NEWPORT PAGNELL TOWN COUNCIL

Minutes of a meeting of the Neighbourhood Plan Implementation Group held on Thursday 18 March 2021 at 11am as a Virtual Meeting using Zoom

Present:  	Cllrs Ian Carman, Philip Gage, Euan Henderson, Diane Kitchen, Richard Pearson, Steve Urwin and Phil Winsor (Chairman)
Alan Mills (co-opted member)

In attendance:	Martin Ferns (observer and prospective co-opted member)
Shar Roselman (Town Clerk)
			Patrick Donovan (Deputy Clerk)

ITEM 1 MAR 2021/NPIG:	TO RECEIVE AND ACCEPT APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

Apologies for absence were received and accepted from Cllr Joan Sidebottom.

ITEM 2 MAR 2021/NPIG:	MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING

The minutes of the NPIG meeting held on 28 January 2021 were agreed as a true record.

At this point the Chairman invited Martin Ferns to introduce himself to members. Martin said he was attending the meeting as an observer and expected to confirm his wish to join as a permanent co-opted member of the working group.

ITEM 3 MAR 2021/NPIG:	NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN (NPNP) – VERSION 2

It was noted that the 6-week consultation period on the modified Plan ended on 5th March and that the only representations were from Natural England, Canal & River Trust and Anglian Water, all of which said they had no comments. An examiner has now been appointed (Andrew Ashcroft) and he will conduct the examination of the modified Plan once he has received all the necessary documentation. The working group agreed that Mr Ashcroft appeared to be the best choice given that he said he had actually read the NPNP.

ITEM 4 MAR 2021/NPIG:	NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN (NPNP) – VERSION 3

4.1	Scope of NPNP V3

SR began by saying that V3 will need to put forward a small amount of development and identified what she saw as the two main green field sites in the town whose owners would be looking to develop, ie (i) the end of Lakes Lane/Kickles Lane and (ii) the land opposite Willen Road Sports Ground (where horses often graze). The consultation on NPNP V1 confirmed that residents were strongly opposed to development of these sites and thought that they should be protected as green spaces. EH commented that the context now is different than with V1 and NPTC would have to work harder to protect this land. 
PW drew attention to the land owned by Merchant Venturers to the rear of Flora Thompson Drive which was in Version 1 of the NPNP as a potential residential development site.

The other main element of V3, as discussed at the last NPIG meeting, was to focus on how the town centre could be improved which was particularly pertinent in the light of the current pandemic. SR highlighted the recent demise of Wilford & Dean and the potential for their large premises in Union Street to provide much-needed car parking. However, it was thought that the land was privately-owned (not by W&D) and the owners would probably want to maximise its value by developing it for housing. SR added that were a number of buildings in the town that would qualify under the Permitted Development Rights, notably the 2-storey shops/flats building opposite the NPTC offices which could be suitable for adding a third storey for residential. IC also drew attention to the unsightly swathe of 1960s buildings on St John Street which could be redeveloped.

AM said he did not consider NPNP V3 to be high priority for two reasons:
(i) NPNP V2 was not guaranteed to be successful and may need changes made to it. If it is passed it will not be until towards the end of the year, which will give a further 2 year’s protection against further unwanted development. MKC have publicised the fact that they have built over 2,000 houses in the past couple of years, in excess of the required 1,760, so they have their 5-year housing land supply. Therefore, there is no immediate threat in terms of extra land coming forward. (ii) The government White Paper proposes fundamental changes to the way local and neighbourhood plans should be addressed. The three areas of Growth, Renewal & Protection – if MKC specify areas for growth then the NPNP will have to comply with these. It is unknown whether the whole format of local and neighbourhood plans is going to change but this strategy will certainly impact on how neighbourhood plans could develop.  Repeating the current format for V3 could be a non-starter. Additionally, MK East is coming forward on a fast track because of the funding having to be spent by 2024, and Tickford Fields, once it is granted outline planning consent, will be focussing on design codes and engaging with new developers, etc. NPTC will need to be talking to developers and MKC planners as these issues progress. With regard to V3 and town centre improvements, AM said he would be happy to look at these but until the consequences of Covid and its effect on the High Street are understood it is difficult to know what exactly to do. Town centre developments are difficult to co-ordinate as there are lots of different businesses and owners. Discussions with businesses and landowners should take place before progressing V3 too much further.

	PW said he agreed with AM’s views – the working group should carry out the scoping and think about its strategy, but not in granular detail.

	SR said she mainly agreed with AM but the speed and frequency at which MKC is now required to review their local plan should be considered. It would be helpful if at the next review NPTC can say to MKC, even if no further progress has been made with the NPNP V3, we have an emerging neighbourhood plan which does not touch these green field areas but focusses instead on redevelopment of the town centre. When MKC are considering areas to designate as Growth Areas, NPTC can say that it has an emerging NPNP that does have some status, and this might shape their thinking to avoid having either of the green field sites classified as Growth sites.

	PW suggested looking at all the greenfield sites with potential for residential development to assess their suitability or otherwise for inclusion in V3.

	EH said there was very strong opposition to development of both the green field sites, and that Green Park residents would strongly resist development of the land opposite WRSG, but defining the town centre issue is more difficult. The Wilford & Dean site would be ideal in addressing two important issues in the town – inadequate supermarket provision and car parking. He said that a watch should be kept for the kinds of sites that may emerge for development, such as the Police Station site, the St John Street area referred to earlier by IC, and the telephone exchange.

	SR commented on the refurb works currently being undertaken in one of the Co-op stores. PW said it was being gutted ready for a complete re-fit. SR suggested a meeting with the Co-op to discuss their long-term plans about staying in the High Street. PW reminded her that the two stores came under two different regional offices and it would make sense to speak to the managers of both stores to try to arrange meetings with the respective management teams.

	PW mentioned the work that DK was doing to engage with the business community, and its interface with the Business Development Committee, but RP doubted the commitment of the Business Association given the past attempts by the NP Partnership to get them to participate. RP added that the problem was identifying the private landlords of the various buildings in the town centre. AM commented that it will be easier to engage with local businesses about their futures when lockdown ends and they start trading again.

At this point, Cllr Winsor lost his connection with the meeting and Cllr Henderson took over as Chair.

	EH summarised the situation so far in the discussions. The Steering Group to look at the new plan in two specific regards: (i) potential further green spaces – check on whether still resistant to development and what the arguments will be, and (ii) town centre – engage with businesses once they are running normally again, with the exception of the Co-op and Wilford & Dean where NPTC needs to find out now what they are planning.

	SR asked the working group to continue slowly considering the scope of V3. Although NTC is not yet in a position to progress much further with NPNP V3, until the effects of Covid-19 are clearer on the Town Centre, it can still influence MKC’s preparation of their local plan as an ‘emerging version 3 of the NPNP’. It was agreed to keep V3 on the agenda going forward and to report progress to MKC. 

	Action:  The Deputy Clerk to set up meetings with the relevant parties at the Co-ops in town, and to try to make contact with the owner of the Wilford and Dean site to establish what their intentions for the site were.  

	


4.2	Article 4 Directions

	EH suggested that given the complexity of Article 4 Directions (A4D) it would be sensible to seek further professional advice. SR said she had recently spoken to a number of different people at MKC and the advice received was disturbing. MKC are not in favour of A4D except in relation to the retention of office blocks and retail space in the centre of Milton Keynes. A4Ds have to go to the Secretary of State and it is a complicated process. MKC have said that A4D is the remit of MKC Placemaking (Neil Sainsbury), not MKC Planning, and advised the clerk to speak to the conservation office about the possibility of an A4D for Newport Pagnell. SR said that it was very hard to get traction for an A4D and if NPTC wanted MKC to consider the removal of Permitted Development rights on certain areas, it had to (a) isolate the exact buildings in question and (b) provide an explanation of why they should be subject to an A4D. SR suggested that a small working group is set up comprising one councillor, Alan Mills, the Deputy Clerk and herself to examine the Design Study prepared recently by Sarah Homer for the NPNP V2, and identify suitable buildings for an A4D. A request could then be submitted to MKC but there was no guarantee it would be successful. 

	AM said he had read the conservation officer’s advice and there was a need for justification of the purpose and extent of an A4D and it should be necessary to protect local amenity and wellbeing of an area. The LPA is also required to pay compensation if the planning application is refused in situations where planning consent would have been granted under PDR, so there is a financial deterrent for making an A4D. The objective of relaxing the rules was to provide flexibility in the uses of buildings in town centres. The issue is what harm is caused if the uses change. Listed buildings are not subject to PDRs (they still need planning/LBC) so we are only talking about non-listed buildings.

	SR said that two historical non-listed buildings in NP come to mind, the police station and Cedars School which could be put forward for A4Ds. EH agreed but thought that professional advice should be sought. The last thing MKC wanted was to get involved with A4Ds in Newport or anywhere else in the borough, but it was an important issue for NP. SR said that O’Neil Homer could be re-engaged as a consultant. She said she was happy to discuss this over the telephone with Neil Homer. 

[bookmark: _Hlk67468188]	Action: The Deputy Clerk to set up a working group to look at Design Study, comprising Cllrs Henderson and Carman, Alan Mills, the Town Clerk and the Deputy Clerk, but only once advice was given by an external expert on whether this was a feasible approach.  The clerk to make enquiries of O’Neil Homer on this matter.  

4.3	MK East

	SR said that there had been a meeting with one of the developers but MKC were reluctant to arrange meetings with the other developers. NPTC should try to arrange a further meeting with Berkeley and a first meeting with Bloor Homes and Segro.

	Action: The Deputy Clerk to try to set up the above meetings urgently. 

	AM said he had read the consultation leaflet produced by Berkeley and it does not show all the connections across the A509/A422. Berkeley do not own the land needed to connect to London Road which is an issue. Berkeley are providing 80% of the development infrastructure costs which are not covered by the IF funding. SR said that NPTC had already spoken to Berkeley and told them that they were responsible for their share of the contributions towards all of the crossings. Further meetings with the other developers would need to be arranged before the planning applications come in. AM said it was also important to engage with Development Management, who will be involved in the pre-application negotiations with developers, to get what NPTC wants. SR said she had already spoken to Jon Palmer about NPTC’s concerns over the planning process, particularly relating to cycle routes and crossings over the A422, and sport field development but with little success. This is due in large part to how MKC Planning and MKC Placemaking is structured, with neither wanting to engage with NPTC. AM said it was worth persevering to get MKC to talk to the Town Council.

EH agreed it was difficult to get anywhere with MKC and stressed the importance of (i) putting things in writing to MKC to refer back to when planning applications come in and (ii) copying everything to the six NP ward councillors. SR said that there were no minutes taken of the quarterly meetings with MKC Planning department. EH said that it was important to record what points were discussed with MKC Planning even if minutes were not taken at the time, and to feed them back to MKC officers present at the meetings and to NP ward councillors, especially those who are members of the Development Control Committee, so that there is a record of NPTC’s concerns when the planning applications are submitted. 

Action: The Town Clerk will back up verbal discussions with the MKC planning department with follow up emails on this subject, to ensure there is a permanent record of the issues relating to underground/overhead cycle/pedestrian tracks across the A422 and the allocation of land for sports fields for MK East.  

ITEM 5 MAR 2021/NPIG:	SIGNAGE PUBLIC ART PROJECT

The Steering Group received a copy of an email from Dan Clucas (MKC Public Art) giving an update on the revised location of the wayfinding sign in Silver Street car park. The sign will go in the hardstanding against the small wall and not in the grass behind it, although this has not yet been formally approved by MKC Car Parking, Planning or Estates. As the orientation is identical to the previous proposed location, there will be no need to alter any detail on the sign other than moving the 'shops' direction to the arrow above it and moving the “you are here” slightly. As these are minor changes Maltings are happy to carry out without additional charge.

The Steering Group agreed that this was now the best way forward. 

Action: The Deputy Clerk to feedback this agreement to Dan Clucas.


ITEM 6 MAR 2021/NPIG:	DATE OF NEXT MEETING AND ITEMS FOR THE NEXT AGENDA

It was agreed that the next meeting of the Working Group would be at 11am on 6 May 2021.  

Item for the next agenda – Cllr Kitchen raised the issue of lack of land for car parking in the town, which will be exacerbated by the new developments such as Tickford Fields, MK East, Wetherspoons, etc. She asked that the family-owned Wilford & Dean site is discussed as a possible acquisition for car parking.


Martin Ferns confirmed that he was happy to continue as a member of NPIG.

Resolved to accept Martin Ferns as a co-opted member of the Neighbourhood Plan Implementation Group 

Prop: EH	Sec: IC


The meeting finished at 12.05pm.	
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