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10th June 2006

Dear Sirs 
REPRESENTATION BY WOBURN SANDS AND DISTRICT SOCIETY 

TO THE EVALUATION REPORT.

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.

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 SE for a step change in the provision of affordable housing. We recognise and support the need for 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 SE, has been subsumed by the governments needs to increase housing in the SE at a rapid rate – making the proposed expansion unsustainable.  

RPG 9 (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 model, a population of 230-320,000, ie. 71,000 Dwellings in Milton Keynes, and the same number of jobs in the period to 2031 see para3.1 for details. Then came the Governments Sustainable Communities Plan in Feb 2003 calling for an additional 200,000 homes to be shared amongst the four growth areas above the levels planned in the regional planning guidance. 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 you to this document in particular, as it clearly demonstrates a few of the sustainability issues facing the proposed expansion. 

In respect of consultation with stakeholders and the public in November 2005, 6 maps indicating the Options for Growth were published, appearing in the press on the 24th November with little detail to inform the process. This less than robust, and totally inadequate consultation process, was completed on January 12th. An incomplete Evaluation Report was produced on April 19th for consultation with Key Stakeholders. 

It is quite clear from Appendix 1 of Proposed Growth Strategy the Way Forward committee papers, and subsequently provided as Appendix 3a of the Evaluation Report, almost all of the major stakeholders, statutory and other organisations were critical of the Phase 2 Consultation in terms of timescales, and paucity of information.

In respect of the Evaluation Report and alleged consultation with Key Stakeholder – it should be noted that the Evaluation Report and appendices were released on April 19th minus part of Appendix 3 (public and stakeholder responses to the stage 2 consultation) and appendix 7 the Urban Potential Study  These were released on to the MKweb on June 9th, just 3 days prior to a meeting to discuss the Proposed Growth Strategy the Way Forward thus restricting the consultation processes taking place. 

We are of the view that MKP`s consistent failure to consult in an effective way and withholding controversial consultation documents is open to legal challenge. 

WSDS is concerned, as is clear from the Evaluation report and those appendices produced, that no Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment 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. We note from the proposed Growth Strategy the Way Forward that one of the appendices to be provided to MKP before the meeting on the June 12th, will be a Sustainability Assessment. We note that this was not available to the consultants producing the Evaluation Report, and note that there is an iterative comment concerning the lack of information to inform this report, and thus this report should be regarded as uncertain and tentative. 

We note from A Follow-Up Report by the Environmental Audit Committee - March 2006 and the Project Brief for MKP, there is going to be indirect environment and habitation impact. There is no indication that this has been addressed as required by European Directives. 

In particular WSDS is concerned about the following issues:

Lack of Detail

The evaluation report is characterised by its iterative qualification, there was insufficient information available, and therefore the plan was uncertain and tentative. 

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.

Water and Waste Disposal 

The water supply to the west of the city, and indeed Aylesbury comes from 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. England 

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 at the time of consultation. Note also the times scales of 20years before they come on line. 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 and Cotton Valley 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. 

Transport

There is clear indication of the congestion currently existing to 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/dualling to the A421 from Jn 13 to the Kingston Roundabout, M1, Junctions 13 and 14 redesign, and the strategic transport link from the new development in the SE Area are in place by 2016.The strategic transport corridor shown on the diagrams will, if sited as indicated, cut the village of Wavendon in half. This is unacceptable and will require relocating to avoid doing so. There is also clear indication that even with these improvements there will be congestion in the long term at the M1 interface producing increased traffic flows through our villages on roads not designed to cope. There are no indications that these improvements will be carried out in time and every indication that they will not.  We note that transport improvement and infrastructure, is to be funded from the development tariff. This would indicate that the infrastructure would probably not be in place in time. 

The grid roads in Milton Keynes designed to ease traffic movement in the city are predicted to become congested, and yet plans proposes down grading some of the key routes, namely H7 and H9. It is also proposed that there will be no grid road system in the urban extensions, which will have city type streets. Presumably of the sort that Crest Development and English Partnership wanted for the V10 – the public response to that was clear. 

With congestion currently occurring, and likely to get worse to the east of the city, the impact on the settlements at the edge of the proposed development is likely to be substantial. These settlements, particularly Woburn Sands, Aspley Guise, Bow Brickhill and Salford have already noted increased traffic on roads that were not built for this. This will only get worse, damaging the environment both landscape and historic, in addition to compromising public safety. We note that development right up to the railway line at Aspley Guise is proposed with no protective green buffer. 

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

The evaluation report’s answer is to improve public transport, and reduce the use of the car. Whilst this is laudable, it should be noted 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 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 especially as stated by MKP the funding will be from development tariffs. . 

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 have been considerable numbers 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.  

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 north of Aspley Guise, from the report, development will be up to the borders of these settlements with clear implications for those communities. It should also be noted that the report fails to note the environmental impact of such development on this eastern area 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
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 South East Expansion 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, and

b) to retain that 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. MKP appears to be of the view that this can be left to the council’s planning process. We are of the view that it should be explicit in the Growth Strategy, which is currently being bounced through.

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 note the Environment Agency’s representation, in respect of Phase 2  consultation, concerning this issue, namely that no development occurs until water supply has been secured. We note MKP`s less than satisfactory response. 

We are of the view that unless a detailed Sustainability Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment in accordance with EU Directives is carried out before the Growth Strategy is finalised, then it is likely to face a legal challenge.     

We are also of the opinion 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. 

Thank you for reading this representation . We hope you have found it valuable.

Yours faithfully,

W.R.Cuttell

Chairman
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