WS           Woburn Sands District Society

    DS

FREEPOST

Vision Twentyone

Milton Hall

244 Deansgate

Manchester

M3 4BQ

17 March 2008

Dear Sir/Madam

Re: LDF Site Allocation Issues and Options Consultation.

Woburn Sands and District Society make the following representations in respect of the submissions made by landowners/developers, in respect of the villages it represents. We are sorry that it is in the main negative, but can see little alternative in respect of the submissions put forward. The housing need in small rural communities is for affordable homes, either to rent affordably or occasionally part shared ownership.  If submissions in the rural communities, instead of maximising landowner profits had not been for unaffordable housing and executive homes – of which we have too many, but for affordable homes for local residents, then we may, subject to parish need assessment have been more supportive. 

Parish of Aspley Guise

Site Ref: H001. Land adjacent to “Dawnedge” Aspley Guise

Landowner: Major N Carrington-Smith

Promoter : Major N Carrington-Smith

The Society is totally opposed to this submission for the following reasons. The field concerned is within the Green Belt, is adjacent to the village Conservation Area, and is an area of Great Landscape Value. Additionally Aspley Guise is identified in the Mid Beds Core Strategy as a small village where development will be permitted only in exceptional circumstances – we can find no exceptional circumstances that would justify this development. Further it is Local Plan policy to restrict new development outside of the built up area of the village in order to protect the character and appearance of the area generally as well as the green belt in particular. 

More particularly this field, along with the two fields that form the area known as the Clump provide both residents, and visitors with outstanding views across the Bedfordshire countryside. We are advised that Major N Carrington-Smith and his sister, also own one of these two fields.  Aspley Guise is known for its old holly hedges, and this site is bounded on two sides by such hedges, the ones lining the Gypsy Lane border, being of particular interest – sadly the one lining Woburn Lane, has not been so well cared for – and we would suspect the reason for this. However it has additionally been damaged by the development occurring at Timber Ridge.  The eastern boundary is formed by a very attractive strip of woodland the subject of a  tree preservation order. We would totally oppose any change of use of this field that detracted from its outstanding landscape value to both villagers and residents alike. 

Site Ref: Ho23/E45 Land West of M1, Junction 13 North of Bedford-Bletchley Railway Line

Landowner: South East Milton Keynes Consortium

Promoter: Savills (L&P) Ltd

The Society notes that Messrs Savills have incorporated the figure of 5,600 dwellings in Mid Bedfordshire from the Panel Report on the draft SE Plan. Aspley Guise and Mid Bedfordshire lie within the remit of the East of England Plan not the South East Plan and the Society feels strongly that Milton Keynes, in protecting its own rural community should not unilaterally cross into a separate region.   The SE Plan, and the Panel report has of course  not been agreed, and is not accepted by either the society or indeed the local councils in the area. We are increasingly concerned by developer greed and its effect not only on existing communities but also on the future residents of developments being planned. We note also that the proposed development is within Flood Zone 2 and 3 along the northeastern boundary and therefore would fall within the new requirment as redefined by a new Flooding Direction circular, which became effective on 1 January 2007. 

The Society is totally opposed to this scale of development, which poses considerable threat to the integrity of Aspley Guise, a historic village of great landscape value. The Society could support some limited development as part of the south eastern urban extension of Milton Keynes in Mid Bedfordshire but only if there was an extension of the green belt or similar robust protection to  a) provide a substantial green buffer to prevent coalescence with Milton Keynes b) protect Braystones CWS,  Aspley Guise Meadows, Hula unimproved grassland meadow,  c) to protect the area from Berry Lane and Hayfields farm back to Husborne Crawley and Bedford Road AND that it was affordable housing benefiting local rural communities.  The Society is supportive of the draft Aspley Guise Green Infrastructure Plan, due to be consulted on in early March 2008. 

We would reiterate that Aspley Guise lies within the remit of the East of England Plan, still unpublished, and not the SE Plan. Any development within the Aspley Guise triangle should only occur after a fully consulted review of the East of England Plan. 

Site Ref: H030 Chilcompton, Green Lane, Aspley Guise

Landowner: Mr K Burnett

Promoter: Mr K Burnett

The Society is also concerned in respect of this submission for the following reasons. This area is within the Green Belt, is in an area of Great Landscape Value, and within the Conservation Area of Aspley Guise.  Aspley Guise is identified in the Mid Beds Core Strategy as a small village where development will be permitted only in exceptional circumstances – we can find no exceptional circumstances that would justify this development.  Additionally the land in this submission is designated parkland. 

We further object to this proposed development, as access would need to be shared with an existing dwelling on Green Lane, and additionally would impact on the amenity of residents in the surrounding area.  

We note with interest that in 2006 Mr Burnett applied successfully for part of the land, included in this submission, designated  parkland, which had been purchased and used as a garden for 10-15 years, to be certified as lawful use. 

Site Ref: H071 Land Rear of Belle Vue, Church Street, Aspley Guise

Landowner: Mr G Crosby

Promoter : Kirby Diamond

The Society is totally opposed to this submission for the following reasons. This area is within the Green Belt, is in an area of Great Landscape Value, and within the Conservation Area of Aspley Guise.  Aspley Guise is identified in the Mid Beds Core Strategy as a small village where development will be permitted only in exceptional circumstances – we can find no exceptional circumstances that would justify this development.  Further it is Local Plan policy to restrict new development outside of the built up area of the village in order to protect the character and appearance of the area generally as well as the green belt in particular. 

The field called locally Crosby’s field, is on a ridge adjacent to Kilpins meadow, which is crisscrossed with public footpaths, giving residents and visitors, spectacular views across the village, and on to views across Bedfordshire – and area of Great Landscape Value.  The main village is nestled between two high ridges, with houses set on the wooded slopes. Crosby’s field is close to the top of the northern ridge, and development in this area would impact on the whole of the village with loss of amenity. 

The submission identifies 2 potential access points, both are unacceptable and would be opposed by the Society. One proposed access point is from Church Street – a narrow winding steep road, which branches off Church Road, just after a blind corner. Consideration of an aerial view of the area, makes clear that access via Church Street would not be possible, without a) to the north, removing a public foot path and encroaching on the church burial ground, or b) to the south, cutting through existing garden and green space.  Access from Common Farm, would mean cutting through the footpaths of Kilpin’s meadow in the vicinity of Common Farm, and would totally despoil this village amenity. Further with the proposed bowls club development on land adjacent to the recreation field, the increase of traffic on what is a badly sighted entrance onto West Hill would be a totally unacceptable hazard. We oppose this submission

Site Ref: H072 Tudor View, Church Street, Aspley Guise

Landowner : Mr G Crosby

Promoter: Kirby & Diamond

This site was the subject of a planning application in 2006 06/01009/Full to erect 3 detached dwellings and 2 garages following the demolition of existing buildings.  Planning permission was refused as it would be in conflict with local plan policies.  This submission clearly is no different. 

The Society is totally opposed to this submission for the following reasons. This area is within the Green Belt, is in an area of Great Landscape Value, and within the Conservation Area of Aspley Guise.  Aspley Guise is identified in the Mid Beds Core Strategy as a small village where development will be permitted only in exceptional circumstances – we can find no exceptional circumstances that would justify this development. Further it is Local Plan policy to restrict new development outside of the build up area of the village in order to protect the character and appearance of the area generally as well as the green belt in particular. 

This site lies to the south of Kilpin’s meadow, adjacent to the Landowner’s other submission in respect of Bellevue above, and our views are similar to those expressed in the previous submission, save only the points about access. 

Site Ref: H303 Land West of Cranfield Road and North of the Railway, Aspley Guise. 

Landowner: Wavendon Properties Ltd

Proposer: Halcrow Group Ltd

The site of this submission is within the parish of Aspley Guise, and therefore would fall into the area of Aspley Guise Triangle in Mid Bedfordshire, designated to accept some development, as yet not agreed, in respect of the Milton Keynes eastern urban extension.  We have already made clear our views in our comments on Messrs Savills proposals for 5,600 dwellings in Submission Site Reference H23/E45. We would reiterate that Aspley Guise lies within the remit of the East of England Plan, still unpublished, and not the SE Plan. Any development within the Aspley Guise triangle should only occur after a fully consulted review of the East of England Plan. Our views apply equally to this site, which is for additional development over and above those proposed by Messrs Savills and we would refer you to these.  However additionally there are specific concerns in respect of this submission and its impact on Woburn Sands in Buckinghamshire. 1. 

The proposal would mean some 300 dwellings outside of the main Woburn Sands Town – separated by the railway line and from other communities in the area, and therefore with little in the way of links to Woburn Sands, a little ghetto on the periphery of the town. 2.  The density of dwellings proposed is far to high at 40 dwellings per hectare, for what is a rural area, increasing its ghetto like quality.  3. We have particular concern in respect of the Cranfield Road Junction with the main Woburn Sands to MK road A5130 at the railway crossing.  The congestion at this junction is already acute, made worse by the crammed Wimpey development. Any increase in traffic at this junction would be unacceptable, creating further congestion impacting on the retail and other businesses in Woburn Sands. It would additionally cause an increase in rat running traffic through near bye villages, including Aspley Guise, and Salford. 

Parish of Brogborough

The Society has mapped the four submissions together that were put forward in respect of Brogborough, and are completely horrified that the Council has only seen fit to comment in respect of three of them E74, E15 and E10, that “Brogborough is well located to the M1 and is within the Marston Vale Growth Area”.  Reserving its comments for the one submission in respect of 85 houses, proposed in H196 to state that Brogborough is a small village, and as such under the emerging core strategy development will only be considered in exceptional need. From the comment, the Council considers that 85 houses is unlikely to fit with the approach of the Core Strategy but three submissions in respect of huge Storage and Distribution points surrounding this small village will. 

The council will of course be well aware, that Brogborough a low ridge of farmland, lies between the high points of Cranfield, and the Green Sand Ridge, forming an Agricultural Plateau, an important functional role in separating Salford Vale from Marston Vale.  However perhaps the Council does not consider it important that this plateaux between the two high points is despoiled by a monstrous covering of distribution warehousing with its large footprint, and increased pollution. We would refer the Council to its Aspley Guise Triangle Landscape Sensitivity Study by Land Use Consultants.

The council will of course be well aware, that Storage and Distribution will not contribute many local employment opportunities, and will cause major disruption from an increase of HGV’s on both local roads and villages – as well as the newly to be improved A421 and Junction 13. We are aware of the plans for the A421 and the Junction 13, but as the council is aware, these plans did not take into account the proposed increased size of the MK expansion, and is being revisited. 

Be advised that we are totally opposed to all four submissions. 

Parish of Hulcote and Salford

Site Reference 
H036, Land between Brittons Lane and Broughton Road




HO37 Land at College Farm, Broughton Road




HO38 Land at Woodbine Cottage, Mill Lane.

Landowner

Mr and Mrs J Hill

Promotor

Kirby Diamond

The Society notes that Mr and Mrs Hill, and Messrs Kirby and Diamond are proposing to convert 2.13 hectares of green paddock land within the village to housing. Total houses proposed 32. The Society would oppose these three submissions on the basis that any development in the village, would be in conflict with the emerging core strategy.  The Society can see no exceptional need for such a development, other than owner and promoter profit, especially when considered with the proposed South Eastern Urban Extension of Milton Keynes and the impact this would have on the village. Additionally we would refer the Council again to its Aspley Guise Triangle Landscape Sensitivity Study by Land Use Consultants and Salford’s importance in the landscape of the area. 

Site Ref: H205 
51 Broughton Road, Salford

Landowner 

Mr and Mrs Brazier

Promotor

Mr M Hanna BSH Planning Ltd.

The Society would support Hulcote and Salford Parish Council’s views on this submission but in any event would oppose two or more dwellings for this site on the basis of over development. The Society is also unaware of any exceptional need for such development to justify this submission under the emerging core strategy. 

Parish of Husborne Crawley

Site Ref: 
H023/E45

Landowner
South East Milton Keynes Consortium

Promotor
Savills (L&P) Ltd.

The Society notes that Messrs Savills have incorporated the figure of 5,600 dwellings in Mid Bedfordshire from the Panel Report on the draft SE Plan.  Aspley Guise and Mid Bedfordshire lie within the remit of the East of England Plan not the South East Plan and the Society feels strongly that Milton Keynes, in protecting its own rural community should not unilaterally cross into a separate region.   The SE Plan, and the Panel report has of course has not been agreed, and is not accepted by either the society or indeed the local councils in the area. We are increasingly concerned by developer greed and its effect not only on existing communities, but also on the future residents of developments being planned. We note also that the proposed development is with Flood Zone 2 and 3 along the northeastern boundary and therefore would fall within the new requirment as defined by a new Flooding Direction circular, which became effective on 1 January 2007. 

The Society is totally opposed to this scale of development, which poses considerable threat to the integrity of Aspley Guise, a historic village of Great Landscape value. The Society could support some limited development as part of the south eastern urban extension of Milton Keynes in Mid Bedfordshire but only if there was an extension of the green belt or similar robust protection to a) provide a substantial green buffer to prevent coalescence with Milton Keynes b) protect Braystones CWS,  Aspley Guise Meadows, Hula unimproved grassland meadow, and c) to protect the area from Berry Lane and Hayfields farm back to Husborne Crawley and Bedford Road.  The Society is supportive of the draft Aspley Guise Green Infrastructure Plan, due to be consulted on in early March 2008.

We would reiterate that Aspley Guise lies within the remit of the East of England Plan, still unpublished, and not the SE Plan. Any development within the Aspley Guise triangle should only occur after a fully consulted review of the East of England Plan.

Site Ref:
E28 Land at Station Road, Ridgemont.

Landowner
Beecham Group and Denison Investments Ltd

Promoter
Hives Planning Ltd.

The Society notes that the only comment made by Mid Beds Council on a 2.78 hectares area of land currently in temporary use as a bypass construction depot, in an area of Great Landscape Value, is that the site is well located to the M1 and is adjacent to Prologis Business Park. Is this the comment that they intend to make for all planning applications in respect of green field sites adjacent to the M1? The Society was not aware that this site had applied and been given planning permission subject to a Section 106 agreement, or it would have objected at the time. This submission, strengthens our objection in respect of Brogborough. 

Parish of Ridgemont

Site Ref:
H107  Segenhoe Manor, Segenhoe



H108
Segenhoe Manor, Segenhoe



H109
Segenhoe Manor, Segenhoe

Landowner
Mrs Maria Spearing

Promotor 
Mrs Maria Spearing

The Society notes that these three submissions promote the development of a) up to 20 dwellings behind a row of houses, b) up to a further 23 dwellings along side a row of houses, and c) up to 150 dwellings opposite (b). 

A total of up to 193 dwellings in a village noted in the emerging Core Strategy as a Green Belt Settlement.  

It should go without saying that the Society would oppose totally, all of these submissions as against council policies in particular in respect of Green Belt. Compounded by the fact that this is designated an area of Great Landscape Value and the proximity of an Ancient Monument and Grade 2 Listed Building. 

Site Ref: 
H153 Land rear of Rose and Crown PH 88 High Street.

Landowner:
Charles Wells Ltd

Promoter:
David Russel Associates

The Society notes from the Submission that Charles Wells Ltd are proposing a village hall in addition to 12 dwellings, which is stated to be accommodation associated with the public house. However, we have doubts in respect of this latter, as indeed had a planning inspector when hearing an appeal from Mr and Mrs Spearing in respect of lodge building on the Manor site. We would refer the council to this 2001 decision.  The size and type of development proposed is not appropriate for a Green Belt settlement. Therefore the Society opposes this submission.

Parish of Woburn

Site Ref:
H259 Land rear of Rawlins Court, Bedford Street, Woburn

Landowner:
Ambergate Developments (MK) Ltd

Promoter:
DLP Planning Ltd

We note that the promoter is proposing shared access to a courtyard development of 5 dwellings with Rawlings Court. Once again this proposal is totally inappropriate to the area, being Green Belt, a Conservation Area, an Area of Outstanding Landscape Value, and in the vicinity of Listed Buildings.  As a Green Belt Settlement under the emerging core strategy, this proposal would also be contrary to the emerging core strategy.

The society opposes this submission. 

We are only sorry that having gone through all the parish submissions for the villages in our area, we are unable to support any of them.  As stated at the start, the need in small rural communities is for small numbers of affordable houses for local residents, not more unaffordable and/or executive houses – nor submissions for large developments with a token affordable element.  The Society hopes sincerely that none of these submissions go forward for acceptance. 

The Society would also ask MBDC to review its comments in respect of Storage and Distribution submissions – and indeed its apparent stance. These kinds of developments add little to the local economy, or locality and are mainly associated with an adverse impact on the environment, the landscape, and pollution. 

Yours faithfully,

W.R.Cuttell

Chairman

By e-mail and post

