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Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Marston Moreteyne Parish Council accepts that there will need to be a growth in 
housing provision within the area of the Marston Vale. Our argument is that this 
should be decided locally by democratically elected bodies that would base their 
decision(s) on local need.  This plan lacks any local mandate and is we believe 
nothing more than an attempt by Central Government to resurrect the housing growth 
first detailed in the discarded Eco Town proposals. 
 
The plan still uses much of the language and intellectual justification of the 
discredited Eco Town proposal and as such is open to the same critique. We believe 
that the whole plan is predicated on assumptions that would not stand any meaningful 
analysis.  The overarching vision given by the “Integrated Sustainability Framework” 
which is supposed to inform the plan gives 10 objectives which need to be addressed 
for a development to be sustainable. (Page 4 figure 1 Sustainable Futures. Integrated 
Sustainability Framework for the East of England 2009.)   Most, if not all, of which 
would require major investment in infrastructure before an increase of this magnitude 
could even begin to be considered.  
 
The previous migration patterns referred to and upon which much of the plan is based 
are the result of the M1 and other major road links which have encouraged people to 
move into the area and commute by car to London or other remote destinations for 
employment; a practice that was encouraged by successive Governments. There are 
no direct rail links or meaningful public transport within the Vale; the rail links that 
do exist within the vicinity are impossible to access other than by car and then there is 
only limited and very expensive parking.  All of the towns and villages with the 
designated area that have a railway station currently have problems with commuter 
parking.  All villages experience problems with commuter traffic and all major roads 
are congested during peak times and indeed beyond.  These difficulties and the 
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expense of commuting by car are altering people’s behaviour as can be seen by the 
premium paid for housing near to rail links.  
 
Such jobs that have been generated have, to a large part, been in warehousing and 
distribution in the depots that have grown up around the road network.  These types of 
jobs are predominantly low paid and as such do not easily allow for housing costs in 
this area.  Within our Parish much of the, already considerable, growth in new 
housing stock that has taken place has been occupied by people who commute away 
from the area by car to obtain better paid employment elsewhere.  In the context of 
jobs it must also be remembered that there has been a major contraction in manual 
employment opportunities with the closure of the final brick works and the demise of 
heavy engineering and car making. 
 
Given the above starting point and the concept of sustainability any plan to greatly 
increase the housing stock must first address how any new housing would be different 
to that which has gone before. It is our belief that this plan fails to demonstrate how 
this is going to be achieved.  Building new housing is easy, building sustainable 
housing which meets your own sustainability objectives is not.  It is our opinion that 
the Vale has not suffered from a lack of housing but from a lack of investment in 
infrastructure.  To undertake any further development on the scale envisaged, even 
over the timescales proposed, without first addressing this would ensure that rather 
than being sustainable it would make the current situation even worse.  
In conclusion we would argue that there are many places with brown-field land that 
would welcome development and that utilization of green-field sites should only be 
considered as a last resort and then only when it can be demonstrated beyond 
reasonable doubt that any such development is sustainable: this plan fails any such 
test. 
 
Comments on the East of England Plan 2031. 
 

• 1. Introduction 
1.12 Your views on the future of the East of England are important to us and we hope 
you will take the time to respond. 
Comment on 1.12. You should be honest with yourselves and  stand up to the government 
pressure for “houses at all cost” and produce a much more sensible plan protecting Green 
Belt, protecting agricultural land, discouraging commuting and insist on required 
infrastructure before any development.   
 
• 2. About the East of England Plan 
2.1 The Plan sets targets of 508,000 new dwellings (1)  in the region between 2001 and 
2021 along with 452,000 new jobs. To put these figures into context, the region’s stock of 
housing at 2001 was 2.3 million and there were about 2.4 million jobs.  
Comment Re 2.1. Jobs have declined not increased over the last few years and without jobs it 
will just increase commuting of already overcrowded transport links. 
 
2.2 The East of England Plan has an important relationship with the Regional Economic 
Strategy which is prepared by the East of England Development Agency (EEDA). The 
two documents share the same evidence base, priorities and, ultimately, the vision for 
sustainable economic development in the East of England. 
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Comment Re 2.2.  The EERA is to be wound-up The Conservative plan to hand back 
decisions to local councils. Two quango’s with practically the same brief at a huge cost has 
produced something nobody wants. 
  

o Why review the Plan?  
 2.6 The Assembly’s view is that in doing this it needs to ensure that: 
• the region’s ability to deliver growth in a sustainable way has been fully investigated;  
• the new homes are linked to new jobs, and overall growth linked to adequate 
infrastructure and other public services;  
• the strategy addresses the challenge of climate change and its impact on, among other 
things, flooding, infrastructure, habitat change and food security; 
COMMENT Re 2.6. Much additional Infrastructure needs to be put in place before any 
houses are built in this already congested area before any part of the plan is remotely 
sustainable. There is no clear definition of how this plan is sustainable or how new jobs are to 
be created.  It should be reviewed. 
 
2.7 We are also of the view that the overall vision and objectives of the current Plan, and 
many of its policies, are fit for purpose and do not need review at this time.  
Comment Re 2.7.It is totally unfit for purpose.  
 

o  What evidence is informing the Plan?  
2.9 The Assembly has sought advice from local councils on future growth 
Comment Re 2.9. We believe that Central Bedfordshire, left to its own devices, would also 
opt for much lower growth. The previous plans [South Beds and Beds County] were for a 
much lower level of growth. 
 

o Why is the review taking place when the regional assemblies are to be 
removed?  

General Comment. Both will be become defunct if the current opposition gain power. 
 

o What about the legal challenge to the current Plan?  
2.13 The successful legal challenge only related to a small part of the current Plan and 
does not affect the review process.  
Comment Re 2.13. Legal challenges are very expensive and it is understandable why local 
authorities are reluctant to contemplate taking this course.  We believe there will be some 
strong challenges mounted to defeat the government dogma on “growth at all costs” at Public 
enquiries. 
 The government is still maintaining that their policy on the Green Belt has not changed yet 
the growth will be mainly on Green Belt land.  
   

o What progress has been made on the current Plan targets?  
2.15 The current recession has resulted in a dramatic fall in the number of dwelling 
completions.  Similarly, the amount of subsidised affordable housing provided over 
2007/08 fell well short (at 18%) of the Plan’s target that some 35% of new housing 
should be subsidised affordable homes.  
Comment Re 2.15 What is clearly needed is some “council housing” for rent close to jobs and 
town centres. You do not mention that employment has also fallen. 
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2.17 The Assembly has long expressed concern that the delivery of the current Plan 
cannot be achieved without Government commitments to investment in infrastructure 
of all kinds, both to redress current deficits and to support new growth.  To help identify 
key infrastructure and regional priorities the Assembly and EEDA are developing an 
Implementation Plan to show what actions are needed to deliver the policies in the East 
of England Plan and the Regional Economic Strategy. 
Comment Re 2.17.  The Assembly should state publicly that the necessary infrastructure is in 
place before any housing in the South Beds area. 
 

o How will the review affect my local council's development plans?  
2.18 Most local councils are in the process of updating their local development plans to 
conform with the current East of England Plan. It is very unlikely that the review 
process will reduce the amount of growth in your council's plans as many are rolling 
forward the annual rate of growth in the current Plan beyond its end date of 2021. 
Comment Re 2.18. You only need to look at the present comments made so far on this 
consultation that public opinion is very much against the growth proposed... The public 
meeting on 8th September was attended by some 200 plus people and there was no support for 
your plans. Many points went completely unanswered by the panel. It will be very interesting 
to see if Central Bedfordshire can stand up to the bullying and produce an honest and truly 
sustainable plan.  

 
3. Possible growth scenarios for the East of England region  

o Why is the region growing?  
3.2 Since 2001 about 131,000 jobs have been created in the East of England. The region 
has been economically buoyant, and contains many of the businesses expected to do well 
as we move out of recession (particularly the research and development sectors and 
environmental businesses). We also provide a role in helping to meet the employment 
needs of London’s key businesses. 
Comment Re 3.2. South Beds has certainly not been economically buoyant.  Andrew Selous 
MP points out that in 2009 unemployment rose 142% and states “A sustainable community 
needs enough local jobs for the population not just targets which relate overwhelmingly to 
housing growth” 
Houses need to be where the jobs are, not on Green Belt, not for commuters, not to increase 
CO2.  
 

o How much more growth and where should it go?  
General Comment. It is always housing numbers first, jobs and infrastructure very secondary.  
It was the Barker report and Central Government dogma that has driven this.  Power should 
be handed back to local people and their elected representatives to decide.    
 

4. A regional overview of the impact of the scenarios  
o What does climate change mean for the scenarios?  

4.2 There are two aspects of climate change we must consider: mitigation (reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions to limit the effects of climate change) and adaptation (the 
changes necessary to cope with the climatic changes that will happen).  
Comment Re 4.2 – 4.5. If you build in the wrong places it will result in more commuting and 
more emissions.  Existing commuting already produces excesses of emissions because roads 
are highly congested  increased housing in this densely populated area before any new road or 
rail improvements are made will only increase it worse. 
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o What do the scenarios mean for the regional economy and employment?  
4.6 There are three issues with the economy – are we supporting a sustainable economy, 
are we meeting economic regeneration needs, and are we aligning the growth in jobs 
with local workers to prevent longer commuting patterns. All four scenarios assume job 
growth above the forecast of what would happen without intervention, and hence as the 
scale of development increases, so does the challenge of intervention.  
Comment Re 4.6. The need for houses is always a “given” and it seems that you think the 
jobs will flow from that. Although you conveniently state elsewhere in this document that you 
are not concerned with the exact locations of housing in fact you will be aware that the Core 
Strategy document for South Beds is pin-pointing Green Belt land away from employment 
areas.  Where are the forecasts of jobs for this region?    
 

o What do the scenarios mean for affordability and affordable housing?  
4.11 The Government's broad view is that more homes need to be built than in the past 
(or currently planned) in order to stabilise house prices in the future. 
Comment Re 4.11 The concept of supply and demand grossly over simplifies the problem. 
The proximity to London is one of the reasons for high house prices.  This housing will have 
a huge effect on traffic congestion and water resources whilst doing little for house prices.  
Concreting over the South East, taking Green Belt and agricultural land for housing might 
reduce house prices in some areas but is that what we really want?  This part of the country is 
too overcrowded already. we need council rented accommodation in urban areas near jobs. 
Central Government’s role should be that of encouraging regeneration of really run down 
areas with business re-location grants etc. in order to spread growth evenly and naturally over 
the whole of the UK. 
        

o What do the scenarios mean for rural areas?  
4.14 During 2007-2008, approximately half of new dwellings were built in and around 
the main towns and cities, and half at other locations.  None of the scenarios would 
restrict the ability of local councils to allocate housing to rural communities to meet 
local needs. 
Comment Re 4.14 – 4.15. All scenarios will affect rural communities indirectly by taking 
surrounding Green Belt Land and increasing congestion. 
 

o What do the scenarios mean for areas in need of regeneration?  
4.16 – 4.17 A number of the region’s towns, cities and rural areas have parts in need of 
regeneration, and include deprived communities in need of support. Regeneration can 
be a key justification for growth at some of the locations promoted under scenarios 1, 
2 and 3.  Although scenario 3 maintains housing levels in those areas with the greatest 
socio-economic deprivation, it runs the risk of attracting investment back to the 
economically buoyant areas that see extra growth. 
Comment Re 4.16.. Regeneration does not come from building houses alone it must come 
with jobs. Using Dunstable as an example, this desperately needs regeneration but none of 
these strategies or the specific “core strategy” proposals will address this problem. 
 

o What do the scenarios mean for land availability?  
4.18 The priority for reusing previously developed or ‘brownfield’ land will still apply 
whichever scenario is followed.  
Comment Re 4.18. This is disingenuous. Very large amounts of Green Belt land will be 
identified for development 
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o What do the scenarios mean for areas of flood risk?  

Comment Re 4.20-4.21.  General comment. Climate change should prevent any building in 
flood plain yet building is still going ahead. 
 

o What do the scenarios mean for transport?  
Comment Re 4.22-4.26. Will create more commuting in an already congested area...  
 

o What do the scenarios mean for air quality?  
Comment Re 4.27-29. All scenarios will create more congestion and more CO2 emissions 
 

o What do the scenarios mean for water resources and quality?  
4.32 There is not sufficient information available on water quality to summarise the 
implications of different locations for growth.  With the right infrastructure, it is often 
possible to direct water pollution (i.e. treated sewage) away from sensitive areas. 
Comment Re 4.32. . It would be a very good idea to find out! This is a key issue and a 
statement such as “insufficient information” is not good enough.  
 
What do the scenarios mean for biodiversity?  
Comment Re 4.33-4.37. Again it is vague comments of “maybe” and perhaps” and it really is 
not possible to produce informed comment on the merits of the 4 scenarios from the brief 
statements made.  
 

o What do the scenarios mean for landscape character?  
• General comments 4.41-4.44.  . They will all affect the landscape character 

considerably.  The Green Belt was created to ensure a green corridor between urban 
conurbations and it has served us very well. It must be preserved for future 
generations. 

 
5. A focused review of the Plan  

 
o What policies are being reviewed?  

5.1 As indicated earlier, the Assembly’s view is that the vision and objectives, and many 
policies in the current East of England Plan are ‘fit for purpose’ and do not need 
review.  
Comment Re 5.1. Marston Moreteyne thinks they are not fit for purpose and do not truly 
address the right issues. 
 
5.2 Through this consultation we are seeking your views on whether we need to change 
the Plan’s vision and objectives and whether you agree with our proposals for reviewing 
the current Plan’s policies. 
Comment Re 5.2. Marston Moreteyne feels that the visions and objectives have not been 
sufficiently addressed. 
 
Example How exactly does it do these things:- 
Overall Spatial Vision 

- Reduce its impact on climate change and the environment, including through 
savings in energy and water use and by strengthening its stock of environmental 
assets.  
 

- We see no evidence of this in the document.  
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Objectives 
(i): To reduce the region’s impact on, and exposure to, the effects of climate change by: 

- Locating development so as to reduce the need to travel. All options will to some 
extent increase commuting. 

 
- effecting a major shift in travel away from car use towards public transport, 

walking and cycling;  
 
- reducing the risk of adverse impact of flooding on people, property and wildlife 

habitats.  Nowhere in your document does it show this. 
 

(iii): To realise the economic potential of the region and its people by: 
- Facilitating the development needed to support the region’s business sectors and 

clusters, improving skills and widening opportunities in line with the Regional 
Economic Strategy; Nowhere in your document does it show this. 

 
- Providing for job growth broadly matching increases in housing provision and 

improving the alignment between the locations of workplaces and homes; 
Nowhere in your document does it show this. 

 
- Ensuring adequate and sustainable transport infrastructure.  Nowhere in your 

document does it show this. 
 

(iv) To improve the quality of life for the region’s people by: We see no evidence that 
quality of life will be improved, on the contrary it will be made worse. 
 
(v) To improve and conserve the region’s environment by: 

- Ensuring the protection and enhancement of the region’s environmental assets, 
including the built and historic environment, landscape and water.  We see no 
evidence that your plan ensures this.  

 
- Re-using previously developed land and seeking environmental as well as 

development gains from the use of previously undeveloped land. Your plan 
suggests that only a small amount of Green Belt will be needed. This is misleading in 
the extreme. It is very clear that very large areas of Green Belt will be taken. 

 
 
- Protecting and, where appropriate, enhancing biodiversity through the 

protection of habitats and species and through creating new habitats through 
development. We see no way that a statement such as this can be realistically and 
honestly defended.   

- providing a network of accessible multi-function green space; Existing Green 
Belt, agricultural land, footpaths and bridleways provides the very best way of doing 
this 

-  
- reducing the demand for and use of water and other natural resources and reducing 
waste whilst increasing the sustainable management of waste. Where in this plan are you 
reducing the need for water?  
 
 
 



• 6. Questions for the consultation  
 
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? 
- No 
- The plan should be for natural growth only that should be managed by the local County, 
Town and Parish Councils. The whole of the Southeast is already suffering from 
overcrowding and congestion. .  Green Belt areas around urban conurbations should be 
protected. Any growth must be reliant on infrastructure first.  Any growth in housing must 
utilise all available brownfield sites and all current empty property for social housing. 
Farming should be protected. The impact on natural resources such as water has not been 
properly considered in this report. The Government role should be to encourage movement of 
people and jobs to less populated areas. 
 
Question 2. Do you have any comments on the four growth scenarios? 
All are flawed in that they do not answer the main objectives stated. All take as a “given” the 
need for very large growth but do not adequately address the infrastructure and jobs that 
would have to be effected alongside this growth if it were to be in any way sustainable. 
  
Scenario 1 says 3.15 says “It means that the distribution of that growth is concentrated at the 
main towns and cities” This is disingenuous. Much of it is projected to be on Green Belt land 
outside of the towns and cities.     
3 .13 “This scenario is broadly based on the views of local councils in the region, which the 
Assembly sought via the county and unitary councils.”  Certainly the local council’s 
projection for growth, before the imposition by Central Government, was much less. 
 Scenario 2. We assume these are the “eco-towns” which it seems no one wants. This is the 
highest total of the four for Bedfordshire.  This scenario suggest even more housing than 
scenario 1 and new settlements presumably on Green Belt which is unacceptable.   
 
Scenario3. This scenario at least suggests that it is biased on job prospects but no information 
on how to generate these jobs. Appendix 2 shows the totals to be exactly the same as 
Scenario1 in Bedfordshire. 
 
Scenario 4. This shows less in Central Bedfordshire and more in Luton which seems more 
sensible if suitable brownfield sites are available but it suggests more overall. The totals are 
still far too large overall.  
 
Question 3. What is your preferred growth scenario and why? 
None of the above. 
Please ensure that you also list those that state “none of the above. 
It seems that your purpose here is to “tick the box” that the public have been consulted and if 
we pick one of the four we fall into the trap of you summarising and simply showing the 
number of votes for each choice and use that as a conclusion.      
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. There are just a few words of summary about what may be the effect on very broad 
regional areas.  
 
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.  As previously stated we do not think that the visions and objectives have been properly 
addressed.  
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Question 6. Do you have any evidence to suggest that policies other than those identified 
need to be updated or created?  
Yes. The committee must be honest and true to the feelings of local people and stand up to the 
policies of the government of the day and not merely yield to the government's will.   It is 
quite clear and has been publicly stated in our area that Central Government insists that any 
plan or revision of plan must include provision for the number of houses they demand. The 
authority should instead seek to meet the wishes of the population of Eastern England, i.e. no 
further population growth here.  See Optimum Population Trust research. 
 
Question 7. Do you have any comments on the sub-area profiles? 
We specifically object to the Core Strategy decision to build north of Houghton Regis 
between the A5 and M1. This will create even more congestion on the A5 into Dunstable and 
the A5120 into Houghton Regis. It will do nothing to help regenerate Dunstable or Houghton 
Regis. It will take good farming land out of production and the whole envisaged development 
is on Green Belt land. It is purely a commuting area and the first phase of 500 houses is 
planned before the eastern link road.   
 
Question 8. Do you have any comments on the Integrated Sustainability Appraisal. Is 
there any further information that should be taken into account? 
There is now abundant scientific evidence that humanity is living unsustainably. Population 
growth in this area can never be sustainable and the EERA's growth policies are 
unsustainable.  It needs to go back to the drawing board. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
H. Trustam 

 
 
Mrs. H. Trustam 
Parish Clerk 
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