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Introduction to the Marston Moreteyne Action Group 

MMAG (Marston Moreteyne Action Group, formerly MMETAG) is a non-political 

group of volunteers who joined forces in July 2008. Our original focus was to stop 

plans to build a so called ‘Eco-Town’ in the Marston Vale area. We proved highly 

effective in co-ordinating opposition to those plans including organising over 700 

villagers to march on the A421 on 20th September 2008.  The Action Group was re-

launched in 2009 to fight inappropriate development that would swamp and urbanise 

our individual and distinct rural communities.  As such we hosted a conference 

‘Marston Vale 2050 – Your Vision for the Future’.  The conference brought together 

leading community and political leaders, environmental and conservation activists 

and planners from Central Bedfordshire, Milton Keynes and Bedford Borough to 

address the challenges of sustainable development, economic regeneration and 

conservation within a rural context.  Further details of our activities can be found on 

our website www.MMETAG.com.  

EERA Consultation Questions 

MMAG would like it noted that the EERA web-base consultation process was for 

many laborious, overly complicated and too difficult to engage with.  MMAG believes 

this flaw in EERA’s concept of consultation devalues the process and leaves it open 

to challenge and disengages the public from a meaningful contribution to the future 

shape of their communities. 

Question 1  

Do you think we’ve chosen the right growth scenarios to consider?  If not, 
what other scenario(s) should we consider and why?  

MMAG believes that the chosen scenarios are flawed on two counts: 

I. The review and scenario are driven by the need to deliver the Government’s 

housing targets based on challengeable population growth statistics.   

http://www.mmetag.com/
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II. There is an assumption on growth; dubious in light of the current and 

ongoing economic recession and the now evident increased return rates of 

the migrant labour force.  

Question 2  

Do you have any comments on the four growth scenarios?  

Yes.  MMAG disputes the legitimacy regarding all three proposals for new towns 

within Central Bedfordshire on the grounds that housing need should be met in the 

location of the need and not bundled up into a 20,000 home new town and dumped 

on existing communities.  In essence EERA is suggesting that Central Bedfordshire 

meet identified housing need, including affordable housing need, for other counties 

such as Hertfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Essex and beyond.  This is unfeasible 

and neglects the economic characteristics of those in search of affordable housing.  

Significant elements of affordable housing need relate to core service provision i.e. 

employees within key public sectors e.g. fire, police, teaching, hospital / health 

provision.  This is an affordable housing need that should be met in the locale of 

the service provision.  It cannot be met by a new town as these employees tend not 

have to the finance nor the luxury option of commuting significant distance.  

Housing growth should not plan for commuting as this is contrary to reducing 

carbon emissions. 

MMAG believes that the approach taken by EERA to establish the review is flawed.  

It cannot be appropriate to seek to address housing growth by putting out a call to 

developers to suggest where they would like to build.  This cannot be an effective 

approach to delivering the Vision and Objectives of the plan.  EERA cannot leave to 

luck and coincidence the likelihood that housing need will be matched by developer 

proposals on building for profit?  Developers like greenfield; it is cheaper to build on.  

Developers like excellent road links for commuting with no interest in “locating 

development so as to reduce the need to travel”.  There is a lack of leadership 

displayed by the EERA apparently unwilling to identify where need is and where it 

must be met - preferring to leave ‘profit led developers’ to build and hope the ‘need’ 

will up sticks and follow! 
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MMAG challenges why EERA is making the suggestion of a new town when their 

role is about employment led sustainable development.  A new town concept is 

beyond that remit.  A new stand alone development requires costly new 

infrastructure and there is no evidence that employers wish to relocate to the 

Marston Vale; or would come in the numbers needed.  Central Bedfordshire has no 

need for this level of housing allocation to meet its local need.  The suggestion can 

only appeal to other EERA partners wishing to dump their housing allocation on 

Central Bedfordshire.   

MMAG believes there is a contradiction in EERAs proposals for a new town in the 

Marston Vale.  According to EERA, Bedford is a “Designated Growth Area where 

substantial growth in housing, employment and other land uses is being 

planned and delivered”.  Therefore it is illogical to propose a new town that works 

against efforts to regenerate Bedford.  A new large development would be in direct 

competition for employers in effect halting the regeneration of Bedford and 

undermining the County’s historical centre. 

EERA’s proposal for a new town in the Marston Vale mirrors the eco-town footprint 

since it is put forward by the same developers.  Hence the proposal would build on 

90% working agricultural greenfield land despite a government directive for house 

building to be focused on brownfield sites.   CPRE say that nationally there are 

brownfields sites enough for 1 million homes.  The land is arable land that grows 

crops to feed the country.   There is now well documented government concern over 

our ability to feed ourselves in the future.  No proposals should countenance building 

on greenfield land and especially not in the scale proposed for a new town. 

The proposal for a new town would be three times the combined size of the nearby 

existing towns of Flitwick and Ampthill.  It would lead rapidly to the coalescence of 

Milton Keynes and Bedford into one huge linear development.  In so doing wiping out 

a range of existing distinct communities and forcing people who have lived, in some 

cases their whole lives, in small village communities - into a sprawling urban 

settlement.  
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MMAG asks the EERA to note that the area already has the new Wixams town 

(straddling Bedford Borough and Central Bedfordshire).  This site, no where near on 

schedule, has already an additional 1,000 homes added by central government.  In 

addition the developer has put it forward through the EERA process a further 3,100 

homes.  The site will have a mainline train station and as such is the only appropriate 

location within the Marston Vale for a development of its size.  This development is 

underway and a new town nearby would, as with Bedford, undermine its ability to 

attract employers to levels it requires for sustainability.     

This part of the East of England is considered by EERA to be “of serious water 

stress, with water resources over licensed or over abstracted”; hardly a good 

choice for another 20,000 homes and associated employment.   The proposal of a 

new town would destroy the natural habitat of wildlife, plants and aquatic life in the 

lakes locally.  It would place unbearable pressure on all existing infrastructures, road, 

rail, health care, social care, education.  At a time when the country is in a stressed 

financial position and will remain so for many years to come, there can be no 

expectation that infrastructure will come before development and in fact little hope 

that it would arrive at all. 

Finally, MMAG notes that EERA documentation refers repeatedly to the failed eco-

town proposals for the Marston Vale. These were developer led, profit driven 

concepts fiercely opposed by local communities, councillors and politicians and 

ditched.  Reference to them is unhelpful, instills fear and worry within local 

communities and shows a lack of sensitivity to housing development debates that 

have just recently been resolved.  The concept of a 20,000 home new town in the 

Marston Vale was proved inappropriate, damaging to Bedford, failing to meet the 

affordable housing need where the need was located and unsustainable.  Sat within 

a very short distance of Milton Keynes, Bedford, Wixams, Ampthill and Flitwick it is 

blatantly obvious to all that the Marston Vale is not and should never be a location 

for large scale housing development on account of its predominantly green space. 
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Question 3  

What is your preferred growth scenario and why?  

MMAG only sees Scenario One as realistic and meaningful because there is no 

justification for the new towns in Bedfordshire as opposed to locations more self 

sufficient particularly in terms of employment growth e.g. Hertfordshire.  The 

forecast population figures for Mid Bedfordshire used in the amended plan are 

extremely high and questionable.   

The existing delay in infrastructure provision would be exacerbated and the 

community impact unacceptable.  There are key environmental constraints and 

locally important landscapes such as the Greensand Ridge.  There are serious 

questions over the ability to provide sufficient job opportunities.  Therefore Scenario 

1 is the only practical option as it represents a carry forward of the current plans 

growth rates over the additional 10 years and is the highest level development that 

could be achieved.  Nevertheless Scenario 1 must be implemented in a sustainable 

manner sensitive to the essentially rural landscape. 

Question 4  

Do you agree we have covered all the regional impacts of the four scenarios 
that have been identified? If not, what else should we have addressed?  

No.  MMAG believes that conflicting expectations and aspirations in the East 

Midlands Plan, (Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub Regional Growth Strategy), 

South East Plan and the East of England Plan are not addressed.  These three / 

four plans have a uniquely damaging impact on Bedfordshire and specifically the 

Marston Vale with conflicting ideas of growth, none of which are sustainable or 

appropriate.  In particular the designation of the Northern Marston Vale as a 

development area remains vague, unjustified and geographical ill defined.  

Furthermore, no reason has been advanced why the Northern Marston Vale should 

be so designated.  This illustrates the dislocation between strategic planning ad 

local consequences.  Excluding Bedford Borough the Northern Marston Vale only 
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encompasses two Parishes, Houghton Conquest and Marston Moreteyne – we 

surmise – and this small area is the focus of several plans! 

Question 5  

Do you agree that the vision and objectives of the current Plan remain 
suitable for the revised Plan. If not, what changes would you make and why?  

No.  MMAG believes that the objectives contain a conflict that needs resolving and 

a conflict compounded by the idea of new settlements within the review. 

Objective (i) states “locating development so as to reduce the need to travel”.  

Objective (ii) states “giving priority to the provision of affordable housing to meet 

identified needs.  These need to be rewritten to clarify that they both relate to 

where the need exists.  Affordable housing needs to developed where there is 

need for affordable housing as opposed to creating new settlements to meet 

identified need in another location.  This was a fatal error within the proposed eco-

town in Mid Beds (as was) which sought to meet affordable housing need in 

Bedford Borough.  EERA cannot transport other locations identified need and 

deposit it on other communities; this was particularly true at the time as Mid Beds 

was on target to meet its affordable housing need anyway.   

Question 6  

Do you have any evidence to suggest that policies other than those identified 
need to be updated or created?   

No 

 

 

 

 

 


