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Dear Mr Hudson

Re: Nampak Site Phase 3 and 4 Woburn Sands

The Society has considered both the rather limited and disingenuous exhibition staged on the 20th June and the more extensive web site. Please be advised that this Society is totally opposed to what Messrs Wimpey are proposing both in respect of the Phase 3 and Phase 4 of this development.  The Society has also considered and visited the development being finalised in respect of Phase 1 and 2 – and utterly deplore the fact that the council permitted such a crammed development to go ahead.  We do not consider that a density of 40 dph is appropriate in what is basically a large village set in rural countryside.  

Phase One and Two is consented for 280 dwellings (constructed or under construction), 111 of which (40%) are 1 & 2 bed-roomed flats.  We note from the exhibition that 135 of the 280 dwellings have been built, or which 112 are occupied. Leaving a further 145 either under construction or awaiting construction. This against the strongest local opposition in respect of the mix of housing.  280 dwellings already exceeds the 270 dwellings total set out on the consulted and agreed local plan – which included the Mayer Parry Site . We are aware that the inappropriate mix of housing is already causing an increase in social problems, which is not unexpected in respect of this crammed development and we empathise with Woburn Sands’s new residents. 

In 2007 Phase 3 of the development was consulted on – proposing another 125 dwellings of which 43% were intended to be flats with more of the same in respect of Phase 4 with some mixed community use and some light industry.  This of course was totally outside  the agreed MK Local Plan, and once again the mix of dwellings was inappropriate for the area, with  nearly half intended to be flats. The application was refused. 

Phase 1 and 2 have already exceeding the capacity of dwellings under the local plan and we would be very surprised if the density also has not been exceeded based on our viewing of the development to date. In fact the density we are advised is 41.5 dph. We  do not consider this density is appropriate for Woburn Sands, as previously stated.  We do not,  as yet have access to any new supplementary planning guidance after 2004,  in respect of this site, and indeed have not (unlike the Local Plan published in 2005) been consulted on any changes that this may make to the agreed Local Plan. We have already described this development as crammed, and that the high number of flats was inappropriate, and that is likely to  impact on its residents over time. So sad that an opportunity to develop an area in keeping with its surrounds, and enhancing resident life style  has been sacrificed for profit and housing targets.  This development could have enhanced and built on what is an attractive large village environment – but no.  

Now Messrs Wimpey are proposing more of the same type crammed building both in Phase 3 – with a further 90 dwellings (type undefined although from the diagram exhibited, more flats are planned), and no employment, and in Phase 4 with a mixture of housing and employment. Employment being limited to 1.2ha fronting the railway line, which Messrs Wimpey states is a more balanced approach to the development of the site. This of course brings the issue of the sustainability of this development as originally assessed into question. However we are not surprised that Messrs Wimpey are seeking to decrease substantially the employment area of this site and increase substantially the number of dwellings – we suspected this would be the case following the last refused application in respect of Phase 3. We note that there is proposed to be a 0.1ha increase to community space, but have little doubt of the reason for this slight increase. 

We would remind Messrs Wimpey of the MK Local Plan, parts of which are quoted in respect of the current Phase 3 consultation, but key points are unsurprisingly omitted. 

10.46 Key principle (iv) refers to the need to retain employment use on part of the site. One of the reasons why Woburn Sands fared well in the original sustainability assessment is because there is some large scale employment in the town, reducing the need for future residents to commute to work out of the settlement. 

The total site, including the former Mayer Parry site of 14.73ha  was set out in the local plan. 

· 6.7ha  housing

· 6.8ha employment

· 0.5ha community facilities

· 0.7ha existing lakes

Capacity 270 dws (at 40dws per ha net)

We are advised that Messrs Wimpey paid a high price for this land and are seeking to maximise their investment.  Whilst understandable, that is not a factor that should influence any strategic planning decisions, which should only be based on agreed policies including sustainability, infrastructure and the environment.  

The Society is not supportive of any increase in dwelling numbers set out in the Local Plan and certainly would not support any additional flats/apartments.  If the Council should consider a small number of additional dwellings they must be 2-3 bedroom houses NOT flats, and should be at a much lower density than those constructed in Phase 1 and 2 .  We are of the view that the density should not exceed 30 dph and the number of additional dwellings  be no higher than an additional 30 homes, making a total number of dwellings for the whole site 310.

The Society is not supportive of any of the 6.8ha employment land designated under the Local Plan being changed to residential use. 

The Society would reiterate that the key principle in respect of this development as identified in the local plan, was employment as identified in the sustainability assessment. 

The Society considers that it would be most remiss if Milton Keynes Council failed to follow their own guidance  “The redevelopment of part of the site for housing should not commence until plans for the future of the whole of the site (including the former Mayer Parry site adjacent to the station) have been approved by the Council”. If the Council did approve plans for the future of the site, outside the fully consulted and agreed Local Plan – particularly in respect of the retention of 6.8ha employment land, then they could face judicial review.  

The Society considers that any increase in dwellings on the site exceeding 280 would be unsustainable and would put unacceptable strain on an already creaking traffic infrastructure at what is a traffic bottle neck – caused both by the railway crossing, and the right turn towards Cranfield. 

In respect of employment – the Society would be supportive of light industry, and office employment use to ensure the sustainability of the development – subject to no retail use, which would further threaten the viability of retail on the high street.  It may be that to enhance the integration of the development with Woburn Sands that a community facility close to the Lake would be appropriate – however it should not duplicate any existing facility in the High Street.  

Additionally there must be some substantial mitigation for the increased vehicular use both from housing and employment. It would be unrealistic to presume that all residents would live and work on site.  Station Road is already facing intolerable strain from a combination of rat running traffic and increased housing. Following a recent accident, which closed the A421, the whole town was grid locked for a number of hours. The High Street, Weathercock Lane, Russell Street, and others  were completely blocked  - and we should not have to remind the council of its duty of care in respect of emergency access. 

We note Messrs Wimpey’s carefully staged questions to obtain the result they want. However we will answer them, by stripping away the staging. 

1. We are supportive of the mixed use of development across the site, combining housing, employment and community use as set out in the agreed Local Plan.

2. We would not be supportive of large scale manufacturing or warehousing on the site, but we would be supportive of light industry and office employment to ensure the sustainability of the development. 

3. We would support office, small business units, small scale manufacturing or high tech industry  subject to mitigatory steps in respect of the transport infrastructure.

4. We support the current policy approach as set out in the MK Local Plan, not the approach as envisaged by Messrs Wimpey.

5. We support the Local Plan mix of land use – 6.7ha of housing at an appropriate density for the village (which we consider to be 30 dph), 6.8 ha of employment, 0.5ha community facilities and 0.7 ha of existing lakes.  

6. As above. 

7. We would support a comprehensive approach to the development of the site in line with that set out in the agreed Local Plan. We do not support Messrs Wimpey’s master plan concept.

8. We note the what is claimed to be Messrs Wimpey’s vision for enhanced community benefits, we note also that items a), b), c) and e) are part of the key principles of the local plan.  We are supportive of these but are not supportive of item (f). There are quite sufficient existing shops, restaurant and take aways to meet the development resident’s needs in the town. Indeed it is important to encourage residents of the development to integrate with the existing town, by using its facilities. A community facility by the Lake may be appropriate, but only if not duplicating any existing facility in the high street – this may encourage WS existing residents to integrate with the new development residents. 

9. We do not support the crammed lay out of the Phase 3 housing for the reasons we have identified above. Phase 3 should be a mixture of housing and employment of which the housing element should not exceed 30 dwellings. We certainly would not support any repeat of the crammed development of Phase 1 and 2. 

10. We have made clear our views on the issues before addressing the questions asked. 

We have supplied a copy of this letter to MKC and other stakeholders so that they are quite clear on the society’s stance on this development. 

We hope you have found our comments helpful.

Yours sincerely

W.R.Cuttell

Chairman. 
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