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8Fi.3 Have realistic assumptions been made about transport and infrastructure provision in the proposed strategy?

We have no comments regarding Transport Infrastructure. For the purpose of answering this question we have considered infrastructure provision in the proposed strategy in terms of utilities infrastructure and environmental infrastructure.
Whilst the potential exists to provide adequate utilities infrastructure and environmental infrastructure to support the additional development, we believe further evidence-based investigations are needed in relation to water supply, waste water treatment, flood risk and green infrastructure. Such evidence will help to demonstrate how the additional growth can be delivered in a sustainable fashion and ensure the Plan meets it’s the relevant test of soundness (v, vii and viii). 

To help achieve greater certainty, and to ensure the tests of soundness are met, we propose the following be taken into account:

Water Supply

Our reports
 indicate the new growth for Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale will be adequately supplied providing the twin-track approach is successfully applied. This will involve proactive demand management towards achieving: a 25% reduction in water use for new developments in accordance with the Code for Sustainable Homes
; a 8% reduction for existing homes; resource development and the effective integration of supply infrastructure, and; the timely provision of appropriate funding to finance necessary infrastructure improvements. 

In pursuit of these outcomes, we support the undertaking of water cycle strategies (WCS) which provide a high level, integrated assessment of water infrastructure concerning water resources and supply, flood risk mitigation (mostly storage and channel improvements) and sewage treatment.

Milton Keynes lies within the Ruthamford Water Resource Zone which also serves the Northamptonshire and Peterborough growth areas. Future supply capacity to Milton Keynes will increase once the River Trent transfer to the Lower Witham reservoir is completed (due date: 2020). The new link will augment supply to Peterborough thereby releasing additional capacity at Wing water treatment works (WTW) to supply Milton Keynes. We note the River Trent transfer remains dependent upon funding being secured beyond the current Ofwat five-year planning cycle. In addition, we understand that the new water treatment works at Wing, which will produce additional potable water, is twelve months behind schedule pending the results of an ecological survey. 

Aylesbury Vale is located in the Slough, Wycombe and Aylesbury Water Resource Zone (SWA) and our reports
 indicate that areas within this zone can be adequately supplied with water providing the aforementioned twin track approach is similarly applied. 

There is no reference to water supply specifically in this sub region. Our reports
 indicate opportunities for local abstraction in both catchment areas remain limited. With regard to Aylesbury Vale, increased abstraction could cause low flow problems further downstream in the lower River Thames. It is therefore important the Plan makes reference to water resource pressures to ensure water supplies are adequately considered and provided for. This should be through supporting text and/or referral to Policies NRM1 and 2. 

Whilst this omission does not make the plan unsound, including the additional text will enable the plan to contribute towards the achievement of sustainable development, as required by paragraph 1.7 in PPS11. 

Its addition will also satisfy us that water supply infrastructure provision has been adequately addressed in the sub region.

Annex 3 (Sub Regional Investment Framework) refers to utility requirements for a number of the sub regions, but for this sub region there is no such reference. 

For realistic assumptions to be made about water supply infrastructure, the Implementation Plan should detail relevant aspects of water company plans and refer to the water cycle strategy (WCS) for Aylesbury and the anticipated WCS for Milton Keynes. 
Waste Water Treatment

Development should only take place on a scale and in locations where water bodies can be protected from damage caused by the discharge of increased quantities of treated sewage effluent. We have reported elsewhere on the impact of forecast growth
.

Cotton Valley sewage treatment works (STW) for Milton Keynes discharges into the River Ouse catchment, which has previously experienced problems concerning environmental quality. This was remedied in 1998 when the STW was upgraded and tighter discharge standards were applied to reduce phosphorous and ammonia levels. Our report
 indicates that the maintenance of capacity at the STW to accommodate new development at Milton Keynes, is dependent upon future improvements being undertaken to minimise flood risk and maintain water quality. Given the STW discharges into receiving waters and the presence of a designated European site downstream, strict controls will need to be maintained to ensure compliance with the Water Framework Directive and the European Habitats Directive.

As indicated above, Milton Keynes Council (MKC) are currently reviewing the option of commissioning a WCS, which, if progressed, would provide a more detailed analysis of local circumstances in Milton Keynes. Crucially, the study must consider the cumulative impacts of development on the STW and the sewerage systems connecting the development to the works. 

Paragraph 5.6ii of the sub regional framework discusses the option of a new sewage treatment works at Aylesbury. The results of the Aylesbury WCS
 indicate that environmental quality targets will not be a constraint to forecast growth to 2026. Rather, sewage treatment capacity and sewerage network capacity are the main constraints to growth. Providing funding and timing are adequate, growth is achievable. The study has identified the need for the existing STW to be significantly extended, or, alternatively, for a new STW to be constructed. 

The water environment in the rest of the sub-region can accommodate the forecast growth to 2026. Places receiving growth will need investment in sewer capacity and treatment facilities. Some sewage treatment works, other than those mentioned in our report
, may need improved consents. We consider these upgrades to be within current technological feasibility.

To ensure adequate consideration is given to waste water treatment infrastructure Policy MKAV 3 should state that adequate sewer capacity and treatment facilities must be provided alongside all new development, not just large scale development. The current policy does not include any reference to waste water treatment even though it is highlighted as an issue in paragraph 5.6ii. Although the avoidance of adverse impacts on water quality is mentioned in Policy MKAV 3iii, this has a different emphasis, relating to the management of surface water drainage rather than the maintenance of water quality.

Without the consideration of wastewater infrastructure in this policy it must be considered unsound under test viii. 

We recommend MKAV3.iii be amended to include “it is essential that there is timely provision of the necessary infrastructure to ensure there is no resulting environmental degradation”. 

Annex 3 (Sub Regional Investment Framework) refers to utility requirements for a number of the sub regions but there is no reference to utility requirements for this sub region. 

For realistic assumptions to be made about wastewater treatment the Implementation Plan should detail the relevant aspects of water company plans.
Flood Risk

Flood risk has been a factor in the plan, but the degree to which it has been taken into account across the sub-regions remains unclear. A Regional Flood Risk Appraisal (RFRA), necessary to deal with the implications of flood risk on the growth proposals, has not informed the strategy and is still being developed. It is therefore unclear whether the RSS has been founded on a robust and credible evidence base.

Our reports
 have documented the importance of taking a strategic approach towards managing the increasing flood risk associated with new and existing development at Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale. This should include incorporating flood risk management into the planning and design processes to prevent the need for future intervention, together with the use of sustainable drainage systems in managing surface water runoff. 

We note the mathematical river model used in support of MKC’s Supplementary Planning Guidance
 concerning flood risk did not consider the City Expansion Areas, nor did it consider foul water or deal with climate change. The Environment Agency understands MKC are reviewing the option of including a strategic flood risk assessment (SFRA) as part of a proposed WCS. We support that proposal.    

Policy MKAV 3iii highlights the need for strategic planning of surface water drainage management to minimise flood risk, we support this. However, the policy should also mention the need to plan strategically for fluvial flood risk management. This is relevant to all new development not just for large scale schemes.

Without full consideration of the flood risk implications of the growth proposals the sub‑regional strategy would fail the test of soundness (vi), by not being founded on a robust and credible evidence base.
Green Infrastructure 

Annex 3 of the Implementation Plan details the various Green Infrastructure (GI) requirements in Aylesbury; we are supportive of these inclusions. However, the Sub Regional Framework itself does not make a similar reference. 

GI has multifunctional benefits to biodiversity, flood risk management, water quality, outdoor recreation, education, social cohesion and sustainable transport (EN 1997). Our statement to Sub Matter 6A calls for a strengthening of Policy NRM4 to emphasise the benefits of GI and our June 2006 response calls for a new policy on GI.

In addition, our statements to Sub Matters 8A, 8Aii.5 and 8Bi highlight the importance of: 

· costing the required biodiversity infrastructure to provide greenspace and mitigate the impacts of additional development; 

· ensuring there is no net loss of species and habitats listed in the local authority’s Biodiversity Action Plan and that restoration and enhancement of habitats is achieved; 

· prioritising the provision of a local environmental infrastructure and ensuring it is delivered in a structured way and with sufficient funding to maximise environmental benefit;

· achieving a ‘’clear and transparent integration of environmental needs with economic and social needs’; and,

· providing flexibility to allow for the effects of climate change.

Guidance
 on GI in this Growth Area has been prepared by the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Environment and Quality of Life sub group. The document provides important case studies and information on the uses and benefits of GI. We believe the above points apply to Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale.   

The guidance should be referenced in the text for this sub region in order to meet the test of soundness ii, enabling the plan to contribute towards the achievement of sustainable development, as required by paragraph 1.7 of PPS11.

� Library Ref. AR1, AR1A, AR2A and Twenty year Strategy for Managing Environmental Infrastructure in the South East (SMEISE) – Phase 1 Report – Estimated Costs, Rev 08, January 2007


� Code for Sustainable Homes: A step-change in sustainable home building practice, DCLG, December 2006


� Library Ref. Ar4 and Ar5


� The Upper Ouse and Bedford Ouse Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy, March 2005; Halcrow Group Limited, Aylesbury Water Cycle Strategy Phase 1 – Outline Strategy Supporting Technical Note, November 2006 


� Library Ref. AR2A


� The Upper Ouse and Bedford Ouse Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy, March 2005


� Halcrow Group Limited, Aylesbury Water Cycle Strategy Phase 1 - Outline Strategy Supporting Technical Note, November 2006.


� Library Ref. AR2A


� The Upper Ouse and Bedford Ouse Catchment Abstraction Management Plan Strategy”, March 2005; Thames Catchment Flood Management Plan (Draft), Environment Agency, September 2006.


� Milton Keynes Drainage Study – Development and Flood risk Supplementary Planning Guidance, May 2004 


� Planning Sustainable Communities: A Green Infrastructure Guide for Milton Keynes and South Midlands (EQOL Sub Group, April 2005)
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