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Are the houses on the Maslin site still
part of the Neighbourhood Plan?

Yes, that site (site 3) is not part of this site (site 2a) at all. Site 3 is part of the Neighbourhood Plan, but is
considered separately to this one. To be clear, nothing has changed on any of the other sites.

| am concerned that the recent flooding
at Chicheley Bottom will be made worse
by this development. What can be done
to stop flooding in this area?

The sewage plant on Chicheley Bottom
was also flooded, has it got the capacity
for more houses in the village?

Who do | complain to about the flooding
in this part of the village?

Any development is required to have a flood risk plan. In order to get from an indicative design to an
actual development, there has to be a lot of detailed planning and this includes drainage solutions,
addressing such things as current and future attenuation. Residents should rest assured that this will be
addressed as part of the planning process. If anything, there is the potential for the drainage in that area
to be better as a result of a well-designed development of site 2a.

The Steering Group has engaged with Anglian Water, who have stated that there is the capacity for this
number of houses, they have also assured us that North Crawley is on their list of areas requiring
improvement over the next few years. This was a necessary consultation, in that we had to inform Anglian
Water of our endeavours to add a further 30-35 dwellings to the village.

The Steering Group is aware that flood issues already exist in that area of the village, and that our weather
is liable to become more volatile over time. Of course, it remains open to residents to make a complaint
to Milton Keynes Council if a drainage problem exists now or occurs in the future. As lay people, the
Steering Group can only convey to residents the knowledge that highly technical considerations (e.g.
flood risk, drainage, attenuation, etc.) must be comprehensively addressed at the planning stage.

Are you expecting other landowners to
make a similar move to increase the
number of houses on their sites?

The Steering Group has been in communication with the owners and promoters of the other sites and
made them aware of the proposed changes in relation to site 2a. There has not been any indication that
they wish to make any changes of their own. The only concern that was raised by one of the land
promoters was whether or not the quantum of houses on their site might be reduced as a result of this:
We have assured them that the only changes are to site 2a itself, and not to any of the other sites.

The landowners/developers have, in fact, continued to be very supportive of the Steering Group. They
have worked positively with us, even in circumstances where they had originally hoped to include
significantly greater quanta of housing on their land.

Do you think site 2a now goes against
the outcome of the questionnaire, by

The original indicative design for site 2a included what would have been 15 dwellings out of a total of 30
dwellings across all the sites in the Neighbourhood Plan, with five dwellings each on sites 3 and 4. Ideally,
we would not want all of the housing in one corner of the village, but there are very few potentially




putting so many houses in one part of
the village?

suitable sites for development. In particular, it would not otherwise be possible to provide 30-35
dwellings, without opening one of the significantly larger open fields to development.

The new indicative design does increase the proportion of the new housing in that part of the village but
only marginally. Site 2a, being amongst the last of the potentially suitable sites that can contribute to the
amount of new housing, including affordable and lower cost housing, that the village needs, would
always have resulted in the majority of the new housing being located to the north-west of the village.

The addition of those five houses will
have an additional impact in terms of the
traffic levels. Did the owner of site 2a say
that they would withdraw their site if
they were not allowed to include 20
dwellings on their land?

In its discussions with the representatives of the owners of site 2a, the Steering Group raised the
possibility of excluding that site from the Neighbourhood Plan if they required changes that undermined
the objectives of the Plan. That, obviously, would not be ideal for either side, in that they would not be
able to develop site 2a and we would have to significantly reduce the number of new dwellings provided
in the Plan and would not have been able to provide the quantity of lower cost housing that we are
aiming for.

There was an incentive for the Steering Group to keep site 2a onboard, but only if a compromise could
be achieved that was consistent with: (i) the number of new dwellings we were looking to achieve; but
also, (ii) the broad objectives of the Plan. That includes such things as sizes and styles of housing and the
Steering Group feels that the new proposal is capable of achieving that compromise.

In terms of levels of traffic, an additional five houses is going to mean more people and more vehicles.
However, the advantage that site 2a has is that it is accessed via Chicheley Road and the traffic is able to
flow in and out without necessarily passing through the centre of the village or more heavily populated
areas. To that extent, the main road has comparatively greater capacity for additional traffic.

That said, there are no ideal solutions and the challenge has been and remains finding an acceptable and
appropriate compromise. We do need the landowners to be able to sell the sites included within the Plan
to a developer and the original indicative design for this site raised some question over whether or not it
would be attractive enough to a developer. The owners of site 2a have emphasised that they are not
seeking to maximise profit; for example, they are not seeking the quantum of 30 dwellings that the site
is notionally capable of accommodating. Rather, they want to help the village to achieve the lower cost
housing that it clearly needs.




In achieving that compromise, we are trying to make sure that the site is viable and that the
Neighbourhood Plan can therefore be realised. The danger in not doing so is that we risk a situation such
as that which arose in Olney, when they could not develop part of a site in the way that they wanted and
so had to accept a different kind of development that much of that community was against.

Is it not the case that the owner of the
land adjacent to site 2a (site 3) has made
an application for only two houses?

Yes, that’s right. The Steering Group received an E-mail from the consultant for that site. The reason that
they have made that application is that there has been planning permission on that site for at least 3
years and, in the course of waiting for the Neighbourhood Planning process, they have had to take steps
to make sure that the permission remains live. In the event that the Plan does not get adopted, the
owners want to make sure that they can still build the houses for which they have previously been
granted permission.

At the same time, they are doing background work to make sure that the site is ready if the Plan is
adopted. They have kept the Steering Group fully informed of what they are doing. We have an E-mail
from their consultant confirming that they would like to develop the site as part of the Neighbourhood
Plan (i.e. with five dwellings). However, if the Plan does not get adopted, they have permission to build
two dwellings. They are obviously aware, from the history of this process, that there is no guarantee that
the proposed Plan will necessarily receive the support of the majority of the community. Maintaining the
existing planning permission protects their position going forward.

| would like to congratulate you on the
all the hard work that you have done for
our community. | have spoken to a lot of
people, and | think you have a superb
Plan.

Received with thanks.

Will the Parish Council be responsible for
maintaining the green area, which is
being retained as part of the design for
site 2a?

That is yet to be finalised. A proposal was put to the landowner by which the Parish Council would be
prepared to do that, but it would require further discussion. The Parish Council would normally expect
some financial compensation for that. We know that public open space that is not maintained will soon
become scruffy. Accordingly, it is quite probable that the Parish Council will agree to adopt it as a green
space, but that will be subject to further discussion.

We really appreciate your hard work.

Received with thanks.
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Where will the access to site 2a be
located and will it impinge on Orchard
Way?

The vehicular entrance to site 2a is from Chicheley Road. There will be visibility splays on both sides of
the entrance, but they will not impinge on the entrance to Orchard Way. The exact layout of the entrance
will be a matter for the Highways Department at Milton Keynes Council to decide.

The pedestrian access to the site will be via the footpath from Orchard Way via site 3, which continues
across the site and out toward Little Crawley. This is because there is no footpath or pavement on
Chicheley Road. The indicative design includes enhancement of the footpath linking the site with Orchard
Way, to ensure that it is fully accessible for wheelchair users, etc.

How many houses will be included on
the Orchard Way “Maslin” site (i.e. site
3)?

There is currently planning permission for two new dwellings on that site. However, the landowner has
agreed to a total of five new dwellings for the site as part of the Neighbourhood Plan, assuming it is
adopted.

How many dwellings will there be on
each site now?

There will be 20 new dwellings on site 2a (Chicheley Road). As before, there will five new dwellings on
site 3 (Maslin site), five on site 4 (north of Orchard Way), three on site 6 (High Street), and two on site 9
(Folly Lane). That is a total of 35 dwellings in the whole Plan..

Where are the two new dwellings on
Folly Lane going to be?

As you travel south along Folly Lane, on the right-hand side, beyond the existing bungalows, there is a
vacant site, which is almost triangular in shape. There will be two bungalows at the northern end of that
site with an internal vehicular access from the southern end. The access is likely to be a private driveway
(i.e. not adoptable highway). The site has been assessed as being capable of accommodating a greater
number of new dwellings, but the landowner has sought an upper limit of two.

Where will the access for the new
dwellings on the High Street be?

The access will be directly from the High Street across the existing pavement: one for the new dwelling
between 34 and 36 High Street; and another one for the two new dwellings adjacent to 46 High Street.

Is there any sort of timescale for when
we will be able to vote on this Plan?

We wish that we could give a reliable to timescale for that. However, there are several complex stages
stages that still have to be completed between now and any referendum on the Plan, some of which are
completely outside of the control of the Parish Council. Milton Keynes Council will have its own
consultation process on the proposed Plan, before going on to appoint an Independent Examiner.

It has been suggested that it would be helpful, in the interests of maximising the turnout, for the
referendum to coincide with the next local elections. However, these will be taking place in May and it
seems highly unlikely that the Plan will be ready to be put to referendum by that date. The Steering Group
is mindful that the previous proposed Neighbourhood Plan was submitted in November 2018 and the




referendum only took place in September 2019. In that instance, the Independent Examiner did not
actually assess the proposed Plan until April/May of that year.

The Steering Group must go through its own six-week consultation, which is likely to take place in
December 2021/January 2022. We then have to analyse and respond to the feedback that we receive
from that consultation, which is likely to take a couple of weeks. After that, the Plan will be submitted to
Milton Keynes Council, who will hold their own six-week consultation, also requiring additional time for
considering and responding to feedback. Those stages and timescales prevent the Plan from even
reaching the Independent Examiner before April 2022.

7 | I would like to extend my thanks to the | Received with thanks.
Steering Group. | think it is worth saying
that. It is a process that requires a significant amount of work and knowledge, particularly for a group of lay
residents of the village. However, we are very fortunate to have consistently had a breadth of skills within
the Steering Group.
8 || would also like to commend the | Received with thanks.
presentation. It does make things
clearer.
9 | One of the reasons given for the new | It would not be the same because the road on site 2a is adoptable highway, whereas the road on site 9

design for site 2a was the cost of the
road on the old design. Would the Folly
Lane site (site 9) not have the same
problem, in that it’s a large road for only
two houses?

would not be. Adopted highway has to comply with specific criteria, as laid out in Milton Keynes Council
policy and national law. For example, it has to have regulation pavements, lighting, width, etc. There is a
great deal of infrastructure that necessarily must go with it, in addition to the cost of construction for
something that is that much more robust. A private road is essentially a sizeable driveway and does not
have to comply with all of those regulations that a highway does. That said, it is likely that Milton Keynes
Council will impose some requirements, such as adequate lighting for safety reasons. In the case of site
9, it is notable that the representatives of the landowner have proposed the layout and evidently
consider that it is a financially viable proposal.

Received by email

10

| can't attend the meeting on 6
November but want to say | support the
change. As a local, | have been forced to

One of the aims of the Neighbourhood Plan is to provide houses that young families can afford to live in.
Site 2 will be required to provide a proportion of affordable housing, and this will be agreed between the
developer and Milton Keynes Council. The majority of houses will be promoted at market value and, in




buy in Cranfield, as prices in North
Crawley are too high. | would need a 3
bed. | am hoping costs come in at
roughly the same value as Cranfield if
they are affordable and first refusal
should go to people with links to the
area.

a village such as North Crawley that always carries a premium, however, we have specified a significant
proportion of 2 and 3 bedroom homes on this site. We are waiting to hear from our consultants, who are
currently checking the draft plan policies, and from Milton Keynes Housing Department, to see whether
we can specify that people with links to the area can be given priority — it is certainly the desire of the
Parish Council that this is written into the policies but we have to ensure that our wording is legal and
compliant with local and national planning policy.

Thank you for the update on the North
Crawley neighbourhood plan October
2021.

| have no opposition to the plan of 20
homes. The concern | have is that there
seems to be no flood lit tarmac path
from the entrance to this plot of land on
Chicheley Road up to the entrance of
Orchard away. This to me is essential for
any person walking into the village.
These houses will have all ages living
there including children up to the
elderly. This must be essential for this
development to go ahead.

The Steering Group is in full agreement that the footpath should be substantial and well lit; it is the only
pedestrian access to the village from this site and so it needs to be safe. Milton Keynes Council Planning
Department have a requirement for footpaths such as this, to meet certain criteria and for this to be
specified in a planning application. There is an explicit statement in the Neighbourhood Plan and a safe,
well-lit footpath is specified in the Design Guides document, to ensure that this is not overlooked.




