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Woburn Sands and District’s Society’s Comments 
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Berkeley Strategic

At:


Land South of A421 (Existing 9 Hole Golf Course and Adjoining

Land to the East) Wavendon Milton Keynes. 

These are the Woburn Sands and District Society’s comments on the above application. You will no doubt note that some of these comments are also made in respect of the Glebe Farm Application and the Eagle Farm application.  We are most strongly opposed to all three applications – and indeed the so called  Wavendon Gateway Development Framework created by the Developers, outside the agreed MK local plan. We do not consider that any development should be considered south of the A421, until

a) the dualing of the A421, and the Highways Agencies changes to Junction 13 and the A421 east of the M1 are complete and a full traffic assessment review is carried out following the development to the east of the city, and Woburn Sands – taking into account the potential of the east west rail link. .

b) A full flood risk assessment in respect of the impact of development in this area,  is carried out, both in respect of land north of the A421 and the low lying land between Aspley Guise and the Mid Beds boundary. The East West rail link is very low lying and could be at risk. 

c) That the housing levels planned in the Local Plan, have been achieved. 

d) That no development is considered in this area, without employment provision – one job per house in the locality. 

We are also concerned that although it is clear the Developers are colluding in their development design/applications, (and the production of the so called Wavendon Gateway Development Framework), the applications were submitted months apart. We are unclear as to the reason for this – no doubt a reason that was perceived to bring the Developers benefit, however we are clear, that Milton Keynes Council is responsible for planning policy for Milton Keynes not developers. We do not consider it appropriate that a consortium of Developers set them selves up as Local Development Framework, designers and deliverers – outside the fully consulted Milton Keynes Local Plan.  We would be interested to see what contribution these developers have made to the MKC Core Strategy due to be consulted on later in the year. 

We also consider that the developer’s applications in respect of all three sites are in places, disingenuous and in places downright misleading. 

In respect of the Society’s specific comments about this application we would say that:

1) The application is premature. The  draft South East Plan completed in July,  following the examination in public will not be released by GOSE until the autumn. The Society would argue strongly that no development application outside the agreed Local Plan should be agreed by MKC or MKP until, first the SE Plan is published, and following this the MKC Core Strategy, following consultation, finalised and the agreed Local Plan reviewed again with consultation before any changes are made.  We are becoming extremely concerned with Government and other bodies taking action before due process has been completed, bypassing or ignoring any true consultation process – just steam rollering on espousing community and sustainability in plans that are very far from that.  

2) The justification for the application is wrong – the developers argue that the justification for developing what is designated open countryside is warranted, as completion targets are not being achieved.  The Society holds the view that completion targets and whether developers are meeting them, is for MKC and MKP to address with the developers concerned. It is not a valid reason or justification for further green field land outside the local plan to be lost to developers. It must always be remembered that developers are private businesses out to make a profit, either by the sale, (if the market allows) of houses built, or investing in banked land with planning permission.  Additionally we do not agree that development of this land is a foregone conclusion – as the developer’s interpretation of strategic reserve implies, nor that the development of the open countryside area between the two reserve areas, ensures a cohesive development. 

3) Open Countryside designation – the land that is part of this application is designated Open Countryside in the proposals map. As indeed is some of the land set out in the Glebe Farm application. Development of this land would be in direct contravention of Policy S10, which states quite clearly “The open countryside is defined as all land outside the development boundaries defined on the proposals map. In the open countryside, planning permission will only be given for development that is essential for agriculture, forestry, countryside recreation or other development which is wholly appropriate to a rural area and cannot be located within a settlement” . The justification the developers use in respect of this development of open countryside that it would form a comprehensive area with the other two application sites, and deliver a “city street” running through the development area.  How dare the developers consider that they have the right to set up development frameworks, and decide where development should occur and what it should consist of.  

4) Recreational Facilities, namely the 9 hole Golf Course and Driving Range – even if this area was not designated open countryside – Policy L2 is quite clear  “Planning permission will be refused for proposals involving the loss of open space used for leisure and recreation unless alternative provision of at least equivalent size, quality and suitability and convenience is made”  The developers disingenuous statement that the golf club house and car park is just moved to the other side of the road, is unbelievable. Additionally we would refer the reader to P205 of Leisure and Recreation in respect of golf courses 13.27 Existing provision includes public facilities at Abbey Hill, Wavendon and Windmill Hill, and a private club at Woburn. However population growth and forecasts of increased participation in sport are likely to generate demand for additional courses in the Borough”. We compare this to the statement by Messrs Berkley Strategic that they had assessed the use of the golf facilities in the area of application, and did not feel they were sufficient to negate their application to develop the land.
5) Collusion between developers – whilst these are the Societies comments in respect of the Messrs Berkley Strategic’s application, the developers are clearly colluding to gain planning permission in fact or in principle in respect of the land south of the A421 (plus an area north of the A421 abutting the M1). Therefore we would remind Messrs Berkley Strategic what the areas of Strategic Reserve are actually for – not as defined in all three applications.  “8.28……. A “strategic reserve” covering the remaining land between the current city boundary and the motorway would act as the first area of search to meet possible, as yet unforeseen needs for any land uses or development requirements that cannot be accommodated elsewhere. 8.29. the need to release land for development within the strategic reserve area will need to be fully justified. Land will only be allocated and development permitted as part of a formal review or alteration of the Local Plan” Policy EA4A  - These areas are considered to have potential for development after 2011, but will only be considered for additional housing, employment or other development in a review of or alteration of the plan.

The Society will not at present provide detailed comment on the  detailed information contained in this application, as we consider this and the other two applications are just so much against locally agreed policy as to be speculative. Though we will reserve the right to do so. However we would say that the development as set out, is totally outside the core values of Milton Keynes as to make the development a separate entity – more like an M1 ghetto. Additionally  the densities for an area on the periphery of the city are excessive as is the prevalence of flats/apartments. Access points onto the A5130 will just increase the pressure on this road, both at the Kingston Roundabout and  Woburn Sands and taken with the Wimpey development, (which is already looking to exceed its designated limit)  on the Nanpak site, will cause severe congestion, and damage to the High Street business. We note that the developers in their summary and conclusions state “It is assumed that the tariff system will be applied to the development site. These tariffs will be used by the local authority to fund improvements to both highway network and public transport services. The payment of tariffis removes the need to consider the impact of development on the wider highway network…”

So now the developers are deciding what infrastructure the tariff payment will fund, knowing full well that this tariff funding will only fund 18.5% of the infrastructure required by the development areas planned – of which transport and roads, are only a small part. How dare they put forward plans, which abrogate all responsibility for the effect their development will have on the wider community – and indeed the proposed development residents – and the iterative refrain of “city street” is so obviously geared to MKP (not others) belief in this format, as to be nauseating.   . 

Developers are seizing the opportunity of the Government’s stated need (though that is open to challenge) for affordable housing to mean that they can either develop or “bank” large areas of open countryside. The new high density housing developments in MK have little of the core values and heart that Milton Keynes residents hold dear, the centre is losing its pleasant tree line boulevards and being turned into a concrete jungle, and now the surrounding open countryside is being threatened with the same unpleasant development.  It is of course notable that the developers will not live in these developments, nor will they feel any responsibility  for problems faced by residents and residents in surrounding areas due to the lack of infrastructure to support both their living and traveling. 

Milton Keynes was, a very special place, its core values, much valued by its residents and workers. Its expansion should have built on these, instead it is being dumbed down to an ordinary town. We deplore the lack of vision and loss of core values in the current planned expansion of Milton Keynes to meet Government Dictate. 

We cannot express too strongly how much the Society is against these applications and would advise that we will take every action we can to physically resist them.  
