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Dear Sir or Madam

Re: Consultation on MBDC Core Strategy and Development Control Policies: Preferred Options. 

This is Woburn Sands response to the above document. We have restricted our comments only to those sections that we hold a view, whether it be positive or negative and referred to the Heading and Section Number. 

1. 1.6 Consultation – the society did not received either the document or notification of the document “Issues and Options Paper – February 2006”, nor did we receive a copy of Plan this Place questionnaire. Members spoken to in the Aspley Guise Area do not recall being sent this latter document either.  We would therefore ask that your records be amended to include Woburn Sands and District Society in its list of interested organisations. The Society covers villages in both Mid Bedfordshire and Buckinghamshire. 

2. 2.3 Spatial Vision -   the society would fully support the spatial vision as expressed in the document although we have some concerns of MBDC willingness to support this in respect of the villages on the Beds, Bucks border. 

3. 2.4 Strategic Objectives – the society would support in broad terms the objectives expressed however we are of the view that the objective to reduce dependence on the car is not really  a deliverable in part due to the reasons why people use their cars, even where there is public (or rather private) transport availability, and in part due to the rurality of the area.   We sincerely hope that MBDC will be able to work with MKP and MKC to ensure the deliverability of Objective 3, where Aspley Guise and Husborn Crawley are concerned and other affected villages.

4. 3.2 Spatial Development Principles – the society would support these principles.

5. 3.4 Green Belt – the Society fully endorses the proposal to make an extension of the Green Belt set in 2005. It is unfortunate that this was not done at the time of setting the initial greenbelt, when it was clear that MK expansion was going to be Gvt Driven.  We would draw the councils attention to the Aspley Guise local plan – 54% of homes responded to the questionnaire from Aspley Guise Parish Council – 495 replies. 92% of respondents wanted Aspley Guise and neighbouring villages protected against merging of settlements by Greenbelt and open Countryside. We are aware from the MKC Core Strategy that MKC is not supportive of an extension of the Greenbelt as a method of protecting the villages from coalescence. We are also aware that Panel Report  is of the view that an application for such an extension should not be made.  The Society can not state too strongly that MBDC should hold its position in respect of an extension of the GreenBelt. As MKC were advised there will be strong developer and Government pressure to develop the AG triangle, and greenbelt protection will aid resistance to this pressure. 

MKP Growth Strategy recommended 3700 homes of the 8000 proposed in the SE Urban extension be placed in Mid Beds. Following two environmental reports BCC put forward a figure of 3,200 in Mid Beds to the Panel Enquiry, MBDC were much more concerned about a potential threat to Salford and Cranfield  than the actual threat to Aspley Guise and Husborn Crawley,and put forward 3,500. The Panel Report on the SE Plan is recommending 5,600 homes be placed in in Mid Bedfordshire – a number that the Society is totally opposed too. The Society is also of the view that when the Government’s comments are published at the end of they year, there will be considerable pressure to increase the figures still further. 

We note that MKCC is now using a figure of 2,700 homes, as is MBDC and whilst we have made our views very plain in respect of where MK expansion should go (namely East of M1) we would hope that both councils are willing and able to resist any pressure to increase this figure. 

Whilst the Society is of the view that the Greenbelt extension should extend to the bridleway, as previously advised, we are fully supportive of MBDC Preferred Option CS2 in respect of the Green Belt.  However we would ask that a clear reference and design  is  made to linking this extension to the Forest of Marston Vale thus providing both a wildlife corridor and access to this leisure area by residents of MK. 

We would also ask that the council considers what actions it will take to mitigate rat running traffic through the villages from the development south of the A421, and  the increase of traffic on what is already some very dangerous narrow roads. Also taking into account the east west rail link proposal.  

6. 3.5 Settlement Hierarchy – the society would support this structure. 

7. 3.8 Rural Development – we are concerned in respect of the final sentence of this preferred option namely that Allocations will only be made in Small Villages where there is an exceptional need for development, for exampled to support a local facility that would otherwise close or solely to meet an identified local affordable housing need.  There is always an affordable need for affordable homes in villages, and even with MBDC position on the number of homes target before developers are required to deliver a % that are affordable. We would suggest that this preferred option is qualified to ensure that development is infill only in small villages, unless an exceptional need is demonstrated by the parish council of the village. Additionally that such affordable homes are tied to set criteria in perpetuity. I.e. that potential residents are local, meet income criteria, and that on purchase and sale, these criteria must continue. 

8. 4.2 Reducing Carbon Dioxide Emissions – we consider that this preferred option needs to be much tougher. Just requiring developers to demonstrate renewable energy options have been explored,  considering a full range of renewable energy  technologies, is to woolly.  The society would wish that this is much strengthened. That developers must demonstrate, providing evidence,  that renewable options were not possible  or practical in the particular situation that are then examined by against set criteria. It must be for the developers to prove they can not deliver, rather than demonstrate they considered renewable energy options. 

9. 5.4 Accessibility and Transport – whilst we would support the majority of this section in particular grouping development in the most sustainable locations, we consider that asking people if they would purchase a house with space for parking only one car shows little understanding of the car using public and will only result in inappropriate and obstructive parking. A much more innovative approach needs to taken in respect of the public and its car use that recognises that it is impossible to prise people out of their cars unless the alternatives are as convenient. We would accept that public transport is an alternative, but do not consider that any council or government will be able to achieve a standard of public (really private) transport that will achieve lower car use. Even the government has backed away from using congestion to make car use too painful. A better approach would be to look at innovative schemes to make car use environmentally friendly – with combination of incentive and penalty in respect of vehicle choice and innovative transport schemes using technology that offers a  better and more convenient alternative. “Thinking out of the box” in this area would be appropriate if it is to have any chance of success.  

10. 6.4 Affordable Housing – the society would support this preferred option for the provision of affordable housing where 4 or more dwellings are proposed, and would hope that the council will stand firm against developer pressure. The need is for affordable housing, not just housing. 

11. 8.6 Woodland – the Society would support this preferred option. Increasing the woodland cover will of course assist in carbon emission reduction, but we have the view that linking the Green Belt extension to the Forest of Marston makes strong environmental sense. 

12. 10.3 Sustainable Construction of Homes  - the Society is of the view that all new housing should comply with a higher standard, unless evidence is provided to demonstrate that it is only practical and possible to meet Level 3. 

13. 13.2 Commercial Buildings in the Countryside  - the Society is of the view that the final sentence in the first paragraph should be changed in respect of extension of existing commercial buildings to read Evidence will  be required to demonstrate that the business would not be more appropriately located in a more sustainable location. .

We hope that you have found these comments helpful.  

