NEWPORT PAGNELL TOWN COUNCIL

Minutes of a meeting of the Neighbourhood Plan Implementation Group held on Thursday 6 May 2021 at 11am as a Virtual Meeting using Zoom

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

In attendance:	Shar Roselman (Town Clerk)
			Patrick Donovan (Deputy Clerk)

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

There were no apologies for absence. 

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

The minutes of the NPIG meeting held on 18 March 2021 were agreed as a true record.

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

The Working Group received and noted a copy of the examiner’s Clarification Note on the submitted NPNP Version 2 together with the Town Council’s response. It was further noted that the modified Plan incorporating the examiner’s minor amendments will be ‘made’ at the June Full Council meeting. It was currently being confirmed as to whether MKC will also formally ‘make’ the Plan. 

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

4.1	Scope of NPNP V3

	SR began by reiterating that the focus of Version 3 will be the town centre, not on any land outside the town centre. Consideration is currently being given to the extension of the Conservation Area (CA) although this may happen before Version 3 comes into effect. The ex-Wilford & Dean site should also be examined for potential additional car parking (discussed later under 4.3). The long-term future of retail businesses in the town is also an important consideration and those shops that have survived in 6 months’ time will inform NPIG’s future strategy on desired changes to the town centre.

4.2	Article 4 Directions

	The Working Group received the notes of a Zoom meeting on 22nd April 2021 with Simon Peart (MKC Conservation) to discuss Article 4 Directions (A4D). SR referred to a subsequent email from Simon who had discussed the situation with MKC Planning and who were adamant that they did not want an A4D in place. They said the CA was excluded from the PD rights so this gives some protection from unwanted development in the CA and listed buildings. An answer is still awaited from Neil Homer (NH) as to whether the CA will apply in terms of the new Use Class E changes to residential. Until it is clarified whether the CA is included, we are not in a position to argue the case with MKC. If under the new Class E changes a building in the CA can be automatically converted to residential under PDRs then that will be of concern. An answer to this is required from NH.

	SR said she had been collecting historical data on other police station sites around the country that can be used as evidence to support an application to Historic England (HE) for the listing of the Newport Pagnell police station. She added that she needed approval to seek assistance from Neil and Sarah Homer with the wording of the application to HE. There was some debate as to whether NPIG as a group had the power to endorse and commit expenditure by the Town Council. SR said that this could either be approved by TPEM and full council or delegated to officers to act on instructions given by working groups. It was agreed to delegate to the clerk the engagement of Neil and Sarah Homer to assist in putting the case to Historic England to list the Police Station site.  

On the third action that emerged during the Zoom meeting on 22nd April mentioned above, an answer from NH on the Class E issue was needed first before formulating a letter to MKC regarding the expansion of the CA.

	SR said she had been refused permission by the police to photograph the interior of the police station and she asked whether the Historical Society would have any old photos, particularly those showing the police cells and the Court House. RP said there were a lot of photographs in existence and mentioned that Ron Spendlove, an ex-local police officer, used to host meetings of the Action Group at the police station and was involved with the police museum. RP also offered to approach Brian Hunt, a keen local photographer, to see if he had any old pictures.
	
	Action: Cllr Pearson 

4.3	Car Parking

	It had been established from the agents, Stimpson Eves, that the old Wilford & Dean site is not for sale. Their aim is to lease the office at 57 Union Street plus a small amount of parking provision and let the remaining land on a long-term lease for £20K per annum. It is possible the owners would be interested in a long lease to NPTC on the basis that NPTC cleared and tarmaced it.  SR suggested waiting for six months while the agents marketed the lease, as the market was not buoyant at the moment.

	AM gave some planning advice on the proposal. He said there would be problems getting planning permission for the change to a car park with access from Union Street, and being a tapering site there would be issues with parking spaces either side of a central access. He suggested talking to the agents about a possible long-term lease with the option to purchase in the future. He added that there were several examples in MK where there was no lease, or the lease had expired. EH said that the cost of clearing the site and laying tarmac to create potentially 24-30 car parking spaces would be very expensive. At £2-3K per space on top of the £20K pa, it was not feasible. He added that this would be an issue with any area in the town.

DK said it was very important to try to secure this land. Shopkeepers’ main concern was the lack of car parking. The capital cost of creating the car parking spaces could possibly be covered by Tickford Field s106 funding, although this was earmarked for the Castle Meadow site.  However, a  new High Street Regeneration grant was available. SR said that an approach to MKC for the High Street Regeneration funding may be possible as part of a joint regeneration project with MKC, rather than NPTC going it alone.

AM suggested the cost of the lease could be negotiated down by offering a longer term lease. Any purchase option would value the land at residential/commercial land values, so he further suggested a lease to start with followed by the use of the s106 monies from the Tickford Fields site to purchase at a future time. Long term car parking was in very short supply. There would be a high initial capital outlay and £20K per annum until the s106 monies came through.

PW suggested that the site could be a terminus for the new Demand Responsive Transport scheme.

	It was agreed that the Wilford & Dean site issues would be discussed at the Business Development Committee for some blue sky thinking before returning the project to the  Neighbourhood Plan working group, with a view to talking to MKC about the potential for High Street Regeneration funding.

ITEM 5 MAY 2021/NPIG:	MK EAST

5.1	The Working Group noted that Berkeley Group have submitted an outline planning application (21/00999/OUTEIS) which had been formally considered by the Town Planning & Environmental Management Committee the previous evening. TPEM had considered the application in the light of comments by both Alan Mills and the Town Clerk and had formulated a response accordingly. 

5.2	The Working Group received a copy of the notes of a meeting with Bloor Homes on 19th April 2021. There was an extended discussion about the merits or otherwise of both the Berkeley and Bloor Homes’ submissions, and their willingness to listen to and act on the concerns of the Town Council. Bloor themselves had suggested allowing the area adjacent to Willen Road Sports Ground to become the sports centre for the MK East site, and were also very accommodating in discussions about the London Road crossing. Berkeley on the other hand had not listened to any of NPTC’s concerns about retail, schools, etc, and had been unwilling to amend any of their proposals. SR and AM had put forward a number of arguments urging MKC to ensure they are included in an amended application.

	AM agreed, saying that the relocation of the sports ground to the north of the A422 next to WRSG gives Bloor much more land for housing, but this also affects the Berkeley Homes site who would also be expected to give up land for this purpose. He said Bloor were unlikely to agree to a redway bridge along the Willen Road unless broader funding was made available from other developers.  MKC were, of course, following the SPD policy but this was contrary to MKC’s own redways policy. It was always a fault of the SPD to use that crossing as an at-grade crossing. AM suggested writing to MKC Planning regarding the points raised at the meeting with Bloor Homes, pointing out how wrong the SPD was. MKC are driven by policy and will point to what the SPD says. That is a big hurdle to overcome. 

	EH said that the point raised by AM about at-grade crossings versus a bridge or tunnel appeared to point to an illogicality in the SPD. He suggested that this could be taken up with NP ward councillors with a special motion for Council to look at the SPD’s wording, and that would go back to Development Control for modification.

SR said that the problem is that if TPEM had no objections to the Berkeley application and even if the SPD could be amended, Berkeley’s proposals are based on the current SPD and they would not locked be into any changes to the SPD in the future. Whilst the redway crossing onto London Road is on Bloor Homes’ land and the SPD will determine the s106 contributions towards the whole development. If Bloor are not getting a contribution from Berkeley towards the under/over crossing they will not pay for it all by themselves. It would have to be funded by the Berkeley development. With no objections to the Berkeley’s application, Berkeley will say they are not obliged to pay for this.

AM said that the Bloor development was proposing a bridge on the line of the footpath. They know they will have to pay for a footbridge crossing but what we are saying is why drop a footpath into the middle of a playing field when a better solution is along Willen Road. There is a piece of privately-owned land between Caldecote Lane and the A422 and without this the linear park will not be able to be completed and also the redway connection to London Road will be incomplete. Berkeleys are on a fast-track to spend the HIF money on infrastructure by 2024 and will want their application pushed through by MKC. The bit of land between the Berkeley and Bloor developments is the missing link. Berkeley are taking 80% of the development value and the privately-owned land is being missed out which will mean that the redway link and linear park will not be achieved.

SR asked if the response to MKC following the previous evening’s meeting of TPEM is worded as ‘no objection provided that the following amendments are made’.  PW said that the comments made by both AM and SR were taken into account and agreed unanimously. TPEM did not object but asked that these comments were given due weight.

AM referred to the Bloor Homes application and the suggestion that his notes were combined with SR’s comments. He said that a joint approach to MKC Planning saying that Bloor were willing to talk to NPTC and here are the issues, with a copy to Bloor Homes. This was important in the early stages before the application becomes set, and there is more chance of desired changes being agreed. AM said he would try to get his notes to SR in time for the 19 May TPEM meeting.

5.3	The Working Group noted that it had not been possible to contact Newlands Developments for a meeting despite the Deputy Clerk’s efforts to obtain their contact details from both MKC and Newlands’ planning consultants.  SR said that neither the planning consultants nor MKC were willing to tell NPTC anything. AM suggested that the comments on the previous application are submitted to MKC Planning with a copy to the agent. 

Action:  Deputy Clerk

ITEM 6 MAY 2021/NPIG:	SIGNAGE PUBLIC ART PROJECT

The Working Group noted that final go ahead has been given to MKC Public Art / Maltings Studio for the manufacture of the six waymarking signs in accordance with the latest Version 8 of the project. EH asked if there was an anticipated installation date. The Deputy Clerk said he would find out from Dan Clucas at MKC Public Art.
[bookmark: _Hlk71614974]
Action:  Deputy Clerk

ITEM 7 MAY 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 8 July 2021.  


Alan Mills drew attention to the recently circulated information on grants for support for neighbourhood planning and whether NPTC would qualify for funding. He added that there was a limited amount of money available which would go in the first instance to the Local Authority. SR said this would be part of the same project as the parking scheme.


The meeting finished at 12.00pm.	
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