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REPRESENTATION BY WOBURN SANDS AND DISTRICT SOCIETY 

TO MILTON KEYNES PARTNERSHIPS GROWTH STRATEGY  
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, Bow Brickhill,  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 region, has been subsumed by the governments needs to increase housing in the SE at a rapid rate – making the proposed expansion unsustainable. 

Milton Keynes is a vibrant and growing city, attractive to both present and future businesses and residents for the unique vision and principles put in place by Milton Keynes Development Corporation. These concepts of low density housing, easy transportation and a green environment,  is not shared by Milton Keynes Partnership and the city is at considerable risk. The things that make it a unique and pleasant environment to both live and work in will be subsumed by the drive for housing in the SE. The council will of course be well aware of the consequences of the Government pressure in respect of housing, when the city was first started, and the substandard estates that resulted.

Woburns Sands and District Society’s main concerns are as follows:

Consultation

We are very concerned about the consultation espoused in the strategy and the fact that it was submitted to inform the SE Plan before formal consultation was begun by Milton Keynes Council, Aylesbury Vale and Mid Bedfordshire District Council. As previously submitted in our comments on the Evaluation Report, we are of the view that MK Partnership has been consistent in failing to consult in an effective way and in withholding documents that were of a controversial nature e.g. Appendix 7 of the Growth Strategy, the Peer Group Report, and the written response provided by stakeholders and the public in respect of the farcical Phase 2 consultation period. In particular we find that P416 of the Growth Strategy is disingenuous and in respect of the final bullet point, deliberately misleading.  “Some residents” equates to County Councils, Parish Councils, Statutory bodies and National Organisations in addition to members of the public. 

We are also concerned by the employed consultants view on P53 paragraph 11.8 “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”. This would seem to confirm the lack of any concern about expressed views, and more concern about how to deliver the number of houses required. It is of course notable that the Consultants will not have to live or work with the consequences of their views. 

We are also concerned that MKP having commissioned a Peer Group Report from eminent experts saw fit to disregard their views, as indeed they saw fit to disregard the views of other Stakeholders. We would particularly draw your attention to “Reviewing the Technical Work behind the Growth Strategy” and “Addressing Sustainability”
We are of course aware that, as stated by Messrs Framptons Charted Planning Consultants on behalf of clients as part of the Phase 2 Representation “Any further consultation material regarding the Preferred option should continue to emphasis that the MK2031 work is not a statutory document. As a consequence the consultation process must necessarily be informal. It is inappropriate therefore to refer to the work as a “plan”.  MKP comments state that  the growth strategy is a non statutory plan which has been developed using best practice. It will provide valuable background for the local authorities as they take up the statutory work to establish local development frameworks for their areas based on the Regional Spatial Strategy”. We are concerned that parties   reading this document are treating it as a document that local authorities will now work towards as a Growth Plan.

Robustness

WSDS has previously commented on the Evaluation Report, on which the Growth Strategy is based. There is an iterative refrain in the Evaluation Report suggesting that there was insufficient detail for this document to be considered as anything other than an uncertain and tentative report. 

We have further concerns in respect of the robustness of the Growth Strategy that at the time of  writing  the Sustainability Assessment had not been carried out. 

Utilities

We have serious concerns particularly in respect of water, waste and drainage, which are glossed over in the Growth Strategy. Of note is the following:

· Water – there is only mention of Anglia Water, not of Thames Water which supplies the West of the city and is requiring a reservoir to be built to meet its existing demand.

· Sewerage – there is mention that a new treatment facility will be needed at Cotton Valley – no mention of the need for expansion of the facility at Wing

· Waste – notes significant capital investment required but not where this is to come from.

· Electricity –the strategy states there is no problem – this is not quite the case as noted in the Project Brief of MK2031

· Gas – the strategy again states that there is no problem, but again that is not what is stated in the Project Brief. 

· Surface Water, Drainage and Run-off – the system was planned for a population of 205,000 and is adequate for the present size.  However for the expansion there would need to be increased use of SUD`s  to balance the increased risk of flooding through increased run off – in particular Loughton, Broughton and Calverton Brooks

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 20 years 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.

Transport

There is clear evidence of the congestion existing to the East of the City at the junctions with the M1. The Evaluation 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, the redesign of M1 Junctions 13 and 14, and the strategic transport link from the new development in the SE Area are in place by 2016. However planning for the Eastern Urban Extension is already going through, and the impact of this development is going to be clear well before this date. 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 Jn 13 producing increased traffic flows through villages on the southern periphery of Milton Keynes whose roads are not designed to cope. There are no indications that these improvements will be carried out by 2016 and every indication that they will not.  We note that transport improvement and infrastructure within the city, is to be funded from a development tariff. This again would indicate that these improvements would probably not be in place in time. 

The grid roads in Milton Keynes were designed, and do ease traffic movement in the city, yet the Growth Strategy 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. The grid system is a major asset to business and residents, and the concept should be retained.

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 eastern urban extension will be substantial. These settlements, particularly Woburn Sands, Aspley Guise, Woburn, Bow Brickhill, and Salford have already noted increased traffic avoiding the major congestion points, on roads that were not built for these volumes. 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. However we note that Bedfordshire County and Mid Bedfordshire District Councils are currently consulting on a green buffer to protect Aspley Guise and Husborne Crawley. We consider that this alone will not be sufficient to prevent rat running by traffic avoiding congestion points. Additionally the proposed east west rail link will compound the problem. More radical action could be required to prevent this problem – eg restricting goods vehicle traffic to deliveries only, and closing the railway crossing at Aspley Guise. 

There appears to be an assumption in the Growth Strategy that residents of Milton Keynes work in Milton Keynes, ignoring the fact that a substantial number of them work in London and other cities. The eastern urban expansion will therefore only increase the congestion on the M1 – the proposed widening will only address the current congestion, not that arising from the huge growth in housing proposed in both the South East of England Plan and the East of England Plan. 

The Growth Strategy’s answer is to improve public transport, and reduce the use of the car by both soft and hard demand management schemes. 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. The costs involved in upgrading public transport to an acceptable standard will be high.  In addition the evidence shows clearly that improving public transport will not change the public’s addiction to the car. To assume improving public transport will decrease the impact of the car with the expansion proposed is naïve and we do not consider that the soft and hard traffic management proposals will resolve this issue.  We would also refer you to the Peer Group Report in respect of CO2 emission. 

Funding

The infrastructure and transport improvements within the city, will be funded by a Developer Tariff from the urban extension areas, yet as clearly shown in MKC business plan the tariff which will apply to the development in the east and west urban extensions will only raise £310.96 million, leaving a shortfall to be found from Government and other agencies of £1.361 billion. We have seen no indication that the government is prepared to make such a large investment, in delivering housing growth in the Milton Keynes Sub Region. 

SUMMARY OF WSDS VIEWS

1. We consider that the size of the proposed expansion is unsustainable in terms of infrastructure, utilities, transport, environment, funding and indeed employment.

2. We consider that growth as proposed under the Growth Strategy will destroy the very things that make Milton Keynes an attractive place for business and residents. In addition to threatening the settlements on the periphery of the proposed expansion areas. 

3. We consider that as stated in the Peer Group Report,  there is no good reason why expansion if essential should  not be to the east of the M1 within the designated boundary, and a number of reasons why it should be.

4. We consider that a permanent boundary should be set for Milton Keynes growth, to prevent urban sprawl, and that the villages on the periphery of Milton Keynes to South, East, West and North, should be protected by green belt buffers, in addition to other measures to limit the use of these villages by rat running traffic escaping the known congestion points, particularly on the east of the city. 

5. We do not consider that there is any need for expansion to cross the Mid Bedfordshire boundary, nor do we consider there is any need for expansion outside the designated Milton Keynes City boundaries. 

6. We fully  support Milton Keynes Development Corporation’s vision for the city, and do not agree that this should be lost in governmental pressure for increased housing in the South East. 

We would propose that the Milton Keynes, Mid Bedfordshire, and Aylesbury Vale Councils revisit the governments stated need for increased housing in the South East and then consider what Milton Keynes could sustainably contribute, in a way that will not destroy the concepts that make Milton Keynes such an attractive place for business and residents. A strategy and vision is required that will build on the strengths of Milton Keynes and address its weaknesses for the benefit of all.  
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