NEWPORT PAGNELL TOWN COUNCIL
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

Minutes of the Business Development Working Group held electronically using Zoom Conferencing on 20th September 2021 at 10.30 am. 

Present:	Councillors Ian Carman (Vice Chair), Euan Henderson (Chair), Roger Hornblow, Diane Kitchen, Tony Oyakhire and Phil Winsor.  

Attending:     Shar Roselman - Town Clerk
	Two members of the public for part of the meeting. 
		 	 
ITEM 1.   BD/SEPT/2021: APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

There were apologies from Cllr Gage for this meeting.   

ITEM 2.  BD/SEPT/ 2021:    DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no interests declared.      

ITEM 3.  BD/SEPT/ 2021:  QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

One member of the public had sent in a list of written questions.  These were answered verbally under item 11.  Another member of the public said she had no direct questions, but was interested in hearing what was happening at Burgess Gardens and in decisions on policies being made for Bury Common.  Her main concern was that policies did not restrict activities too much at Bury Common, as she felt it was important for people to be able to use the Common as they wished to, although she did comment that there was far too much dog faeces on the site.  

The chair proposed an amendment to the agenda to take item 11 first in the interests of the members of the public, and this was agreed.  

ITEM 11.   BD/SEPT/2021: BURGESS GARDENS ALLOTMENT SITE 

The working group discussed the survey results on Burgess Gardens, noting that including late respondents to the survey there had been 34 responses in total, of which 13 were against, 5  were very positive, 3 were generally positive, and 13 were neutral, many of these latter respondents seeking further information.  One member of the public present at the meeting asked if the council was aware of an on-line petition with 322 signatures, in favour of retaining a dog’s ‘off leads’ walking area at Burgess Gardens.   Cllr Henderson explained that the area in which dog were being walked off leads at present had never been intended to be a dog walking facility, that it was ungated, and therefore presented safety issues, and that there were no legal rights for people to walk dogs off leads.  This area had always been intended to be an allotment site for the residents of Green Park and was registered as such at Land Registry. He advised that the Council was aware of the petition but that it had never been formally presented to the Town Council, and that the petition did not provide a full perspective for residents on which they could make informed decision. It also did not call for physical addresses and names of residents to ensure that these were local residents. Social media, which had fuelled the petition, had been full of uninformed and incorrect information. Cllr Winsor noted that the petition could only be counted as one survey response, given the absence of ability to ensure that respondents were all residents whose local park was Burgess Gardens.    

The clerk was asked to provide short verbal answers to the questions raised by the resident.  

1. Question: How many allotment plots would the area at Burgess Gardens be expected to accommodate. 
1. Response: Between 30 and 40, depending on how many plots were five pole plots and how many were 10 pole plots. 
2. Question: Is there a waiting list for allotments and how many are on the waiting list. 
2. Response: There are 30 people on the waiting list at present of which 7 are Green Park residents.  Waiting lists in the last year have been as high as 96 people.  There are currently 65 tenants who are Green Park residents working plots at other allotment sites that are not in Green Park, because there is no allotment provision at all in the Green Park estate. 
3/4 Question: What is the budget allocated to realise this proposal of allotments at Burgess Park? Does it include connection of mains water supply and taps at both ends of the field, fencing, gates, additional car parking and public signs? What part of the Town Council’s budget will this money come from and what are expected to be the ongoing maintenance costs?
3/4 Response: The facility will be fully funded from Developer Funding, and so will have no effect on the Town Council’s budget.  
 5.	Question: A leaflet was distributed to residents in roads local to the park. Will the Town Council confirm how many replies were received back in total, and how many supported the proposal and how many expressed any form of concern?
 5.	Response:  This question has already been answered in the meeting proceedings detailed above. 
 6.  Question: An average of 1 in 5 households own a pet dog.  Why have the wider residents of Green Park/Newport Pagnell not been given the opportunity to express their comments about the allotments proposal when daily walks often exceed 30 minutes and this field is the only space which is not a football pitch or shared children’s play area.  There is no alternative space in Green Park that provides a non-shared space for dog exercise.
  6. Response: The Countryside Act and its various amendments prohibits dogs not under control to be walked without a lead.  Under control means being walked with a lead, or trained to walk to heel.  There is therefore no legal right for dog walkers to walk their animals without leads unless they are extremely well-behaved dogs that always walk to heel and never run off towards other animals. Cllr Winsor commented that none of the other Town Council parks make provision exclusively for dog walkers.   The area in Burgess Gardens Park is not safe for dogs of leads, in that it is not fully enclosed, and there is plenty of provision for dogs to be walked in many areas in Newport Pagnell without encountering football fields or play areas, such as Bury Common, Riverside Meadow, Castle Meadow, and much closer to hand for Green Park residents, Tongwell Lake.    
       7. No question raised: just a statement that all dog owners on the Green Park estate, of which there are likely to be some 200,  should have an equal right to respond to a survey that affects them. Only 18 days was allowed for responses and this took place during the school holidays.
       7. Response: The survey started being delivered 19th July, took several days to deliver to all homes serviced by that park, and responses were required by 18th August. Most local residents were given at least 3 ¾ weeks to respond and some longer than this. There are 4 parks servicing the Green Park estate and a further 2 parks servicing the homes between Wolverton Road and Green Park Drive which may be referred to as the Annesley Road Estate. Burgess Gardens is the town’s least used park, and regular visits to the park at all times of day generally reflect no more than 2-3 occupants at any one time. On occasions there are many more dogs than people, some of whom have been identified as professional dog walkers coming from outside the local area in large vans.  
       8. Question: Will the Town Council undertake independent soil analysis to verify that the soil is safe from lead for crops intended for human consumption?   
       8. Response: A soil analysis was carried out a number of years ago for heavy metals in this land including lead. The survey showed no significant lead levels. A further soil analysis would be undertaken prior to putting up allotments, but there is little expectation that it would show high levels of lead given that leaded petrol has been illegal in the UK since 2000, rowan trees on the site are fruiting well with berries, and there is no sign of leaf curl or mottling of leaves on any of the trees or shrubs on site.   

POST MEETING NOTE:  It should be noted that since the meeting the petition mentioned above  has been formally presented to the Town Council, but that it does not provide addresses of signatories.  In some cases full postcodes are provided, but the vast majority of these are from residents living outside of the Green Park area including from as far away as Ipswich and Germany.  Only 17 could definitely be identified by their postcodes as coming from the wider Green Park area.  
         
The working group discussed the area in which the consultation had taken place. It was felt that as there were two major parks in Green Park, one being the Kingfisher, the other Burgess Gardens, a further consultation that fully explained answers to questions such as those above could take place for all homes south of Elthorne Way, but excluding all homes in the Annesley Road Development.  It was noted that consultation responses were not the only deciding factor, and that Green Park residents currently making use of other areas’ allotments was a very significant concern. A proposal was raised that Burgess Gardens is a large enough park to place a protected dog walking facility elsewhere in this park.  Cllr Winsor was against this idea, based on the view that no other parks provide such a facility.  

Resolved to recommend to Full Council:
1. That a further survey is sent to Green Park residents to all homes east of Elthorne Way (excluding homes north of Green Park Drive which are part of the Annesley Road Estate). [To be absolutely clear, the area surveyed should therefore be the 4 streets previously surveyed, plus Ranelagh Gardens, Avery Court, Friary Gardens, Syon Gardens, Greenwich Gardens, Hyde Close, Waterlow Close and Ruskin Court].
2. This survey should provide additional information to residents such as numbers of Green Park residents currently occupying allotments outside of Green Park, and numbers of Green Park residents currently on the waiting list for allotments. As well as setting straight those misconceptions which have been circulating in social media It can include a question on whether residents would find an alternative dog walking area on Burgess Gardens acceptable, and should include information about the parking requirement that a new allotment site will demand, and on-site parking provision. 
3. That the final decision on whether to put allotments on Burgess Gardens be based on the results of this new survey, as well as on a number of other considerations, such as the allotment need arising from Green Park residents, and that this decision be taken by the Business Development Working Group members.  

Prop: EH	Sec: PW
 
ITEM 4.  BD/SEPT/2021: MINUTES 
 
Resolved to approve the minutes of the meeting held on 19th July
2021 as a correct record of the meeting.

Prop:	PW 	Sec: RH

The following items in the minutes refer to progress against the committee’s objectives. 
 
ITEM 5.  BD/SEPT/2021:  SPORTS PROVISION  

Objective: To continue to ensure that the Neighbourhood Plan delivers adequate sports provision for the town both at Willen Road Sports Ground and on the Tickford Field Farm site. 

5.1	Willen Road Sports Ground (WRSG) 

	It was believed that the matter of where the new pavilion is placed and the move of the existing league football pitch had been resolved.  However, NPTFC were not convinced that the plans showed the required 5 m move. 

	Action: The clerk to discuss with Steve Wells Associated. 

5.2	Tickford Fields Farm site – Bowls Club   

Steve Wells Associates will not commence the final design of the sports/wellbeing/community centre on this site until the Tickford Fields Farm site is settled.  Funding for this project is also required.  

It was noted that an Index-linked clause has been inserted into the MoU, which should cover the WRSG funding as well as the Tickford Fields Farm site, but that this only became active from April 2021, meaning that increases in construction costs before that date would not be covered.      

ITEM 6.   BD/SEPT/2021: BURY COMMON 

Objective for the 2021/22 Council year: To progress the transfer of Bury Field Common and Meadow to Newport Pagnell Town Council, including the transfer of the Rural Grants on this site.   

Cllr Henderson mentioned that he had again spoken to Andrew Craddock and that the Buryfield Commoners’ Association was almost ready to appoint their solicitor. 

The Delegated Decision was taken on the transfer of the site from MKC to Newport Pagnell Town Council.  However, there remain issues with the Pre-Emption agreement, specifically in relation to Freehold transfer, to encroachment issues, and to clawback opportunities relating only to disposal and not to management of the site. The clerk is working with the Town Council’s solicitor to ensure that these are amended before signature of the agreement can take place. Cllr Winsor mentioned that he felt it was necessary to build a provision into the agreement that the Town Council would not be forced to move the public footpath to its defined area, and that it could remain where it was.   

[bookmark: _Hlk83123302]Action: The clerk to follow up with the Town Council’s solicitor and to send copies of any correspondence to MKC to Sharon Bridglalsingh.

There had as yet been no discussion on passporting the remaining rural grant to the Town Council or on funding for urgent actions not addressed by MKC,  such as removal of dead trees and removal of dangerous barbed wire. The Town Council can only apply to the Rural Grants agency for the funding to be transferred to the Town Council at certain times of the year, so should apply by February 2022 for the forthcoming financial year.  The remainder of the funds, after paying for grass cutting and allocating 48% to commoners should be passported to the Town Council for the urgent works.   Sowing of yellow rattle seed could not be done this year, as this was best done in the spring of 2022, once the weather had warmed sufficiently to allow seed to take.
  
Action: The clerk to follow up with Peter Beer on his return from leave. 

Members discussed whether there were any thoughts they wished to pass on to the Policy and Finance Working Group regarding a dog owners’ policy for the Common.  It was felt that clear sign-posting was a better method to get the message across to the community than trying to uphold policy through enforcement. Bury Common should be treated in the same way as other parks and play areas.  

ITEM 7.   BD/SEPT/2021:  S106 FUNDING

Objective: To continue to set out priority s106 projects and to develop fully worked plans for this funding for early submission to the Planning Obligation Officer. 

The working group received the updated s106 report. The clerk reported that 
Ousedale School had received misleading information on whether they could apply for existing funding available to Ousedale School, and would now make formal applications to the Planning Obligations Team, rather than trying to work through the Education Department at MKC. 

The clerk is also requesting information from MKC on forward funding some  of the s106 funds arising from the Tickford Fields Farm site. There is as yet no answer from MKC on this matter.  

	 		
ITEM 8. BD/SEPT/2021:  s106 FUNDING PARKS AND PLAY AREAS 	 

8.1	Hornbeam Play Area/Cycle Park
	 
The variation to the Redrow s106 agreement has now been signed, and the additional funding has been received by the Town Council. The permitted planning rights certificate has also been signed by MKC for this project.    

Action: The clerk to chase the contractor for a delivery date. 
 	
8.2	Funding for parks improvement/refurbishment 

8.2.1   Surfacing upgrade project

As agreed, the clerk had applied for £14,708.97 of developer funding towards this project from the local parks maintenance contribution.  The Property Working Group is considering tenders as they come in. The total project, including path refurbishment as well as surfacing upgrades, is likely to run to between £60,000 and £80,000.

8.2.2	It was noted that Cllr Scott Balazs had made a contribution of £250 from his ward budget towards this project.        

8.2.2	Dove Park	

Cllr Winsor asked if funding could be provided from the balance of the Redrow Funds to erect some swings suitable for older children and teenagers at the Dove, as there is no such swing provision there.  

Action: The clerk to put forward a costed proposal for this at a forthcoming meeting.   
     
ITEM 9.   BD/SEPT/2021:  TRANSFER OF REMAINING PARKS 

It was agreed that the Town Council could accept Taylor Wimpey’s requirements  for a disposal clause in the transfer of Kingfisher and Friary Gardens Parks to the Town Council.   

A consultation is to be sent out to the residents serviced by the Friary Gardens Park, once this land has been transferred, on whether to remove the derelict play equipment, and leave the park as an open green space with some picnic benches. Both Friary Gardens and Syon Gardens are to be included in this consultation, as houses from both streets front onto the park area.    

An update on the other parks due to be transferred was received.  

ITEM 10.   BD/SEPT/2021: TOWN CENTRE

10.1	An update on the Welcome Back Fund and the Economic Fund was received. It was noted that MKC do not believe that any seating in the Town Centre can now be applied for under the Welcome Back Fund. Projects for landscaping have been discussed and agreed with MKC for the balance of this fund after lamppost painting takes place. 

The Economic Fund will fund new shopping events in the town. The first one took place 17th and 18th September 2021, and another will follow, billed as the Winter Shopping Event. 

Action: The clerk to enquire of the Economic Team at MKC as to when funding for the new benches and tables at Castle Meadow may become available, so these can be procured. 

10.2	The TPEM working group had asked the Business Development working group to look at whether the Town Council should renew efforts to take on ownership of the Town Clock after failing to achieve this through the Highways Department.  The Business Development working group commented that the clock had now been repaired by MKC, so there was no longer a serious issue here to be addressed. 

[bookmark: _Hlk77674891]ITEM 12.   BD/SEPT/2021: LONDON ROAD NON-STATUTORY ALLOTMENTS  

Members discussed the MKC agreement to lease the caravan park site, and noted that a similar document by the Town Council would be required at the same time as the MKC lease was issued.  Clear access to the site would need to be given from October 2022, to allow for site surveys, soil sampling and occupation by the Aston Martin Heritage Trust (AMHT) to take place. A report was received on the condition of this site, which reflected the reasons that this was the only allotment site that has not been fully occupied by tenants for many years.   

Resolved to make the following recommendations to Full Council: 

1. That Newport Pagnell Town Council issues an agreement to lease the London Road Non-Statutory Allotment site for 99 years at  peppercorn rental to the AMHT, as soon as final agreement on wording is reached with Milton Keynes Council, and no later than October 2021. That the agreement to lease offers occupancy from October 2022 for surveys and other planning-related functions.   
2. That the London Road Allotment Holders are sent a letter in October 2021 advising them that the site will cease to exist as allotments from October 2022. A small amendment to be made to this letter, that states if AMHT is not ready to proceed with surveys a limited extension may be made to the allotment hire on a month-by-month basis.  

Prop: PW	Sec: EH


[bookmark: _Hlk77674181]ITEM 13.   BD/SEPT/2021: FINANCE AND BUDGET

Members reviewed the August income and expenditure statements, noting that the working group will significantly overrun its legal and professional services budget this year.  

Action: The clerk to place an item on the PAF agenda, requesting funding to be vired for this purpose.   
 
ITEM 14.   BD/SEPT/2021: ITEMS FOR THE NEXT AGENDA

Resolved that the usual items would appear on the next agenda.  
Prop: IC	Sec: EH
	
There being no further business the meeting ended at 12.30 pm. 
The date of the next meeting is 15th November 2021.    


2
Minutes subject to approval at the next meeting.
Signed 	Date 	


