
 
 
 
 
 
 

Marston Moretaine Eco-Town Action Group (MMETAG) 
Marston.Moretaine.Action.Group@googlemail.com  T: 01234 768575 

 
c/o The Retreat, Station Road, Marston Moretaine, Beds MK43 0PU 

 
 
Eco Towns Team 
Housing and Growth Programmes Division 
Communities and Local Government 
Floor 2/H9 
Eland House 
Bressenden Place 
London SW1A 2HQ 
 
ecotowns@communities.gsi.gov.uk 
 
March 2nd 2009 
 
Dear Sir, 

Draft Planning Policy Statement: Eco-towns - Consultation 

We write on behalf of the Marston Moretaine Eco Town Action Group (MMETAG) 
established by the residents of Marston Moretaine on June 24th 2008 to oppose 
the proposed Marston Vale Eco Town. This is the formal response of MMETAG to 
the Government’s consultation on the draft Eco-town Planning Policy Statement 
(PPS) and the Marston Vale Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations 
Assessment of the Eco-towns Programme. As such we have considered: 
 

• CLG Draft Planning Policy Statement: Eco-towns – Consultation; available 
at www.communities.gov.uk 

• CLG eco-towns Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations 
Assessment of the Draft Eco-towns Planning Policy Statement; available at 
www.communities.gov.uk 

• CLG Impact Assessment: Planning Policy Statement: Eco-towns- 
Consultation; available at www.communities.gov.uk 

• CLG Sustainability appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment of the 
Draft Eco-towns Planning policy Statement; available at 
www.communities.gov.uk 

 
Our opposition to the Marston Vale eco?town proposal (MVP) has been well 
publicized and our website www.mmetag.com documents in detail our 
campaign. On 20th September 700 local people closed the major A421 trunk 
road by marching part of its length to show their unambiguous opposition to 
these proposals. On 5th November 2008 a petition numbering 504 names of 
Marston Moretaine villagers was submitted to Margaret Beckett MP Minister for 
Housing. 
 

.1 

mailto:Marston.Moretaine.Action.Group@googlemail.com
mailto:ecotowns@communities.gsi.gov.uk
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.communities.gov.uk/
http://www.mmetag.com/


The Government’s Eco-town Programme is designed to support a number of 
exemplar schemes demonstrating how communities can live in a low carbon 
future, creating models on which other developments can be based. Fifteen of 
the original 52 bids for eco-town locations have been short listed, including the 
MVP – now withdrawn. O&H Properties, the MVP promoters pulled out of Eco-
Town Process in favour of pursuing planning permission for a sustainable new 
settlement in Marston Vale through the review of the East of England Plan and 
relevant local development frameworks. 

The Draft PPS sets out the planning context for eco-town proposals, locational 
principles, eco-town standards and development and management criteria. A 
Sustainability Appraisal and a Habitats Regulation Assessment has been carried 
out for each location short listed.  
 
The main findings of MMETAG are: 
 

• The PPS is unclear as to its relative weight in the plan led system where 
planning applications are considered through Regional Spatial Strategies 
(RSS) and Local Development Frameworks (LDF). 

• Any eco-town proposal should be first tested through the development 
plan process. 

• In the Marston Vale case there is no current need for an eco-town to 
deliver against RSS housing requirements, nor did the promoters confirm 
that they would deliver on the eco-town standards of the Draft PPS or 
meet the costs of infrastructure required to deliver the eco-town in the 
Vale. 

• A number of the eco-town standards are not clear. Specifically how zero 
carbon status will be achieved and therefore the eco town concept 
becomes an intellectual absurdity in that the only truly eco town is that 
which has not been built. The MVP was a new town green washed. 

• The PPS employment standards go little further than those currently 
required by the RSS. The PPS, which requires as a minimum access to one 
employment opportunity per dwelling fails to explain the development of 
settlements which are largely self-contained, with people living and 
working within the eco-town and not reliant on employment provided 
elsewhere – it was never clear where the jobs would come from in the 
MVP. 

• The PPS fails to set out the Government’s commitment to assist in the 
funding of capital and revenue funding of infrastructure and services, 
particularly in the early stages of the development. 

• The Marston Vale does not meet the proposed location criteria for an eco-
town 

• The loss of productive agricultural land and threat to food security is a key 
weakness of the MVP. 

• The PPS ignores when there is a down-turn in market conditions. 
• The PPS is unclear on how or who will be responsible for monitoring the 

performance of the development against the standards set, or what 
happens once planning permission is granted if it is found that some 
standards cannot be met 
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MVP Consultation – A Communities perception. 
 
There was no meaningful consultation with our community. At the request of 
CLG the MVP promoters, O&H Properties carried out a series of local exhibitions 
during September and October. These were unpublicized, despite requirements 
for them to be so.  Leaflets never materialized and posters were hard to find.  In 
Marston Moretaine posters went up at lunchtime on the day of the road show – 
so much for continuing community involvement and engagement as encouraged 
by the PPS. Most of the publicity has been from the Action Groups. At the 
Marston Moretaine road show reference was made to compulsory purchase and 
people being bought out or built around. There was a consistent pattern of non 
engagement with Caroline Flint’s original visit to the Forest Centre in the heart of 
the Marston vale going unpublicized. The DCLG gave the Parish Council 8 days 
notice of road shows as part of the next stage consultation. Parish Councils 
typically meet monthly - the chance of the email from the CLG reaching the 
Clerks in time for PCs to react and inform their residents was minimal.  This is in 
stark contrast to the Highways Department whose road shows were the same 
two days, who advertised these dates several weeks beforehand and who leaflet 
dropped every house in the village.  The DLCG appeared fearful of meaningful. 
Consultation. What on earth were the purposes of the road shows?  The CLG 
exhibitions focused on the broader aspects of eco-towns with limited details of 
the O&H proposal being available aand the resultant effect on the indigenous 
population, economy and infrastructure. The eco town brand is tainted now in 
the minds of local people. 
 
 
Liaison with Parish Councils and Local Action Groups 
 
Renaissance Bedford – a development lead body - sought to co-ordinate and 
meet with local community groups.  During these meetings clear opposition to 
the MVP was expressed and specific concern was raised about the process to 
date, including the lack of trust in the process based on the lack of information 
in the public arena. Renaissance Bedford facilitated the meeting and the 
concerns raised at the meeting have been communicated directly to CLG. What 
form that took is not clear and whether it generated any response. 
 
 
Responses to the Questions Asked by CLG as Part of the Consultation 
Process 
 
Q1. Does the draft Planning Policy Statement provide sufficient 
guidance on the consideration of eco-towns through the plan making 
process? 
 
There is confusion between the plan making process and the material weight 
that should be given to the eco-town locations emerging through the PPS. The 
PPS seems to imply that testing of both the location and future growth potential 
should be undertaken through reviewing the RSS. However the process seems 
circular and self-fulfilling in that the sites emerging in the Eco-town Programme 
from the bidding process are those that will have to be tested. Moreover there is 
a lack of clarity over how specific proposals can be taken forward in tandem with 
the review of the East of England RSS to 2031 when a planning application may 
be submitted by early 2010 and the final Review document is not timetabled to 
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be published until the end of 2010. Eco-town proposals should be first tested 
through the development plan system than for planning applications to be 
determined in parallel with this process rather than undermine this process by 
identifying potential locations via the PPS. 
 
 
Q2. Are the locational principles for eco-towns sufficiently clear and 
workable? 
 
The locational principles are self-fulfilling. No mention is made of the impact that 
the timing of an eco-town proposal and its location, particularly when close to a 
higher order centre, may have on the viability of other planned developments 
where demand for resources and infrastructure may be jeopardised. The MVP 
would further accelerate the economic decay of Bedford Borough. 
 
 
Q3. Taking overall the standards set out in the draft PPS do you think 
that they achieve a viable eco-town concept? 
 
Excluding transport from the calculation of zero carbon emissions fundamentally 
flaws the concept. Several of the standards require clarification and there are 
concerns about monitoring and maintaining exemplar standards over the lifetime 
of the development.  
 
Eco-town standards 
 
 
Q4. We would like your views on the Government’s proposed standards 
for eco-towns, in particular; 
 
Q4.1. Do you consider that the standards provide a clear basis on which 
to make decisions on planning applications for eco-towns? 
 
Many of the standards are of a specialist nature and will require the employment 
of specialist advice in order for them to be properly assessed. Are local 
communities expected to engage and employ experts? 
 
The MVP is neither an urban extension nor a distinct settlement. The eco town 
tag puts existing growth and regeneration at risk. Commuter estates are out of 
character with the county traditions of market towns and rural villages The MVP 
would have subsumed local villages and coalesce Milton Keynes with Bedford. All 
current regional plans restrict development to the Northern Marston Vale. The 
MVP would encompass the entire Marston Vale 
 
Much of this proposed development is on land previously rejected by the proper 
planning processes - using agricultural land. 
 
The Mid Bedfordshire District Councils' Local Development Framework is on 
target to match all of Central Governments highly ambitious housing demands 
by 2021. 
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Q4.2. Do you consider that the cost of implementing the standards will 
undermine the viability of eco-towns? 
 
Obviously – it would depend on the value of land. The standards have cost 
implications that will need to be reflected in both property and land values. 
Nearby major development proposals under construction - the new settlement of 
the Wixams and major expansion at Milton Keynes, along with other smaller 
developments may be jeopardised by the success or failure of a potentially high 
cost eco-town. 
 
The PPS is silent over funding for infrastructure investment, particularly in public 
transport to link it with a higher order settlement. This would be critical for stand 
alone settlements unless the real agenda was for MVP to be an urban extension 
of Bedford or Milton Keynes.   
 
The PPS is silent on the long term financial commitment of promoters of 
ecotowns to deliver infrastructure. Local communities need to be reassassured 
from the outset that sufficient funds will be forthcoming from the Government 
where public funding is required. 
 
 
Q4.3. Are there any standards that you feel are missing? (That are not 
covered in other Government policy or guidance) 
 
Yes. Standards for monitoring achievement of eco-towns standards are required 
along with standards for setting requirements for mitigation action if the eco-
town standards are not achieved. 
Standards are required for public and commercial buildings. 
All standards should be progressive so that any buildings are constructed to at 
least one level higher than the mandatory requirement set in the Building 
Regulations.  
 
 
Q4.4. Are there any standards not essential? 
 
No 
 
 
Zero carbon (paragraphs 4.3 to 4.6) 
 
 
Q4.5. The zero carbon standard attempts to ensure that carbon 
emissions related to the built development in eco-towns are zero or 
below. Have we specified the calculation of net emissions clearly in a 
way that avoids incentives and loopholes? Is this standard the most cost 
effective way to do this? 
 
The Zero carbon standard is unclear with regard to: 
 

• Renewable energy generated off site – Clarification is required as to how 
          renewable energy generated off site should be included in the 
          calculation. If this energy is calculated towards carbon emission savings  
          for the eco-town then it can undermine the ability of existing settlements  
          and any new settlement (e.g. urban extensions on sites with constraints  
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          for renewable energy generation) to achieve a target of 80% carbon  
          dioxide emissions reduction by 2050. 
 

• Energy generated from waste – Clarification is required as to whether 
     carbon dioxide emissions from energy generation from waste should be  
     calculated, as emissions or savings. 

 
• Clarification is required as to whether carbon emissions from both 

regulated and unregulated energy use should be included in a calculation 
of zero carbon standard 

 
• Calculation of carbon emission savings from renewable energy  

           generation. – Clarification is required as to how these savings should be 
           calculated – e.g. comparing how much carbon dioxide would be emitted 
           from boiler / power station fuelled by coal or gas, with the same energy 
           output as the renewable source. 
 
 
Climate change adaptation (paragraphs 4.7 to 4.8) 
 
 
Q4.6. The climate change adaptation standard, alongside existing 
planning guidance, aims to ensure that eco-towns will be more future 
proof. Is it sufficiently clear and workable? 
 
The PPS on climate change was published in 2008 – the PPS does not assist how 
the climate change adaptation can be achieved.  
 
Homes (paragraphs 4.9 to 4.10) 
 
 
Q4.7. Should the PPS be more prescriptive than set out in paragraph 4.9 
(e) in relation to energy efficiency? Do you agree that 70% is an 
appropriate level of carbon mitigation through on-site means? 
 
A minimum standard of level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes is considered 
to be too low, given that from 2013 the Building Regulation will require this level 
anyway. If eco-towns are to be exemplar they must achieve higher standards 
from the outset. 
 
More detail is required on how carbon reduction should be calculated  
including what type of fuel this calculation should be based on. Relative carbon 
reduction would be different for different fuels e.g. generation of energy from 
coal has much higher carbon levels embedded than from gas, etc. 
 
There is serious concern that the zero carbon target for eco-towns cannot be 
achieved. A carbon reduction of 70 per cent relative to current Building 
Regulations (Part L 2006) is considered to be too low to achieve zero carbon 
development particularly as this does not cover emissions from unregulated 
energy use. 
 
Standards on energy efficiency and carbon emission reduction are confusing. It 
is stated that houses need to be built to code level 4 standard which requires 
44% energy savings compared with current Building Regulations. There is also a 
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requirement for 70% carbon reduction compared to current Building Regulations 
from space heating, hot water heating and fixed lighting. Clarification is needed 
on how unregulated energy usage is going to be incorporated into the eco-town 
zero carbon calculation. For the development to be truly zero carbon, carbon 
dioxide emissions from both regulated and unregulated energy use should be 
included in the final calculation.  
 
To date no numbers of the carbon emissions of existing housing or the MVP have 
been provided.  
. 
There are outstanding planning permissions for over 1000 homes in the Vale. 
They could deliver 300 social homes satisfying local need within the Vale for 
affordable housing. The imposition of MVP 15,500 homes is on top of the East of 
England Plan target. The House of Commons Environmental Audit Select 
Committee has also questioned the housing projections on which the MVP and 
other ecotowns rest recommending that the Government revisits the extent to 
which a target of 3 million new homes by 2020 is realistic and viable. 
 
Employment (paragraph 4.11) 
 
 
Q4.8. Is the employment standard sufficiently clear and workable? 
 
The East of England Plan identifies that job growth should broadly align with 
housing growth. The PPS, which requires as a minimum, access to one 
employment opportunity per dwelling, does little to raise this standard. There is 
no mention for a strategy to ensure that these jobs can be realistically created 
and delivered to match the delivery of new homes and so meet the standard 
required. 
 
For eco-towns to achieve the demanding sustainability credentials there should 
be a clear aim towards self-containment where people live and work in the eco-
town. These targets should be stretching and require higher levels of job 
creation and greater variety of jobs than would normally be expected in similar 
sized settlements elsewhere.  
 
The MVP would worsen already high levels of commuting and would compete 
with Milton Keynes for new jobs. Most existing commuting patterns are to 
London, Luton, Milton Keynes and Cambridge with many rush-hour mainline 
train services close to breaking point. The small growth of local employment has 
been based upon the availability of major road links – the M1, A1 with the A421 
providing links to both. These jobs are mainly in distribution businesses which 
only require small numbers of lower skilled workers. In fact many of the jobs are 
so lowly paid that many of these business have to “bus-in” workers from outside 
the county. Even these 'new' employers are showing signs of contraction. Many 
of the job opportunities the MVP refers to are in the ailing car industry.  
 
 
Transport (paragraph 4.12 to 4.16) 
 
 
Q4.9. The transport standard attempts to support peoples desire for 
mobility whilst enabling low carbon living. Is this sufficiently clear and 
workable? 
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The PPS approach is a one size fits all and does not address the distinctive 
requirements that a linear town, such as the MVP, may have when compared to 
a more compact settlement or an urban extension. The linear form which 
encompasses existing communities will require people to travel greater distances 
than within a more compact settlement and will place greater demands on 
walking, cycling and public transport infrastructure. 
 
In the MVP most homes would be close to the new A421 and Junction 13 of the 
M1 effectively relying on the building of a brand new major road through the 
middle of the Marston Vale .The DCLG Sustainability Appraisal proposed that 
more than 50% of trips originating in the MVP would be by sustainable modes of 
transport or expressed slightly differently: up to half of journeys can be by car. 
 
The MVP contained the concept of a canal as a major transport route with no 
explanation as to what this would envisage. 
 
The MVP depicted the Bedford to Bletchley line providing a 'turn-up and go' 
service whilst it was reported to the local authority that at best an hourly service 
would be maintained with no integrated links to buses or the canal. 
 
In relation to travel to schools the PPS standard fails to refer to walking/cycling 
distances for children of upper school age and a target should be set for this 
journey. 
 
 
Local services (paragraph 4.17) 
 
 
Q4.10. The local service standard allows flexibility to reflect existing 
local provision and the size of the development. Does it cover the 
essential services which will be needed in eco-towns? 
 
The PPS should set minimum standards of provision. 
 
No mention is made of the need to provide private extra-care housing that falls 
outside the definition of ‘social care’, and normal market and affordable housing. 
The PPS made no reference to how disabled or less mobile residents would get 
around the MVP. 
 
Provision should be made for land for future community needs that may arise 
over the lifetime of a town including the need to expand facilities. 
 
Further consideration needs to be given to ensuring long term revenue funding is 
available to run facilities and services. Future funding failure, which could lead to 
the contraction or demise of facilities and services, could have dire implications 
on the town’s sustainability credentials. 
 
 
Green infrastructure and biodiversity (paragraphs 4.18 to 4.21) 
 
 
Q4.11 The standards proposed on green infrastructure and biodiversity 
aim to ensure that development is undertaken in such a way that it 
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protects and enhances the best features of local landscapes for the 
benefit of both people and wildlife. Are these standards reasonable and 
deliverable? 
 
It is unclear whether the entire 40% or merely the publicly accessible part of the 
green infrastructure should be a well-managed, high quality network that is 
linked to the wider countryside. The existing proportion in the Marston Vale is 
about 90% green space. Clearly a reduction in green space would have a 
negative impact on the variety and volume of species. 
 
The Greensands Ridge runs adjacent to the site and this important adjacent 
habitat would suffer air, light and noise pollution from the MVP. The MVP would 
conflict with the aims of The Forest of Marston Vale to use trees and woodlands 
to transform 61 square miles between Bedford and Milton Keynes over a 40 year 
period to 2030 - the creation of 30% woodland cover throughout the Forest of 
Marston Vale. 
 
The MVP will have a detrimental effect on preserving the availability of land 
suitable for growing food. The Government's own planning policy statement 
(PPS7) values Grade 3 land nearly as highly as the 'Top' two grades. The 
Sustainability Assessment for the Marston Vale site does not accurately reflect 
existing agricultural land use.  
 
Water and flood risk management (paragraphs 4.22 to 4.28) 
 
 
Q4.12 The water and flood risk standards aim to ensure that eco-town 
developments are planned so that they will minimise water use and 
flood risk, and raise quality. Are the standards proposed clear and 
deliverable? 
 
 
It is stated that eco-towns located in the area with water stress should ‘aspire to 
water neutrality’.  Locating a new development in the area where the water 
abstraction level is above water replenishment level through natural water cycle 
is unsustainable 
 
Waste (paragraph 4.29) 
 
 
Q4.13. The waste standard aims to ensure that eco-towns manage their 
waste effectively, from their construction onwards. Is the proposed 
standard a clear and workable way of doing this? 
 
Extra homes would create extra waste. The PPS states targets can be devised 
using the 2007 National Waste Strategy targets for 2010 which only has one 
target for commercial and industrial waste (non-domestic) - a reduction of at 
least 20% by 2010 compared with 2004. None of the eco-towns will be under 
construction by 2010 effectively meaning there are no relevant targets for waste 
management in the PPS. Mid Bedfordshire is already achieving high levels of 
recycling through excellent community cooperation at low carbon cost including 
a kitchen waste scheme. 
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The promoters of the MVP also promoted an energy from waste scheme on land 
owned by them in the midst of the MVP. The outputs from the plant are thermal 
energy and the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide ( CO2 ) – the least 
environmentally sustainable solution.. 
 
Transition and development (paragraph 4.32) 
 
 
Q4.14. The transition and development standard should ensure that 
initial residents will not live in un-serviced and isolated building sites. 
Does it get the balance right between supporting initial residents and 
enabling developers the flexibility they need to build and grow the 
town? 
 
The PPS should set out the government’s support for infrastructure and services 
in a timely fashion, and in many instances, up-front, in order to ensure that the 
town is achieving zero carbon emissions from the beginning and ensure the co-
ordinated and early delivery of services to the community. 
 
Community and governance (paragraphs 4.33 to 4.34) 
 
 
Q4.15. The community and governance standard attempts to ensure 
that eco-towns will be successful communities, that residents will have 
a say in how their town is run, and that standards are maintained. Is 
this standard clear and workable? 
 
The PPS fails to address the situation where an eco-town encompasses existing 
communities and also where there may be a number of existing local councils. 
Additionally no guidance is given where an eco-town traverses local authority  
boundaries.  
 
The vision for the MVP would have been owned by the Marston Vale 
Development Company (MVDC), a free-standing property Development 
Company (MVDC) established by O & H Properties – the promoters of MVP. 
 
 
Sustainability Appraisal, Habitats Regulations Assessment and Impact 
Assessment 
 
 
Q5. Do you have any comments on the accompanying Sustainability 
Appraisal/Habitats Regulations Assessment or the Impact Assessment? 
 
 
Q6. Do you have any comments on the issues identified in the 
sustainability appraisal/Habitats Regulations assessment of the 
locations for eco-towns? 
Q6.8. Marston Vale. 
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Identified weaknesses of the Marston Vale Proposal 
 
The SA and HRA of the Marston Vale proposal have identified that there are a 
number of key weaknesses in the proposal. These only serve to underline 
concerns raised about the planning context for the consideration of eco-town 
proposals and the need for them to be first tested through the development plan 
process initially through RSS reviews and subsequently LDF’s, rather than 
undermine this process by identifying potential locations via the PPS. 
 
In addition to the matters raised in the SA and HRA by the consultants the 
following matters are of concern: 
 
 
Climate Change Mitigation 
 
Renewable energy and low carbon energy generation: only limited options 
of energy generation were considered.  Only two renewable energy sources were 
considered: biomass and wind.  The Marston forest was dentified as a potential 
source of bio fuel, but this forest has been recently planted and may not be able 
to supply enough biomass to make this option viable in the short to medium 
term. Given that there is such a vast amount of water it is surprising that water 
source heat pumps were not considered. 
 
It is stated in the SA of MVP that a potential of the site for renewable energy is 
not known.   
 
Energy from waste: Reference was made to the use of a state-of-the-art 
energy from waste plant to provide heat and power. However no details are 
provided as to what process would be employed in this plant nor whether the 
emissions from the plant would be calculated as emissions or as carbon 
reduction.  
 
There is little wind in the Marston Vale; on site wind turbines would not be 
viable. The MVP energy consultants, ENTEC, suggested that the turbines could 
be situated on ridges 10-20 miles from the vale. The 17MW of power being 
considered would be have to be transferred away from the communities closest 
to the source of power into the Marston Vale.  
 
ENTEC suggested that “Bio fuel crops would be grown locally and the displaced 
food crops could be replaced by importing food from Russia: “as they have scope 
for improving the efficiency of their agriculture” MVP would destroy large 
amounts local agricultural land contributing to national food insecurity. 
 
The energy from waste plant proposals on O&H land, the promoter of MVP would 
require importation of large amounts of additional waste into the heart of the 
MVP - most of this imported waste would come by road.  
 
The quality of housing proposed is exactly that which will be required for all new 
housing built at a similar time. Furthermore there is no commitment to reduce 
the carbon footprint of materials or methods for erecting the eco-town. 
 
Transport issues: The MVP aspired to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 80% 
compared with a similar but traditional car based development.  There was 
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serious doubt that this can be achieved if only 50% of all journey initiated in the 
eco-town would be car free.  
 
Water resources and water quality 
 
Issues identified in the review of ‘current situation’ have not been included in the 
assessment of ‘option with eco-town development’ in the SA/HRA of Marston 
Vale: 
 

1. It is stated in the SA that the development of Marston Vale eco-town may 
lead to material adverse effects on The Ouse Washes SAC/SPA & Ramsar 
site and The Wash & North Norfolk Coast SAC/SPA & Ramsar site as a 
result of increased abstraction or deteriorating water quality; and yet this 
issue has not be included in the sustainability assessment of MVP  

2. It is also stated that the area around Wixams and Marston Moretaine falls 
within Flood Zone 2 and 3a; and that there is a risk of flooding from 
localised sources, including sewers, blocked gullies and culverts, and 
surface water runoff. In the sustainability assessment only Flood Zone 3 
has been included. 

 
The capacity of Sewage Treatment Works in the area was assessed as not 
known. This requires a detailed investigation as it has been identified in the SA 
that the development of Marston Vale eco-town may lead to material adverse 
effects on The Ouse Washes SAC/SPA & Ramsar site and The Wash & North 
Norfolk Coast SAC/SPA & Ramsar site as a result of increased abstraction or 
deteriorating water quality. There is also concern as to whether the local rivers 
have sufficient flow to be able to take increased discharge of effluent given that 
water resources in the Upper Ouse and Bedford Ouse Catchments have been 
classified by the Environment Agency as ‘no water available’ and some areas as 
‘over-licensed’ or ‘over-abstracted’. 
 
 
Table 2 Sustainability Scores 
 
Table 2 of the Marston Vale SA and Table 11 of the Eco-town SA assess the Eco-
town against various issues categorising the assessment as red/orange/green – 
(negative/potential negative/positive) grading in the Table. The Table appears to 
take an overly positive view of the MVP. 
 
The spatial issues (and also in the policy section) assessment does not make it 
clear that the proposed Eco-town covered a wider area than the MKSM 
designation that refers to the Bedford / Kempston / Northern Marston Vale.  
The proposal extends towards junction 13, with an additional retail and 
employment focus near Brogborough Lake that is outside the growth area.  
 

• The “high level” assessment of the proposals only assessed the 
proposal in general terms against 23 indicators. There was no 
assessment in the draft PPS to evaluate how the development of an 
eco-town in Bedfordshire in this location might impact upon the 
delivery of other growth area projects, such as Wixams, land west of 
Bedford, South Bedfordshire and Luton growth area, or the 
regeneration of Bedford, Luton, Dunstable and Houghton Regis. 
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• Underplayed the extent of the Eco-town within flood risk 3 areas 
referring to them as limited and giving them an “orange” status 
assessment, whereas quite extensive areas are in flood risk 3. 

 
• Did not take into account the limited extent of previously developed or 

“brownfield land” as defined in Planning Policy Statement 3 which 
excludes land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste 
disposal by landfill purposes where provision for restoration has been 
made through development control procedures." Using that definition 
only a very small area of the Eco-town, the actual sites of the 
Stewartby and Kempston Hardwick brickworks, are brownfield land, 
making the “green” definition on the table very questionable. 

 
• Despite the fact that the SA states that the area of contaminated land 

is unknown it was given a “green” definition which is inappropriate.  
 

• Ignored the value and effect on County Wildlife sites. 
 

• Landscape and historic environment is duplicated on the table. 
 

• In the transport and accessibility section reference was wrongly made 
to junction 14 of the M1. It should have been be junction 13. 

 
 
Assessment of the Marston Vale against the locational criteria set out 
the Draft PPS: 
 
 
1. The proximity of the proposed eco-town to a higher order centre(s) 
where there is clear capacity for public transport links to that centre. 
 
Whilst the Marston Vale lies between Milton Keynes and Bedford there is no 
proven clear capacity for public transport links to these centres and 
consequently there is the prospect of significant levels of car born journeys that 
would not be sustainable. This reinforces the belief that eco-towns that are 
extensions to urban areas are likely to be far more sustainable and financially 
viable utilising and extending existing infrastructure and services. It is 
considered that the MVP failed to meet this criterion. 
 
2. The proximity of the eco-town to existing and planned employment 
opportunities. 
 
The Marston Vale has few employment opportunities within easy travelling 
distances. Cranfield provides some opportunity but is not easily accessible. There 
are planned employment generators with Center Parcs and NIRAH however 
these are not in existence and there can be no guarantee of their delivery 
particularly given the current state of the economy. Under such circumstances it 
is considered that the MVP failed to meet this criterion. 
 
3.Where eco-towns can play an important role in delivering other 
planning development and regeneration objectives. 
 
There is no commitment that the MVP would deliver any additional benefits such 
as the Forest and the canal/waterway. The standalone nature of the location 
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would have resulted in high infrastructure costs contrary to the sustainability 
credentials set out in the PPS.  
 
4.The Eco-towns Programme 
 
For the reasons set out above MMETAG considers that the Marston Vale was 
never a suitable location for an eco-town and we welcome the withdrawal of the 
proposal from the Eco-Towns Programme. 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
 
Hugh Roberts 
Chairman, MMETAG 
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