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20th June 2006

Dear Sirs,

REPRESENTATION BY WOBURN SANDS AND DISTRICT SOCIETY TO SECTION E8

Woburn Sands and District Society (WSDS) was formed in 1965 and is a registered charity representing the interests of Woburn Sands, Aspley Guise and the neighbouring villages and hamlets, including Aspley Heath, the Brickhills, Husborne Crawley, Salford, Wavendon and Woburn. 

The Objects of the Society shall be:

a) To preserve the amenities of Woburn Sands, and Aspley Guise and the neighbouring villages and hamlets, including Woburn, Bow Brickhill, Aspley Heath, Wavendon, Husborne Crawley, Salford, Great Brickhill and Little Brickhill, and to ensure that any further development of them is harmonious with the pleasant rural setting in which they are situated. 

b) To preserve the countryside around these villages and hamlets, bearing in mind its unique nature as a major unspoiled area of farm, forest and heath land in the brick making belt, and the valuable recreational facilities it affords to the populations of the neighbouring towns and cities. 

c) To promote a policy for the restoration of derelict land within the area.

d) To inform public opinion and promote interest in the objects of The Society.

e) To do anything which in the opinion of the majority of the members will follow the objects of The Society.

 WSDS members not only live in the local villages, but many work in Milton Keynes and the surrounding towns. We recognise the need in the South East for a step change in the provision of affordable housing in the South East. We recognise and support the need of Milton Keynes to expand and become, as was originally planned, a significant regional centre. However we are of the view the need for Milton Keynes to expand and contribute to the growth economy of the South East, has been subsumed by the governments needs to increase housing in the South East at a rapid rate – making the proposed expansion unsustainable.  

RPG9 (March 2001) led to the publication of the Roger Tym Growth Area Studies in May 2003 concluding that growth in Milton Keynes and South Midland sub region be focussed on the urban areas of Northampton, Corby/Kettering/Wellingborough, Milton Keynes, Bedford and Luton/Dunstable/Houghton Regis generating using the high growth forecast 230-320,000 population growth in the period to 2031 together with the same number of jobs. This would require, using the high growth model 71,000 dwellings and the creation of 71,000 jobs in Milton Keynes. Then came the Governments Sustainable Communities Plan calling for an additional 200,000 homes above the levels planned in the regional planning guidance (Sustainable Communities Building for the Future February 2003). The draft Milton Keynes and South Midland Sub Regional Strategy was produced at speed and was subjected to Public Examination in March/April 2004 and the report published in August 2004. We would refer you to 1.7 of that report which states:

It is a truism that sustainable development is development. As a growth area MKSM will have a lot of development, and it is essential that this is taken as an opportunity for sustainability not a threat to it. It is another truism that Sustainable Communities are about more than just housing. They are about creating and improving places for people to live. The MKSM strategy will achieve its purpose if the places it creates are exemplary and if the rate of change it brings about means a rate of improvement, solving problems rather than creating them. By relying on the “normal” operation of national and regional policy guidance to ensure this happens, we consider the SRS has assumed too much. We are not alone in this view. For many environmental and other organisations, and a large number of other respondents, the fact that the development will be sustainable does not go without saying. There is a strong feeling that protection and enhancement of environmental assets, more energy efficient buildings, more sustainable travel, social and green infrastructure provision will not happen unless the Strategy says they will. Even then, the words of the strategy will need to be followed through with commitment in implementation.”

In respect of consultation and ownership of the draft MKSM Strategy we would refer you to para 1.11 of the Panel Report. We are of the view that there has been little in the way of robust consultation with either stakeholders or the public since that public examination, and even that was less than satisfactory due to government pressure for speed. 

In December 2004, the Project Brief for Milton Keynes Partnership was published and we would refer the panel to this document in particular, as it clearly demonstrates a number of the sustainability issues facing the proposed expansion. Draft Directions Papers were produced in August 2005. 

In particular WSDS is concerned about the following issues:

Lack of Consultation

It is the view of WSDS that the consultation to date has been unacceptable. The process is being rushed through to meet government deadlines, without due consideration of the implications of the expansion. By no way could this be considered good planning. WSDS recognises that the Proposed Growth Strategy and the Way Forward, is not a statutory document, as confirmed by Milton Keynes Partnership however it is informing a statutory document, namely the SE Plan. 

Following Phase One of the MK2031 project, of which few people were aware, on 24th November 2005, six (6) maps indicating the options for growth were published in the local paper, with little detail to inform the process. All public meetings had finished by that time. There was limited information on the MK2031 web site, but no reference to this other than in a travelling exhibition, which only had two displays after this date. The Christmas and New Year period was of course during the alleged consultation period. This less than robust, and totally inadequate consultation process, was completed on January 12th. None the less 317 written representations from stakeholders, statutory and other organisations, as well as the general public were made along with 977 completed questionnaires.  

On April 19 and incomplete Evaluation Report was produced on the MK2031 web site for consultation with Key Stakeholders during April and May. One Appendix7 Urban Potential Study was not made available, and indeed was not published until June 6th three days before a meeting to agree the Growth Plan, after a copy had been leaked to the press. Appendix 3 Community Engagement  omitted all written representation made from stakeholders and public, and only published the results of a very limited questionnaire. This documents was also released on to the web site one day before the meeting to agree the Growth Plan. Therefore key stakeholders did not have access to critical documents, during the alleged consultation during April and May. Indeed request for hard copies of the not insubstantial Evaluation Report and released appendices, were not met, as MKP did not intend printing the appendices until July. Therefore only the Evaluation report and appendix 6 were published, all other appendices were only released electronically. 

It should be noted that the Summary of Comments within the Growth Strategy is grossly misleading and we would refer you to Appendix 3a of the Evaluation Report. In particular in the Summary of Comments, bullet point  5  “some residents” relates to statutory organisations, including councils, and other organisation within and without Milton Keynes. 
We consider that this withholding of controversial material during a consultation process is unacceptable practice.

The public meeting to consider the Draft Proposed Growth Strategy was held on the 12th June, in a venue that would only accommodate 60 people. It was stated in the committee papers that a Sustainability Report, would be available at this meeting. WSDS has not seen this document, and it has not been produced on the MK2031 web site, therefore we must conclude that it has not been carried out, as is required. 

It is of note that on P53 para 11.7 of the Proposed Growth Strategy it states “Notwithstanding the views expressed by stakeholders, the Consultants remain of the view that as a strategic exercise the proposed Growth Strategy as set out in this report is the right one. It is supported by the technical work to date and comprises a viable and deliverable solution” 

WSDS is of the view that it is local stakeholders and the public that should decide their future.
It is also of note that an independent Peer Review Group consisting of leading practitioners from MK and elsewhere, in the fields of business, public services (including academic institutions) regeneration, architecture and town planning was established in April 2006 to provide an independent view of the emerging strategy. The group, despite the tight timescales produced a report in time for the 12th June meeting, and we would refer you in particular to Page 12 of this document, which reviewed the technical work behind the Proposed Growth Strategy. No doubt MKP can make this document available to you.  This document appears to have been ignored by MKP, no doubt due to the pressures of agreeing the Proposed Growth Strategy in time for it to be submitted by the June 23rd, to inform the SE Plan.

As stated at the start, WSDS is of the view that consultation has been unacceptable, and flawed and that the Growth Strategy should be referred back to MKP for robust and affective consultation with both stakeholders and the public, 

Sustainability

WSDS is concerned that as is clear from the Evaluation report and appendices, and indeed the proposed Growth Strategy (Page33), that no Sustainability Appraisal or Strategic Environmental Assessments have been carried out either in respect of the impact of the expansion locally nor in the wider impact as is required under EU Directives on Environment and Habitation addressing not only special sites, but protected species as is required.  

We note from Follow-Up Report by the Environmental Audit Committee - March 2006 and the Project Brief for MKP, that there is going to be direct and  indirect environment and habitation impact. We note indeed that the South East Regional Assembly has only just instructed consultants in respect of a Sustainability Assessments in respect of the EU requirements, and that this will not be available until September. We find it strange that numbers of houses to be built in the South East each year are leading the way, rather than sustainability. We would refer you again to the House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee – Sustainable Housing: A Follow Up Report – Conclusions and Recommendations  

35 We remain deeply concerned that ODPM is determined to build new homes first, and then worry later, if at all, about how the supporting infrastructure can be provided. The communities that are created as a result of such a short sighted policy will be anything but sustainable”, 

48. The need to build new homes is seen as an absolute imperative and is used by the Government as a mandate to sweep aside any concerns that people may have about the environmental impacts of those plans. We find it deeply worrying that there is no appetite within the OPDM to take on the building sector and guarantee that these homes will be built to sufficiently high energy efficiency and environmental standards. What we find reprehensible is the clear signal from Government that it really does not matter that these homes are going to be built before supporting infrastructure is in place. And we reject the implication that the people for whom these new communities are intended will be so grateful to have a home, that they will be prepared to put up with substandard communities rather than sustainable communities. 

WSDS is of the view that the Proposed Growth Strategy should be referred back to MKP as it is not based on a Sustainability Assessment as is required. We are of the view that the lack of such an assessment, either in respect of the Proposed Growth Strategy or indeed the SE Plan, leave both documents open to legal challenge. 

The evaluation report is characterised by its iterative qualification that there was insufficient information available, and therefore the consultants view was that the plan was uncertain and tentative. Yet it was on this that the Draft Growth Strategy was written, no doubt due to the impending deadline of providing the Proposed Growth Strategy to inform the South East Plan. Yes, this unsubstantiated document is to inform the statutory South East Plan.

WSDS is of the view that the Proposed Growth Strategy is referred back to MKP as it is neither based on robust or sufficiently detailed information. 

Water and Waste Disposal 

It is of note that the Environment Agency in its written submission under the Phase 2 consultation advised that development should not be committed ahead of secure water supplies. Yet the water supply to the west of the Milton Keynes, and indeed Aylesbury, is supplied by Thames Water – whilst a new reservoir is proposed at Abingdon, this will take 20 years to come on stream. Thames water is not able to meet its current commitments, let alone the needs of the expansion in the South East. We would refer you again to House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee – Sustainable Housing : A Follow Up Report – Conclusions and Recommendations  

38 Thames Water has told us that from start to finish a new reservoir would take 20 years to plan, develop and then build.  This presents a fundamental difficulty given that Thames is responsible for a significant proportion of the water  which will have to be supplied to many of the new communities planned for the four Growth Areas. If ODPM remains wedded to the target of building 200,000 new homes per year by 2016, then it seems clear to us that some of the necessary water infrastructure will not be ready in time.”  

It is of note that in the above report, it is recorded that 30% of new homes do not meet current statutory building regulations and that the Government does not intend to make its voluntary code statutory. It is also of note that the Proposed Growth Strategy puts forward the need for a flexible approach to environmental standards of the building for the proposed expansion. 

Anglia Water relies on Rutland and Grafham Water to supply the needs of the expansion, but this is subject to appropriate investment. There is no indication of such investment. 

It is of note that five (5) additional reservoirs are required to support the SE Plan, and yet there appears to have been no sustainability assessment carried out in respect of the SE Plan as a whole or available for consultation on the SE Plan. It would appear that a Sustainabillity Assessment will not be available until September 2006, whether that incorporates water is unclear from the SEERA brief.  Note also the times scales of 20 years before they come on line well after the proposed expansion of housing numbers takes place. Indeed, there is no indication that the proposed sites for these reservoirs have gone through due process, and will definitely be built.

Water treatment plants at Wing Aylesbury Vale and Cotton Valley Milton Keynes will need expansion or new build in the case of the latter – there is no indication when this is going to happen, or if it will be ready prior to further expansion. 

Waste Disposal – MK already uses sites outside the area, and the indication is that these sites will not have the capacity for the expansion proposed. Recycling is already at a high level. 

Climate change and water, in what is one of the driest parts of the country is not an insignificant factor in the government proposals for housing in the South East and MK in particular. 

WSDS is of the view that the Proposed Growth Strategy be referred back to MKP to ensure that water supply needs are robustly addressed, and that it is made explicit in the strategy that all new builds under the strategy will conform to stringent environmental standards of sustainability. We would refer you to the Panel report paragraph quoted at the beginning of this representation.

Transport

There is clear indication of the congestion currently existing on the east of the City at the interface with the M1. The report indicates that it is critical that the listed improvements such as the improvements/duelling to the A421 from Jn 13 to Kingston Roundabout, redesign to Junctions 13 and 14, and the provision of a strategic transport corridor linking the new development in the SE Area is in place by 2016. This strategic transport corridor if built as indicated on the proposals will cut the village of Wavendon in half this is unacceptable. The route will have to be diverted to avoid this unacceptable situation. There is also clear indication that even with these improvements there will be congestion in the long term at these M1 junctions and in surrounding communities. There is no indication that these improvements will be carried out in time and every indication that they will not. 

The grid roads in Milton Keynes facilitate ease of movement in the city, and had already been forecast to become congested Yet the plan proposes downgrading of some of the key routes, namely the H7 and H9, and does not plan extending what is a very successful grid road system to the urban extensions, preferring high street type development.

With congestion currently, and likely to get worse on the east of the city in the future, the impact on the settlements at the edge of the proposed developments is likely to be substantial. These settlements, particularly Woburn Sands, Wavendon, Aspley Guise, Bow Brickhill, and Salford have already noted increased traffic on roads not designed to cope with these volumes. This will only get worse, damaging the environment both landscape and historic, in addition to public safety. There has no assessment into the impact of this at all as part of the option appraisal. It is of note that the Peer Group Review challenged the view that there should be expansion across county boundaries to the south east, and that they required evidence that expansion to the east within Milton Keynes boundaries would be a more appropriate and less costly option. An argument that this would divide the city is not sustainable. The city already extends across a major traffic route, the D5, and this has not led to fragmentation or loss of community.  

It should also be noted that traffic flow assessment has only addressed through traffic and traffic entering MK. Not the large amount of vehicles exiting MK for residents who work outside the city in particular, those working in London 50 miles away. With the pressure on London this will only increase. 

The evaluation report’s answer, to improve public transport, and reduce the use of the car is laudable. It should be noted however that the design of MK is for the car, and public transport has long been neglected both in the city and in the surrounding area. In addition the evidence shows clearly that improving public transport will not change the public’s addiction to the car. To assume that improving public transport will decrease the impact of the car with the expansion proposed is naïve. In addition there is little indication that significant investment will occur before the expansion. 

It is of further note that the Peer Review Report clearly indicates that carbon emissions are more to do with increased housing than to the use of the car.

WSDS is of the view that, the Proposed Growth Strategy is referred back to MKP for detailed analysis, and sustainability assessment on the impact of the proposed South East urban extension on both the M1 interface and on the settlements on the periphery. 

Infrastructure

The experience of Milton Keynes, in particular regarding health, is that expansion occurs before infrastructure is put in place. We can see no evidence that this expansion will be any different – in fact there has been considerable number public of statements, that infrastructure will evolve with expansion.  The impact on the local urban and rural population of that strategy would be considerable and unsustainable. 

It is of note that the Proposed Growth Strategy states that the tariff payment of £18,500 per dwelling will fund the infrastructure required by the proposed expansion to meet Government targets. Yet reference to the MKP business plans reveals that cost of the proposed infrastructure is £1,672.43 million pounds, of which only £310.96 million pounds is provided by the proposed tariff.  As the plan states “Delivery of this infrastructure is therefore predicated upon Government supporting the growth agenda. It should be noted that growth will also have revenue implications which will need to be addressed by the respective delivery agencies and responsible authorities” 

Landscape and Environment

Whilst the objective, and espousal of the report was to prevent coalescence by green buffer zones, with the settlements at the periphery of the proposed expansion areas in particular to the east of Woburn Sands, and Aspley Guise, from the report, development will be up to the borders of these settlements with clear implications to those communities. It should also be noted that the report fails to note the environmental impact of such development on these eastern areas both in terms of their admitted landscape value, but also their historic value. 

In respect of wildlife,  the report makes no mention of,

· Braystones County Wildlife Site (CWS) Salford Road, Aspley Guise

· Aspley Guise Meadows CWS SE of Aspley Guise Station

· Unimproved grassland meadow east of Salford Road, Aspley Guise. 

WSDS is of the view that the Proposed Growth Strategy be referred back to MKP for a more detailed Landscape and Environmental Assessment to be carried out on the settlements on the periphery of the proposed urban extensions. 

Sustainability of Housing

We would refer the Panel to the Sustainable Housing – A Follow-Up Report by the Environmental Audit Committee March 2006, which clearly indicates the committees` issues with the SE Expansion plans and recommendations in respect of sustainability of housing.  

The need in the South East is for affordable housing yet there is nothing in the documents pertaining to the proposed expansion in respect of the requirements necessary, 

a) to ensure affordability of the houses being built, and,

b) methods to retain the affordability in view of the substantial loss of social housing over the last 15 years.  

It should be recognised that Developers needs are not aligned to public needs.

In respect of sustainability and the utilities, power water etc – there is no indication that the government will make its current sustainability code of building compulsory, and therefore this additional housing is unlikely in the main to be anything but,

a) an increased drain on already scarce resources, and 

b) a substantial contributor of CO2 emissions,  increasing the rate of climate change, rather than contributing to its reduction.  

We are of the view that if the South East Plan is accepted without amendment, and without a specific requirement for detailed Sustainability Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment in accordance with EU Directives, and in addition making the sustainability of housing code mandatory for the new developments, Milton Keynes will suffer the same problems as the Dockland development. Indeed the whole plan could face challenge under the EU directives. We are of the view that the present process being used to centrally drive housing numbers will mean instead of expanding in a sustainable way to become a vibrant regional centre, Milton Keynes is likely to become a lesson in government mismanagement. 

We are also of the view that the consultation process being espoused since 2001, is open to legal question. To put it clearly the government is bouncing house numbers through without considering the impact this will have both in the short term, and worse the longer term. 

WSDS is of the view that the Proposed Growth Strategy be referred back to MKP for revision to fully address the requirements for any development to have stringent sustainability requirements made specific in the strategy. 

In respect of the South East Plan section e8  WSDS would ask that 

Submission 1 – that Para 2.2 is amended to read 

“Milton Keynes will see a new phase of long term growth establishing it as a centre of regional importance and adding a high quality public transport system to its unique advantages of modernity and good environment. It is important to the economy of Milton Keynes to accommodate up to 48,850 homes, subject to detailed Sustainability Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment in accordance with EU Directives,  in the period  2006 –2026…………………”

Submission 2 – that Para 2.3 be amended to read

“The majority of development will be provided within the existing urban areas of Milton Keynes in conjunction with the development of the central area, selective urban intensification and the completion of developments already planned. These sources are expected to provide about 19,000 additional homes, subject to detailed Sustainability Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment in accordance with EU Directives,  between 2001 and 2016……………………………….” 

Submission 3 that Policy MKAV Spatial Framework for Milton Keynes Growth Area be amended to read

“Milton Keynes should subject to detailed Sustainability Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment in accordance with EU Directives, accommodate an additional 48, 850 dwellings over the period, of which 30% be affordable……….”  

Thank you for reading this representation. We hope you found it of help.

Yours faithfully,

W.R.Cuttell

Chairman
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