Group Milton Keynes Sinfonia 

MK College Group MK Dons / MK Dons SET 

Montagu Evans MP Beesley and Son 

Mulberry Land Nettassets 

Nineteen47 Nortoft Planning 

Old Road Securities plc Oxalis Planning 

Palnware Ltd Paul Jolley Associates 

Pegasus Planning Group Persimmon Homes Midlands 

Philip Barham Freelance Consulting Ltd Planinfo Research Team 

Planning Prospects Ltd Planware Ltd 

PSA Groupe q2 Architects 

R. Malik R2G Investments 

Red Bull Technology Redrow Homes (South Midlands) 

Richborough Estates Robinson & Hall LLP 

Ruth Jackson Planning Ltd Savills 

SGN Shires Farms 

Silcock Dawson and Partners Smart City Consultancy Ltd 

Smith Jenkins Socially Conscious Capital Ltd 

SPDL St. Modwen 

Stewart Ross Associates Stoney Stratford Business Association 
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Storey Homes Strutt and Parker LLP 

Tetlow King Planning Tetra Tech 

Thameswey Sustainable Communities The Canal and River Trust 

The RO Group The Stables 

Urban Eden Vistry Group 

Watkin Jones WebbPaton 

Woods Hardwick Planning Ltd Woolf Bond Planning 

Minerals  & Waste 

Barnet Council Bath and North East Somerset Council 

Birmingham City Council Bracknell Forest Council 

Brent Council Brighton & Hove City Council 

Bristol City Council Buckinghamshire Council 

Cambridgeshire County Council Camden Council 

Central Bedfordshire Council Cheshire East Council 

Cheshire West and Chester Council City of London Corporation 

Cornwall Council Coventry City Council 

Croydon Council Cumbria County Council 

Darlington Borough Council Dartmoor National Park 

Derby City Council Derbyshire County Council 

Devon County Council Dudley Metropolitan Borough Council 

Durham County Council Ealing Council 

East Sussex County Council Enfield Council 

Essex County Council Exmoor National Park 

Gateshead Council Gloucestershire County Council 

Greater Manchester (including Manchester, 
Salford, Bury, Rochdale, Bolton, Stockport, 
Oldham, Wigan, Tameside & Trafford) 

Hackney Council 

Hampshire County Council (incorporating 
Southampton City, Portsmouth City and New 
Forest National Park Waste Planning 
Authorities) 

Haringey Council 

Hartlepool Borough Council Herefordshire Council 

Hillingdon Council Isle of Wight Council 

Islington Council Kent County Council 

Lake District National Park Lambeth Council 

Lancashire County Council Leicester City Council 

Leicestershire County Council Lewisham Council 

Lincolnshire County Council London Borough of Barking and Dagenham 

London Borough of Bexley London Borough of Bromley 

London Borough of Harrow London Borough of Havering 

London Borough of Hounslow London Borough of Redbridge 

London Borough of Richmond upon Thames London Borough of Sutton 

London Legacy Development Corporation Medway Council 

Merseyside and Halton (including Halton, 
Knowsley, Liverpool, St Helens, Sefton and 
Wirral) 

Merton Council 

Middlesbrough Borough Council Milton Keynes City Council 

Newcastle City Council Newham Council 
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Norfolk County Council North Northamptonshire Council 

North Somerset Council North Tyneside Council 

Northumberland County Council Northumberland National Park Authority 

Nottingham City Council Nottinghamshire County Council 

Old Oak Common & Park Royal Development 
Corporation 

Oxfordshire County Council 

Peterborough City Council Plymouth City Council 

Reading Borough Council Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council 

Royal Borough of Greenwich Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 

Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead 

Rutland County Council Sandwell Metropolitan Borough Council 

Shropshire Council Slough Borough Council 

Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council Somerset County Council 

South Downs National Park Authority South Gloucestershire Council 

South Tyneside Council Southend Council 

Southwark Council Staffordshire County Council 

Stockton on Tees Borough Council Stoke City Council 

Suffolk County Council Sunderland City Council 

Surrey County Council Telford and Wrekin 

Thurrock Council Torbay Council 

Tower Hamlets Council Walsall Council 

Waltham Forest Wandsworth Borough Council 

Warrington Borough Council Warwickshire County Council 

West Berkshire Council West Sussex County Council 

Westminster City Council Wokingham Borough Council 

Wolverhampton City Council Worcestershire County Council 
 

The above organisations, and additional organisations who either submitted representations 

during the Regulation 18 consultation or requested to be added to the Local Plan notification 

database after the commencement of the Regulation 18 consultation, were also notified at 

the Regulation 19 stage.  

Similarly, the above organisations, and additional organisations who either submitted 

representations during the Regulation 19 consultation or requested to be added to the Local 

Plan notification database after the commencement of the Regulation 19 consultation, were 

also notified for the Regulation 19 re-consultation.  
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Appendix  B ï Regulation 19 Consultation Activities and 

Representations Made Pursuant to Regulation 20 ï 

Regulation 22 ï (1)(c)(v) (d) 

Introduction to the consultation 

This Appendix sets out details of the consultation activities undertaken under Regulation 

19, including who was invited to make representations and how those representations were 

invited. 

The Councilôs Proposed Submission Local Plan (óProposed Submission Milton Keynes City 

Plan 2050 Regulation 19 plan for consultationô) and supporting documents, including the 

Sustainability Appraisal, were published in accordance with Regulation 19 for a 6-week  

consultation period, from the 7th of November 2025 until  5:30pm on the 22nd of 

December 2025 . However, due to a technical issue, some people did not receive the 

notification email at the start of the consultation. An additional 6-week  re-consultation was 

therefore run from the 5th of January  2026 until  5:30pm on the 16th of February 2026 . 

The Council consulted specific consultation and statutory bodies, local amenity and 

residentsô groups, businesses and individual residents. A variety of consultation techniques 

were used in accordance with the Councilôs adopted Statement of Community Involvement 

(March 2024). 

Representations made pursuant to Regulation 20 - Regulation 22 ï (1)(c)(v) (d) 

During the Regulation 19 consultation between the 7th of  November  2025 and 5:30pm on 

the 22nd of December  2025, the Council received a total of 163 representations7. During 

the Regulation 19 re-consultation period between the 5th of  January  2026 and 5:30pm on  

the 16th of  February  2026 the Council received 58 representations8. A total of 5 

representations were superseded and 1 representation was withdrawn. Overall, therefore, 

the total number of individual representations made pursuant under Regulation 20 was 215. 

Of this, 169 representations were received by email, 43 via PlaceMaker and 3 by letter. 

The 215 representations resulted in a total of 1,781 individual comments, based on the 

Councilôs review and analysis process of representations, which involved the separation of 

representations into individual comment references, these comments can be viewed in the 

spreadsheet available here: https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-

building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050.  

 
7 Two representations were received after the Regulation 19 consultation closed but were accepted by the 
Council. 
8 Six representations were received after the Regulation 19 re-consultation closed but were accepted by the 
Council. 

https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050
https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050
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Copies of the representations made in accordance with Regulation 20 can be viewed here: 

https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-

2050/mk-city-plan-2050.  

Who we consulted  

To help promote the Regulation 19 consultation stage, we organised a comprehensive 

direct mail-out (via email or letter) to all key consultation bodies listed in the Statement of 

Community Involvement as well as other organisations and individuals on the Councilôs 

Consultation Database.9 All persons and parties notified, and involved, at the Regulation 18 

stage were invited to make representations on the Regulation 19 Proposed Submission 

Milton Keynes City Plan 2050. The notification email/letter clearly set out the start date and 

duration of the consultation period, as well as a link to our dedicated webpage for the Milton 

Keynes City Plan 2050, which set out the different ways to get involved and respond to the 

consultation (see Appendix C  for an example of the Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 landing 

page on the Councilôs website). The email/letter notification included the Statement of 

Representations Procedure, including a Statement of the Fact that the Proposed 

Submission Local Plan and associated documents were available for inspection online, at 

all libraries in Milton Keynes and at the Councilôs Civic Offices (see Appendix C for 

examples of the email/letter consultation notification and the Statement of Representations 

Procedure). 

For the Regulation 19 consultation period, which ran from the 7th of November 2025 to 

5:30pm  on the 22nd  of December 2025 , we sent a notification to 1,890 stakeholders. 1,674 

stakeholders were notified by email, and 216 stakeholders were notified by a postal letter. 

However, we later became aware that a technical issue may have prevented 384 emails 

from being delivered and thus a Regulation 19 re-consultation was launched, which ran 

from the 5th  of January  2026 until 5:30pm  on the 16th  of February 2026 . As part of this 

Regulation 19 re-consultation 1,955 stakeholders were notified. In total, 1,740 stakeholders 

were notified by email, and 215 stakeholders were notified by a postal letter.10 

How we consulted

The Council employed a range of methods to engage with the public, and other interested 

parties, to promote the Proposed Submission Plan, and evidence base, during the Regulation 

19 consultation. These measures were based on those set out in our Statement of 

Community Involvement, and included: 

 
9 All Milton Keynes Town and Parish Councils and City Councillors were notified by email. 
10 This included the stakeholders who commented in the Regulation 19 consultation stage from the 7th of 
November 2025 to the 22nd of December 2025 and interested parties who requested to be added to the 
Consultation Database prior to the Regulation 19 re-consultation. 

https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050
https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/mk-city-plan-2050/mk-city-plan-2050
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¶ Direct notification emails and (and a small number of letters) to all key consultation 

bodies listed in the Statement of Community Involvement, and other organisations and 

individuals on the Councilôs Consultation Database (as well as those who responded 

at Regulation 18). 

¶ Publication of a digital, web-based, version of the Proposed Submission (Regulation 

19) Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 for consultation on our dedicated online consultation 

platform. Respondents were able to use the comment buttons to directly respond to 

specific parts of the Proposed Submission Plan, and the digital comment form closely 

replicated the Model Representation Form for Local Plans (see Figures 4-7). 

¶ Hard copies of consultation materials issued to all libraries across Milton Keynes11, all 

Political Group Rooms (for City Councillors) and were made available at the Councilôs 

Civic Offices. The consultation materials included the:  

 

o Proposed Submission (Regulation 19) Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 

o Regulation 19 Consultation Response Form (PDF and Word version) 

o Regulation 19 Consultation Guidance Note 

o Proposed Submission Policies Map 

o Sustainability Appraisal 

o Habitats Regulations Assessment 

o Equalities Impact Assessment 

o Health Impact Assessment 

o Consultation Statement 

o Duty to Cooperate Statement 

o Statement of Representations Procedure  

  

¶ Social media posts on the Councilôs dedicated social media channels 

¶ A dedicated landing page on the Councilôs website for the Milton Keynes City Plan 

2050, with a FAQ page (see Appendix C )  

¶ Hosted an in-person briefing event for Milton Keynesô Parish and Town Councils and 

Councillors 

¶ Promoted the Regulation 19 consultation in Milton Keynes City Councilôs óCouncillor 

Newsô 

¶ Created óDigital Consultation Packsô packs to promote various consultation materials, 

including posters, which were shared with Milton Keynes Town and Parish Councils 

to help advertise and promote the consultation locally (see Appendix C  for examples 

of this). 

As listed above, hard copies of consultation materials were made available to view at all 

libraries in Milton Keynes and at the Council Offices (as set out in the Statement of 

Representations Procedure and the Statement of the Fact). Hard copies of the consultation 

materials were also issued to the Political Group Rooms for City Councillors. Supporting 

documents, including the evidence base, were available to view in-person at the Councilôs 

 
11 Central Milton Keynes Library, Bletchley Library, Kingston Library, Newport Pagnell Library, Olney Library, 
Stony Stratford Library, Westcroft Library, Woburn Sands Library, Wolverton Library & Woughton Library. 
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Civic Offices upon request. Additionally, accessible formats of the Proposed Submission 

Milton Keynes City Plan 2050, such as an accessible PDF, large print, easy read, audio-

recording or braille (and other alternative formats), were available upon request via telephone 

and / or email.  

The Proposed Submission Plan, supporting documents and evidence base were also 

published on a dedicated webpage. Including updated Regulation 19 Topic Papers, which 

set out the evidence, drivers for change and rationale behind the formulation of the policies 

in the Proposed Submission Plan (see Appendix C  for an example of the landing page at 

Regulation 19 on the Councilôs website). The Regulation 19 Policies Maps were also 

available as an Interactive Map via Urban Intelligence12 (our digital consultation platform) or 

via PDF (published on our webpage). 

We also set out further information on the Proposed Submission Milton Keynes City Plan 

2050 on a dedicated FAQ page on our website, covering the opportunities and challenges 

for Milton Keynes, the contents of the Proposed Submission Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 

and how much growth the Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 plans for. This page also promoted 

a link to the Statement of Representations Procedure and the various ways to make a 

comment. The FAQ page also set out information and guidance in relation to the re-

consultation period (see Appendix C  for an example of the FAQs webpage at Regulation 

19).  

Conclusion 

The summary above sets out the number of representations made pursuant to Regulation  

20, and Section 3B of this statement sets out a summary of the main issues raised in those 

representations and clearly links to copies of the representations made in accordance with 

Regulation 20 . The Council has therefore met the requirements of Regulation 22(1)(c)(v).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
12 The policies on the digital version of the Proposed Submission Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 in 
PlaceMaker, were linked to the relevant policy map and users could click to directly open the policy map, and 
relevant layer(s), side-by-side with the policy. 
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Figure 4: Front Page Example of the Digitalised Proposed Submission M ilton Keynes 
City Plan  2050 on the Urban Intelligence Platform  

 

Figure 5: Example of the Growth Strategy Chapter in the Digitalised Proposed 
Submission Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 on the Urban Intelligence Platform  



 
 

Consultation Statement  

272 
 

272 

 

Figure 6: Example of a n Interactive Policy Block in the  Digitalised Proposed 
Submission Milton Keynes City Plan 2050 on the Urban Intelligence  Platform  

 

Figure 7: Example of the Key Diagram in the Digitalised Proposed Submission Milton 
Keynes City Plan 2050 on the Urban Intelligence Platform  
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Appendix C ï Notification and Consultation Materials  

Consultation Notification Regulation 18 and Regulation 19  

Regulation 1 8 Consultation Email and Attachment  
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Regulation 19 Consultation Email and Attachmen t 
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Regulation 19 Re-Consultation Email  
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Statement of Representations Procedure  
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Regulation 19 Consultation Representation  Form  

 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

298 
 

298 

 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

299 
 

299 

 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

300 
 

300 

 

 



 
 

Consultation Statement  

301 
 

301 

Regulation 19 Re-consultation Representation  Form  
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Regulation 19 Consultation Guidance Note  
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