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From the second report for a transit system city, September 1962.
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Foreword
This document briefly sets out the ideas put forward in the
early 1960s, more than forty years ago. The style of my
original drawings, their lettering and context reflect the
contemporary fashions. The means of reproduction then
for committee and publicity use were barely into the
photo-copier period and before easy colour printing. Most
of the documents for Bucks County Council Committees
both of text and illustration were created by Gestetner
stencil duplication.
The terms Sustainability, Global Warming were unknown
and Environment with a capital E was little talked about.
This makes what was produced all the more foresightful.

Bill Berrett and Fred Pooley in January 1964 at the launch of the
proposed new city.
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From the hand written and drawn report by Bill Berrett June/July 1962.

Plan note Railway & National route(M1)

Sector note Rapid Transit System

Extract from text showing Rapid Transit specification (not yet ‘Monorail’
at this stage)
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The World’s first Eco-City?
Could the proposed development in North Bucks have
been the world’s first Eco-City had the original designs
started in 1962, published in 1964, been implemented?
Then the ideas for what became known as ‘Pooleyville’ for
a new city for 250,000 people on 8,900 Hectares (22,000
acres) in North Bucks were in some ways much closer to
present day thinking than those which have been built at
Milton Keynes.

Aerial view of the whole city

What was proposed was a City, self sustaining, by being
much larger than the New Towns like Harlow and
Stevenage, and with a major attractive City Centre.
The city was to be based on a public transport system
which served all parts. The objective was to attract people
to leave their cars at home, not to compel them or price
them out of their use. Travel was fare free, a rate borne
charge on each city household. All public transport stops
7

were at a maximum of seven minutes safe walk (500M)
away from home, job, shop or facility. All journeys within
the city could be undertaken with a maximum of 25
minutes door to door. Most journeys could be done
without a change, the rest with a maximum of one change.
This meant that access for all, old, young, wealthy or hardup, was easy, unconstrained and attractive. The city would
have been powered and heated by a combined electricity
generating and heating plant.

North Bucks New City Plan, made public, January 1964

The structures of the transport system being used for
distributing the heating mains. Large parks of open space
were easily accessed and possibilities of ‘Urban
Agriculture’ were proposed.
Homes were to be ‘on the ground’ and at a density neither
higher nor lower than those which have been presently
built.
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CITY ROAD

SEVEN MINUTES SAFE WALK
TO THE TRANSPORT STOP

SEGREGATED ROADS
VARIETY OF 1,2, & 3
STOREY HOUSES
VARIETY OF TENURES
SAFE PEDESTRIAN WAYS
LOCAL EMPLOYMENT

FLATS ALONG OPEN SPACE
EDGE
TRANSPORT STOP
TRANSPORT ROUTE
PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

Village of 5,000 people

The proposals were well worked out to a level which
would have been capable of development and
implementation. Why these proposals were passed over in
favour of the car dependent, high energy use, consumer
oriented, ‘Los Angeles’ inspired model is a story of
orthodoxy overpowering
and suppressing vision and
insight into the future.
The details of what was proposed looked at the major
components of the city, how they related and how it was
contemplated that they could be developed. They were
never seriously examined once consultants were
appointed whose eyes were firmly fixed on Los Angeles.
Transport
The arrangement of the transit lines in the form of
continuous circuits which intersected at two interchanges
and passed four times through the city centre, meant that
the peak demands were kept low on all routes.
The specification for the transport system required that it
be electrically powered and hence did not generate
greenhouse gases or other pollutions.
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It was to be quiet, with fast acceleration and braking and
be capable of all weather operation. The system was to be
safe in terms of personal security at all times of day and
safe in terms of interaction with other movements such as
pedestrians and roads. It was elevated.
The operation of the system must also be capable of
automatic running and of continuous surveillance. There
was provision for car access throughout but the objective
was to encourage people to leave their cars at home for
in-city journeys by ensuring the alternative of public
transport to be attractive, convenient, reliable and of
course fare free. Access for the young, the old, the
disadvantaged and the disabled was extensive, let alone
those not in these categories but just did not have access
to a car.The administration of public transport too was
important, the fare free use of the system would enable far
greater opportunity for the major city centre to be used
frequently as well as over a wider range of time. The notion
of the rate borne charge gave a much more even spread
of costs to the community and of course the saving of
about one third of revenue otherwise collected in fares on
traditional systems which is needed to collect, check,
audit and process. However the encouragement

Transit leaving stopping point heading towards the city centre
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to use public transport rather than compulsion was the
radical proposal.
Homes
The ‘village’ created around a transport stop was based
on a diagram which could be realised in many different
ways appropriate to its particular location and the time at
which it was build in the new city’s evolution. But the
principles were these. The furthest destination (the home)
from a stop was no more than a convenient walk away
(seven minutes) The route from home to transport was
safe and segregated from road traffic. The transport stop
provided the node for local activities like local shop, pub,
doctor, and some local employment. The stop was
adjacent to public open space too and provided the place
for primary schools (in turn linked to home on the safe
pedestrian routes).
This scheme provided for each ‘village’ to have a
distinctive form and identity, perhaps developed by
individual developers and at different times and forms
according to its individual location.
The preferred form of home was ‘on the ground’ with
access to a garden or open space.
PUBLIC TRANSPORT ROUTE
FLATS ON EDGE OF PUBLIC OPEN
SPACE
LOCAL SHOPS
TRANSPORT STOP

FIRST SCHOOL

MEDICAL CENTRE

SAFE WALKING

PUBLIC OPEN SPACE
RECREATION
URBAN AGRICULTURE

Transport stop and local facilities.
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Some smaller and higher homes were suggested adjacent
to the extensive areas of public open space - ‘Parkland’ as
the proposals called it. A wide range of house types, size
and tenure were suggested, but particular attention was
given to affordability and two exercises were done to
demonstrate that the new city offered good homes at an
affordable price and a density acceptable to the
occupants and mortgage companies. A further exercise
was done to create starter homes suitable for small and
newly created households helping people onto the home
ownership ladder.

Starter homes

The Government of the day advocated industrialised and
high rise building of homes. It was felt imperative to
examine the reality and implications of this, but it was
never part of the proposals either to advocate this for the
new city or to increase residential densities in this way, nor
to increase densities around a transport stop. In fact the
residential, net, gross, and total densities of Pooleyville
were almost exactly the same as has been built in Milton
Keynes.
Urban Agriculture and Leisure
A study was commissioned from Prof Wibberley of Wye
College which established that urban agriculture was
feasible, it was he who demonstrated that during the war
the suburban garden was more productive per acre than
12

rural agriculture. These areas of urban open space also
surrounded the existing villages which remained intact.
Many of the new villages were adjacent to the existing
countryside. The loops of the public transport systems
enclosed major continuous areas of green space. In these
lay the areas for public access and recreation, for the
secondary school village campuses and hospital. Studies
were initiated on the importance of the third eight hours ‘play’. These related to the space attached to a home,
access to local recreation and the city wide importance of
major open spaces. In addition to these, was an
understanding that population size was a key factor in
creating major recreational facilities of City scale - not least
Shopping!
Energy

Whole city heating and electricity generation proposal.

The new city was considered a whole and thought of as
an interactive system. In 1964 a study was undertaken
with a Working Party reporting to the Minister of Housing
and Local Government, to look at all city power generation
and the consequent production of heat, much of which is
still wasted currently.
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This heat would be distributed to the newly created
villages and other major uses by mains contained in the
transport infrastructure.
The city centre was to be a major one with less emphasis
on out of town centres than current. It was in the centre of
the site, adjacent to the Euston - Birmingham railway with
a new station linked to each route of city transport. It was
felt important to establish a centre of ability to focus the life
of a great city. Out of town centres, small town centres
and the centres of the early programme of New Towns
were just not adequate to achieve this. There was a need
to have the choice, excitement and spectrum of
opportunity of a major regional centre and at least be a
‘counter magnet’ to aspects of the metropolis. So central
identity, a visual and cultural presence were important.
Culture and recreation were essential components in the
ideas for a new city in 1964.
‘Planning for Leisure’ was a study undertaken to look at
the implications of increasing affluence and leisure
(including the attraction of shopping!) Ease of use of the
City Centre, the open space, the easy ability to access
facilities (no worry about where to park, could you afford to
get there and to be safe for person and property etc.), all
were top priorities.
Education
Bucks was of course the Education Authority and a major
pioneer in school building. The orthodoxy at the time when
NBNC was conceived was to build schools (like homes) by
industrialised methods and by consortia without local
involvement. Fred stood out against this process and
argued that it was cheaper, more human and more lasting
to build in traditional materials, with pitched roofs and
good landscaping. He went further to argue that if it was
cheaper to build house shells than
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Schools like houses.

School campus like a village.

classrooms of similar volume and scale - then build
schools like a cluster of houses. Later schools in Milton
Keynes were built like houses and when ‘the bulge’ of
early students passed some of the buildings were actually
15

converted to houses and sold much to the profit of Bucks
ratepayers!
The County took the idea further. If First and Middle
Schools could be built like clusters of houses, then
Secondary Schools could be grouped on a shared
Campus with the quality and community of a Village. In
NBNC the intention was to locate these educational
villages within the major areas of open space. This did last
into the building of Milton Keynes in the Campuses of
Stantonbury and Woughton.
Work
Ideas of the ‘60s in planning were very much around the
car and dispersal of activities. The alternative of dispersed
shopping, facilities and work into a network of towns like
Buckingham with a substantial, what would now be called
an ‘Out of Town’ centre, was examined and rejected in
favour of a New City. Nothing like it had been proposed in
UK.

Area centre alternative.
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There was a need to protect the Chiltern Green Belt from
development, yet there was also need, as now, for homes
and jobs in the South East.

City Centre.

The generation of jobs is one of the most important factors
in the creation of a new city. The journey from home to
work is one of the most important structuring elements,
even in a world where the nature of work is changing. So
the counterpoising of areas ‘principally of employment’
was fundamental to the Pooleyville new city plan. Three
major areas were balanced. To the east adjacent to the M1
motorway, to the west and in the City Centre. The centre
with its shopping and service activity, the offices facilitated
by the creation of a new rail station and its regional
significance located on the A5 - all linked
17

by an east-west route, half way between Oxford and
Cambridge. There was provision for local jobs in the new
villages too.
The influence on the surrounding areas
It was clear that such a large and rapidly growing urban
area might have a profoundly adverse effect on the villages
and towns surrounding the new city. Consequently a
series of plans were prepared anticipating the likely
demand for homes, jobs and facilities in these areas. An
early form of public involvement was used in their
preparation in that a studio in the form of a converted bus
in which architects and planners worked was used.
Although closely linked into new city, the County Council
was already responsible and involved in the planning and
control of Wolverton and Bletchley. Bletchley was already
taking London overspill growth.

Plans for Villages and Towns around the new city.
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Why was there no Eco-City then?
The question arises that if the North Bucks New City
project was so eco - friendly why was it not built and why
was a ‘motor-age’ city built instead?
The answer really lies in the strength of conventional
wisdom and the orthodoxy of fashionable ideas at any one
time. The ikon of the 1960’s and 70’s amongst young
architects and town planners lay with their romance with
the freewheeling consumer society of the ‘American
Dream’ manifested in Los Angeles.
The group who were given considerable power for the
planning of Milton Keynes were infused with this idea.
Jock Campbell, a life peer and Richard Llewellyn - Davies
also a life peer were key. RLD was involved with Imperial
College as was Reyner Banham who wrote ‘Los Angeles,
City of Three Ecologies’. They involved LA based Mel
Webber, a futurologist guru of the freewheeling dispersed
Angelino culture. RLD’s firm were involved in planning work
following the LA Watts riots and Australian John de
Moncheaux led the MK team, trained in the US and was
from Canberra. It is little surprise that their ethos was
directly opposed to the egalitarian, european approach of
Pooleyville.
Later, Jock Campbell, interviewed on the BBC by Nicholas
Taylor was asked ‘Did he intend to build Los Angeles in
North Bucks’ he replied ‘I think it is a promise’, he always
denied it afterwards.1
The technical arguments around ‘Pooleyville’ were never
seriously debated. Studies were done but always by
specialists who were totally committed to roads and cars
and sceptical about public transport. True comparative
costs were never fully assessed and at that time
environmental benefits were not considered at all.
Below is a quotation from a member of LDWFWB team
who states what I always suspected which was that the
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Plan for Milton Keynes must not, in any way, resemble the
previous proposal. This approach continued well into
implementation, perhaps into the late 70s.
‘. . . Two other factors were on the agenda. One was the team
leaders’ determination to bury an earlier plan by Bucks County planner
Fred Pooley, a design with 4 monorail loops connecting living areas as
beads on strings with a central work and service zone: a plan
prioritising public transport and subordinating cars. Mr Pooley was a
member of the Board of the Corporation and his ideas thus had to be
circumvented in a diplomatic way’*. An early proposal from Nathaniel
Lichfield and myself for a systematic cost benefit study comparing the
two approaches met a frosty response within the team and was
probably never put to the Board. . . .’3

It is my belief that this ‘determination’ came from the very
highest level of the Corporation and their Consultants.
This still has serious implications should any future Public
Transport system be contemplated. The plan makes
provision for Public Transport to be aligned in the centre of
Grid Roads - completely the wrong location.

Location of Transit routes in relation to MK grid roads.
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Several manifestly inaccurate things have often been
asserted against NBNC. The first was that the densities of
Pooleyville were higher than those advocated in Milton
Keynes - this is completely untrue, they were in fact much
the same. Secondly that the Bucks city was high rise, that
too was completely wrong, Pooley advocated ‘Homes on
the Ground’. Thirdly it was stated that the advantage given
towards access to Public Transport constrained choice,
this too is totally wrong, it increased choice. It was also
alleged that the plan ignored the villages - quite untrue.
They were carefully integrated into the plan. Much more
than that however, the County prepared plans for all the
towns and village communities around the New City to
avoid their being engulfed.
To illustrate the shallowness of the argument which took
place around this issue, a concession was made to Fred
Pooley as Special Adviser to the Board and incorporated
into the Plan, suggesting that Public Transport routes
could be included at a later date on reservations between
carriageways on the Grid Roads. This was completely a
disadvantaged location for them because pedestrian
access is distanced from the public transport route by the
carriageways and the earth bunds adjoining the Grid
roads. A later report by the Development Corporation
recommending Public Transport routes through the
centres of grid squares was not given publicity (see later).

Extract from The Plan for Milton Keynes.
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The sheer weight of resources expended on the
arguments against what may have been the world’s first
Eco-City was considerable. My team under Fred Pooley,
was myself - occasionally, Paul Markcrow, Tse Chiu Ng, Ed
Seymour and Keiran Evernett. This compared with a team
of 15 to 20 plus consultants employed later by the
Llewellyn-Davies firm. We may have been out-shouted but
not out-argued.

Bill Berrett, Tse Chiu Ng and Paul Markcrow working on the City plan.

There was a major problem associated with putting over
the ideas for Pooleyville when it was conceived and later
when it was made public in 1964.
This problem was how to explain to the public in simple
terms, the complex issues which at that time were not
familiar, indeed, nor were they to the specialists.
We had to use the term ‘Monorail’ to describe a high-tech
public transport system. This engenders all kinds of
futuristic images of science fiction and impracticability. But
how could we put over what we did - to define the
performance specification for a system which engineers
and manufactures could meet? We reviewed a number of
options.
22

Alternative transport systems considered.

For the purposes of our proposals, their costs and our
discussions with Government it was necessary to work
with an available system. There were two at that time, the
German ‘Alweg’ above the track system and the French
‘Safège’, below the track system. The ‘Safège’ was used
inasmuch as it was linked to the UK Taylor Woodrow
organisation, who had a considerable reputation in the
construction world.
These systems were in rapid evolution at that time. Indeed
in the USA a major initiative was undertaken using skills
deriving from NASA to develop urban transit systems. In
my view it would have been most unlikely to have
proceeded with Safège. Also before implementation much
work would have been done on the design of routing,
materials and aesthetics of the supporting structures for
the transport system - we now know how elegant
structures can be, as illustrated by the work of Tony Hunt,
Callatrava and the current generation of British structural
engineers.
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‘Safège’ was derived from the rubber tyred Metro systems
of Paris (Chatelet) and Montreal and with a test track near
Chateauneuf sur Loire.

The Safège system test track near Paris.

Rubber tyred transit, Safège suspended system.
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Rubber tyred transit, Paris and Montreal.

Westinghouse-AEG.

Supported transit system, Alweg, Köln and Alweg, Disneyland.
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Ford PRT system, Dearborn, USA.

By the time Pooleyville would have been implemented
development of transit systems would have included the
Westinghouse system and perhaps the most fitting system
would have been the Ford PRT system.

Guided Road project, Bill Berrett, 1964.
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Something else which was contemplated was the use of
Guided Roads. This arose from the thought that
Motorways are rather like trains without couplings between
vehicles. This proposal contemplated private and public
vehicles controlled by a computer guidance system.It was
of course far too ahead of technology and it is only of
recent time that this principle has become a possibility.
Comments such as the whole plan being at fault due to
‘the aesthetic quality of the support structures’ (of the
‘Safège’ test track) illustrate the poor standard of the
debate at the time in the 1960’s and still of the current
debate. This comment was from someone who now
purports to be an expert on environmental conservation
and eco-planning, but who is in fact a ‘johnny come lately’
to the task!
Why no Eco-City? - mainly because the ideas went
against the conventional wisdom of the time. Not of the
man in the street, but of those Civil Servants, academics,
road specialists, London centric intellectuals and
establishment figures who were in love with Los Angeles.
Once embarked on this path, they would brook no
challenge - not even to this day.

Heading for the City Centre at speed, view from from the PRT car
(Monorail) passing over the City Park and pedestrian and vehicle routes.

27

North Bucks New City becomes Milton Keynes
When the Government of the day decided after much
negotiation with Bucks County Council to develop under
the provisions of the New Towns Acts, a study was
undertaken to review the area of North Bucks,Bedfordshire
and Northamptonshire for a site for a major new urban
development, it was concluded that North Bucks was
suitable.
A site of 22,000 acres was put forward as a draft
designation area for the construction of an urban area to
support 250,000 people. The plan below illustrates the
relationship of the proposed Bucks County Council
development and the proposed Milton Keynes New Town.
Note that in the Bucks proposal Wolverton and Bletchley
were not included as the County was already responsible
for the planning of those areas. Note also the inclusion in
the North Bucks new city area for development in areas to
the east and west similar to those recently suggested for
the extension of Milton Keynes.

Areas suggested in North Bucks for major urban developments.
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The context of the 1960s
In the early 1960s work was being undertaken on a new
generation of New Towns following Stevenage and Harlow.
The next generation led by the proposals for Hook by the
LCC and Cumbernauld in Scotland was still for a
population below 100,000 and the principal design
consideration was for these towns to be based on
pedestrian accessibility. This of course limited the physical
and population size of the proposals.

Hook Plan, LCC, 1961.

The proposals by Bucks County Council started in 1962
was for a development of much greater size, 250,000,
which would support a wider range of facilities and with a
major attractive centre. The pedestrian was provided for at
local and centre levels. However city wide movement was
by rapid transit.
After the Bucks plans, two proposals followed in 1967 and
1964 respectively for Runcorn and ‘A Town Called Alcan’.
Both of these provided for public transit routes in a circuit
form. In Runcorn, buses on a dedicated busway and in ‘A
Town Called Alcan’ by PRT.
29

Runcorn Plan, Arthur Ling, 1967

A Town called Alcan, Gordon Cullen, October 1964.
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Afterword
I became Director of Planning for the Milton Keynes
Development Corporation and followed all the stages of
the finalisation of The Milton Keynes Plan and its
implementation. My respect and admiration remains for
the leader of the group within LDWFWB2, John de
Moncheaux, and his wife Suzanne Beauchamp and their
work in producing a responsive and socially outstanding
planning process which was and is considerable. The early
architects of Milton Keynes had little understanding of the
sophistication of what was proposed and the
Corporation’s leadership was always at pains to avoid any
resemblance to the Bucks proposals.
Many years later (1980) after I had moved to Auckland
Fred Roche permitted the kind of work to be done on the
‘City Image’ which had always been denied to me.
This study ‘City Structure’ was undertaken by my
respected friend Stroud Watson and Andrew Mahaddie a
talented architect in the Development Corporation. My
understanding is that their initial conclusion was that
‘transit’ routes should be provided and that these might be
through the middle of grid squares. This conclusion was I
believe, removed from the final document, perhaps
because of the resemblance to the earlier ‘Pooleyville’
proposals.
A sketch from this report is shown, I have highlighted the
grid roads and inserted a transit route to make more
visible this possibility.
What I find so extraordinary is that the argument continues
for off road public transport. This was the idea which in
1962 started Milton Keynes on its journey to success in
the first place. The debate was not satisfactorily
determined in the plan of 1972, and amazingly, still
remains very alive in 2011.
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The proposal to insert some form of PRT into Milton
Keynes of recent months has prompted me to set down
my work and remembrances as a record.

Sketch from ‘City Structure’, by MKDC, Transit Route added.
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From Milton Keynes Citizen Thursday 9 June 2011.

A MONORAIL system running alongside city grid roads
could revolutionise public transport in Milton Keynes, the
Citizen can reveal.
This week the council officially agreed to investigate the
possibility of installing a network of Personalised Rapid
Transport trains, identical to those at Heathrow Airport,
throughout the entire city.
The system would be speedy, cheap to run and, because
it uses electric rechargeable batteries, one of the most
environmentally friendly options available.
Most importantly, the city was built for it – literally. For in
the original plans for the city 40 years ago a monorail was
a favoured choice by planners, who designed the entire
grid road system with that possibility in mind.
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This year, tasked with preparing its transport strategy for
the next 20 years, Milton Keynes Council commissioned a
report by the city’s resident expert, Professor Stephen
Potter from the Open University.
And, in no uncertain terms, the report criticises the level of
car dependency throughout the city and recommends a
monorail as a sustainable solution.
“Car-orientated urban designs such as that of Milton
Keynes, far from being exemplar, are viewed professionally
as environmentally irresponsible, economically
extravagant, risky and socially diverse,” he states.
The professor, who describes existing bus services as
“poor”, says a monorail would provide a high quality, low
carbon service to suit the needs of residents.
He estimates a city-wide system would cost around £700
million to build. But he suggests work could be carried out
in stages, starting with the most popular routes.
“It is viable to build a small network that would connect
CMK destinations to the railway station and key car parks
for around £10 million,” he suggests.
The idea has been applauded by former council leader
Sam Crooks, who addressed Tuesday’s full council
meeting. “It would be perfect for Milton Keynes. It was a
recommendation from our planners four decades ago and
it is now time to start looking seriously at the possibility,”
he told the Citizen.
“The fact that the council has agreed to investigate is a
huge milestone and a cause for celebration.”
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Time Line showing the development of North Bucks
New City and Milton Keynes

The people involved, their positions and relationships over time.
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Illustrations
All Reports, Photos, Drawings, Plans Tables and Diagrams are
by Bill Berrett unless otherwise stated.
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