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Introduction 
MMAG (Marston Moreteyne Action Group, formerly MMETAG) is a non-political 
group of volunteers who joined forces in July 2008 to oppose an Eco-Town 
development. The Action Group was re-launched in 2009 to fight inappropriate 
development that would swamp and urbanise our individual and distinct rural 
communities. 

General Comments 
Plan:MK is in our view poorly conceived and presented. It contains some misleading 
statements and implications as well as acting beyond the remit of Milton Keynes 
Council (MKC).  
 

1. All of MK’s need for new housing can and should be delivered within Milton 
Keynes Borough (MKB).  

2. If new housing is built in Central Bedfordshire in the parishes close to Milton 
Keynes (MK) it is counted towards satisfying the need for new housing with 
regard Central Bedfordshire Council (CBC), not Plan:MK.  

3. The changes to the final South East Plan made by order of the Secretary of State 
for Communities and Local Government in July 2008 made clear that new 
housing delivered within Central Bedfordshire would not reduce the number of 
new homes needed to be built within MKB, while there was more than sufficient 
land capable of being developed within MKB to meet its need. 

4. This principle has been confirmed by the NPPF which in paragraph 182 only 
requires planning authorities to provide for the “unmet requirements from 
neighbouring authorities”. 

5. The current Plan:MK consultation gives the mistaken impression that the 
residents of Milton Keynes (MK) can decide whether their housing need will be 
delivered wholly within MKB or partly in MKB and partly in neighbouring areas. 

6. The consultation is flawed and based on a series of Vision Workshops that many 
were unaware of. MMAG has engaged in previous expansion consultations by 
MKP/MKC over the years. However, we were not approached about the current 
consultation and were forced to write and complain when we eventually found out 
about the consultation process. The workshop MMAG was booked to attend was 
then cancelled at very short notice leaving us unable to attend any workshops 
and be involved as promised. 

7. MKB can provide land for all future housing and employment need. About half the 
land area of MKB is undeveloped. 

8. The consultation presents four Options for the growth however, two are outside 
the MKB boundary. The consultation implies that new housing delivered outside 
the MKB boundary in these two Options will reduce the need for houses to be 
delivered within MKB. Respondents to the consultation who live in MKB may be  
inappropriately ‘directed’ to Options 1 and 2. 

9. Option 1 of the current consultation includes a specific site allocation for the 
delivery of new housing in Central Bedfordshire. This is unacceptable. Identifying 
and allocating development sites in Central Bedfordshire lies wholly with CBC. 
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10. The MKC Executive Scrutiny Committee meeting that considered whether to 
proceed with the current consultation identified in the decision sheet for that 
meeting: 

“(b) That the second stage was poorly communicated; 
 
(c) That attendance at the Vision Workshop was not as representative of 

Milton Keynes as it could have been;” 
 

MMAG’s own exclusion from the process has been highlighted earlier. 
 
11. Now having had access to the Topic Paper consultation before the Vision 

Workshops took place we can see that a clear impression was made that there 
was no land available for development within the MK urban area or in the rural 
area of MKB east of the M1. This impression was reinforced by the maps in the 
Open Space Topic Paper which showed most of the land east of the M1 in MKB 
retained for green infrastructure. As such MKC had already skewed the evidence 
base for the consultation in a way that is unacceptable. 

12. There has been an established principle dating back to the preparation of the 
Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy that the character of the 
existing historic settlements in and around MK should be protected and that 
coalescence between the new town and existing historic settlements should be 
avoided. Yet the consultation proposals could be severely adversely affect 
Husborne Crawley, Ridgmont, Brogborough and Cranfield. 

 
Question 1 
Workshop outputs for a longer term Vision 
Do you agree that these bullet points are a useful starting point to be used alongside 
other inputs (including the outcomes of the MK Futures 2050 Commission) for a 
Vision for Plan:MK and Milton Keynes in the longer term? 
 
As has been acknowledged by MKC the Vision Workshop process was flawed and 
cannot provide a robust evidence base to take Plan:MK forward. MMAG has 
engaged in previous expansion consultations by MKB over the years. However, we 
were not approached about the current consultation and were forced to write and 
complain when we eventually found out about the consultation process. The 
workshop MMAG was booked to attend was then cancelled at very short notice 
leaving us unable to attend any workshops and be involved as promised. 
 
Question 2 
Form of Vision for Plan:MK 
When we come to write the Vision for Plan:MK do you think it would work best as a 
short, bullet point list or would there be value in expanding each aim with some 
explanatory text to provide more detail about what it covers? 
 
Either may work but it must actively and clearly show respect to the rights of 
residents from neighbouring areas in Central Bedfordshire. 
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Question 3 
Other opportunities 
What are your thoughts on this list of workshop outputs? Do you think there are any 
that should be considered further through Plan:MK? 
 
As has been acknowledged by MKC the Vision Workshop process was flawed and 
cannot be used to base any decisions on. Plan:MK has no place to be commenting 
on development at Junction 13 of the M1 which is within Central Bedfordshire. 
Similarly with any development of Cranfield University. Both these issues are the 
responsibility of a Local Plan for Central Bedfordshire created by CBC. 
 
Question 4 
The next 'big things' for Milton Keynes 
What sorts of facilities or opportunities do you think Milton Keynes should try to 
develop in the future? 
 
Facilities and opportunities conceived and developed within your own geographical 
boundaries. 
 
Question 5 
Continued outward expansion of Milton Keynes urban area (Direction of Growth 1) 
Do you think that continuing the outward expansion of the Milton Keynes urban area 
in this direction is the best way to accommodate new development in the longer 
term? 
 
No, all of your new housing need should and can be accommodated within MKB  
No further growth in the south east of MKB is surely feasible until the impact of the 
massive Broughton development which almost links J13 and J14 of the M1 and the 
planned 3,000 homes in Wavendon has been assessed. The location will require a 
comprehensive, deliverable traffic strategy. 
 
Question 6 
Sensitivity of areas on the edge of Milton Keynes to new development (Direction of 
Growth 1) 
Are some areas on the edge of Milton Keynes identified in this direction more 
sensitive to new development than others? If so, which? Are there some areas 
identified in this direction that you think are more suitable? 
 
CBC’s own Local Plan will identify and assess the suitability of sites within Central 
Bedfordshire for development. As previously stated avoiding coalescence of the new 
town with traditional villages is a long established principle going back to the South 
Midlands Sub Regional Strategy and should be respected.  
 
Question 7 
Final extent of outward expansion of Milton Keynes (Direction of Growth 1) 
If Direction of Growth 1 were to proceed, should we define an eventual ‘final extent’ 
of development? If so, where should this be? 
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Within the MKB boundary you have more than enough unused space to 
accommodate all future housing and employment need. Therefore the MKB 
boundary is the appropriate ‘final extent’ for development. 
 
Question 8 
Treatment of existing settlements in Direction of Growth 1 
Is a green buffer the best way of protecting the character and integrity of the existing 
settlements that lie within the areas of new development identified in Direction of 
Growth 1? Or would you prefer to see them integrated in a similar fashion to the 
villages in the existing urban area, for example Great Linford and Loughton? 
 
There was Open Green Space included in the previous draft CBC Development 
Strategy so this should be provided. No coalescence between the existing historic 
settlements and the new town should be deemed acceptable. Central Bedfordshire 
will determine its growth plan, not Plan:MK. 
 
Question 9 
Scale of development east of the M1 (Direction of Growth 2) 
What do you think about the scale of the development suggested for east of the M1 
in Direction of Growth 2? 
 
MKB can accommodate all development need within its own boundary. Development 
outside the MKB boundary east of the M1 is unnecessary and inappropriate.  
 
MKB own Planning Department representative is on record at the MMAG conference 
18 April 2009 stating that development east of the M1 is not feasible or preferred due 
to constraints on all types of infrastructure and the costs of addressing such 
constraints.  
 
Question 10 
Final extent of development east of the M1 (Direction of Growth 2) 
If Direction of Growth 2 were to proceed, should we define an eventual ‘final extent’ 
of development? If so, where should this be? 
 
Within the MKB boundary you have more than enough unused space to 
accommodate all future housing and employment need. Therefore the MKB 
boundary is the appropriate ‘final extent’ for development. 
 
Question 11 
Treatment of existing settlements in Direction of Growth 2 
Is a green buffer the best way of protecting the character and integrity of the existing 
settlements that lie within the areas of new development identified in Direction of 
Growth 2? Or would you prefer to see them integrated in a similar fashion to the 
villages in the existing urban area, for example Great Linford and Loughton? 
 
As previously stated, avoiding coalescence of the new town with traditional villages 
is a long established principle dating back to the South Midlands Sub Regional 
Strategy and should be respected. The existing settlements including Hulcote and 
Salford, Ridgmont, Brogborough and Cranfield are not part of MKB and coalescence 
between these settlements and the new town is unacceptable.  
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A ‘green buffer’ is of little positive impact on the villages mentioned above as well as 
Lidlington, Marston Moretaine and other settlements in the Marston Vale, if Option 2 
is implemented. Central Bedfordshire should decide the location and type of any 
development or green infrastructure in Central Bedfordshire east of the M1 not 
Plan:MK. 
 
Question 12 
Size of new settlement(s) (Direction of Growth 3) 
Would it be better to have one much larger new settlement, like a Garden City, in the 
northern part of or adjacent to the Borough, which is large enough to be self-
sufficient in terms of jobs, schools, health, shops and all other services? Or would 
you favour an approach of having several smaller settlements? 
 
MMAG has previously galvanized the local community and fought off spurious ‘Eco 
Town’ developments. 700 people marched on the former A421 at Marston Moretaine 
making it absolutely clear that any large scale new development locally was (and 
remains) unacceptable. Calling it a Garden City is pointless and also sounds strange 
alongside the far large settlement that is still Milton Keynes New Town. 
 
There is more than enough land within MKB to meet your housing and employment 
requirement. 
 
Question 13 
Possible locations for new satellite settlements (Direction of Growth 3) 
Are there any locations that you think would be suitable for a satellite settlement? 
And if so, why? 
 
MKC should put out a new call for sites across MKB, including a full range of site 
types and sizes, as has CBC for Central Bedfordshire. Then objectively assess the 
suitability of the proposed sites within your boundary and progress on that basis. 
 
Question 14 
Final extent of new satellite settlements (Direction of Growth 3) 
If this approach were to proceed, should we define an eventual ‘final extent’ of 
development around any satellite settlement? 
 
Within the MKB boundary you have more than enough unused space to 
accommodate all future housing and employment need. Therefore the MKB 
boundary is the appropriate ‘final extent’ for development. 
 
Question 15 
Intensification and Redevelopment of the urban area (Direction of Growth 4) 
Do you think that intensification and redevelopment of the existing urban area should 
take place alongside greenfield development as identified in the other directions of 
growth? 
 
From the previous consultation we understood that intensification of the existing 
urban area and redevelopment of old estates was a core principle of meeting your 
housing need. Certainly this should be pursued prior to identifying and developing 
new greenfield sites within MKB: 
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Question 16 
Types of Redevelopment or Intensification of the urban area (Direction of Growth 4) 
Are there any of the redevelopment/intensification approaches mentioned above that 
you would particularly support, or that you think should not be considered? Are there 
any opportunities that have not been included? 
 
Answer as above Q15 
 
Question 17 
Other areas suitable for redevelopment (Direction of Growth 4) 
Are there any locations that you think would be particularly suitable for 
redevelopment? 
 
A comprehensive review of all sites within MKB should be undertaken and will we 
are sure present many opportunities within the MKB boundary. The ongoing review 
and regeneration and/or intensification of older estates is also sensible. 
 
Question 18 
Other approaches for longer term development 
Do you think there are other possible development directions, beyond those that 
came out of the Workshops, that should be considered? 
 
The Vision Workshops were flawed and the basis for consultation and potential 
development is very weak. Ideally avoid including information and visuals that cause 
confusion and mislead. The maps illustrating the Options had a possible Junction 
13A on the M1. A Junction 13A was considered as part of the public examination into 
the dualling of the A421 between Bedford and Junction 13. It was ruled out by the 
Highways Agency

• Utilise the available land within MKB 

 on both cost and safety grounds. 
 
Question 19 
Your thoughts on the directions of growth 
Are there elements of any of the directions that you particularly like or think have 
particular merit? Similarly, are there any elements that you think would be 
unworkable, even over the long term future? Are there any conditions or 
requirements you would place on any of the approaches presented that would help 
to make them a sustainable direction of growth that you could support? 
 
As previously stated: 
 

• Redevelop older estates 
• Avoid development to the south east of Milton Keynes until the impact of 

existing and planned developments here have been assessed 
 
Question 20 
Order of preference of directions of growth 
As mentioned at the start of this section, it is possible that the final Development 
Strategy in Plan:MK might involve a combination of parts or all of two or more of 
these directions of growth. Which of the directions of development would you 
consider to be the last resort, the one that you would find most difficult to support? 
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Similarly, which do you think is the most sensible or sustainable direction, that 
should be considered as a priority? 
 
Within the MKB boundary you have more than enough unused space to 
accommodate all future housing and employment need. Therefore the MKB 
boundary is the appropriate ‘final extent’ for development. 
 
 
Submission by: 
MMAG 
www.mmetag.com 
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