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8F Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale

8Fi Strategy and Implementation

8Fi.1
Are the interrelationships between Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale, and with adjoining sub-regions and regions, particularly in terms of economic prospects and travel patterns, sufficiently recognised in the draft RSS?  

We welcome the draft RSS clarifying that it is only seeking to replace Part B of the Milton Keynes & South Midlands (MKSM) sub-regional strategy. The draft RSS, in paragraphs E8 1.1 and 1.2, only shows part of the detail that is set out in the MKSM sub-regional strategy (March 2005). Consequentially, there is limited recognition of the wider relationships with adjoining sub-regions and regions. And we would welcome examination of whether this wider context should be included. One method could be for figure 1 of the MKSM sub-regional strategy to be included with the RSS. 
In terms of the relationship between Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale the draft RSS does not have the strategic overview provided in Part A of the MKSM sub-regional strategy. In particular paragraph 15 sets out the strategic roles of the key towns such as Aylesbury and Milton Keynes. The Panel may wish to consider whether it would be helpful to include these roles into RSS. 

The MKSM sub-regional strategy was informed by a sub-regional study (Milton Keynes & South Midlands Study Sept 2002), known as the Growth Area Study. It looked at the wider sub-region including Aylesbury, Milton Keynes, Northamptonshire and Bedfordshire. The Panel Report into the MKSM sub-regional Strategy noted, in paragraph 2.13, that the Growth Area Study acknowledges the “lack of homogeneity or a common sense of place across the area.” The Panel also considered the impact on neighbouring regions and other localities, in particular 2.14-2.17. 
We outline below in response to question 8Fii.3 the need for greater clarity on the relationship between the localities in terms of housing numbers, given the need to deliver development that crosses local authority boundaries.  
8Fi.2
How workable is the concept of monitoring new housing delivery against district-wide job gains at the rate of one for one, and how would this be applied (section E8, para 5.2)?   

The economic success and future potential of the sub-region was one of the key factors for the Growth Area proposals. It is important that the economic potential of the area is realised. As stated in our response to Matter 5A.1, employment forecasts are subject to substantial variability and the drivers of employment growth are not directly influenced by the RSS.  Housing and employment levels are linked, but are not explicitly reliant on one another, especially at a local level.  Therefore, the MKSM sub-regional strategy’s approach, which the draft RSS has taken forward, sets out a direction of travel for employment growth. It is important that the RSS is clear that employment levels are part of the monitoring process in examining the progress of increasing economic growth in the sub-region. Equally it is important to note that employment levels are not used to manage housing provision in Milton Keynes and Aylesbury. 
Monitoring of employment and housing delivery against targets helps to inform regional and local planning bodies on the direction of travel in terms of employment growth.  This could assist partners to decide whether interventions, not solely spatial planning ones, may be needed. District and Regional Annual Monitoring Reports offer the opportunity for planning authorities to monitor and set out actions to address issues that arise.
The MKSM sub-regional strategy’s Annual Monitoring Report 2005 shows that housing delivery and employment growth were below forecast levels between 2001/02-2004/05. Employment growth in Aylesbury Vale was higher than forecast, whilst housing delivery was below its requirements. 
8Fi.3
Have realistic assumptions been made about transport and infrastructure provision in the proposed strategy?  
In our responses to other matters, we have set out our concerns regarding the Implementation Plan. The MKSM sub-regional strategy sets out in Part A figure 2, the Strategic Transport Infrastructure Priorities in the sub-region and in paragraph 42, the approach to other infrastructure, such as Education, Health, Community, Utilities, Affordable Housing and Green Infrastructure. As currently proposed this will remain in place as the draft RSS does not seek to alter what is set out in Part A of the MKSM sub-regional strategy.

Alongside our general concerns regarding the Implementation Plan, we are concerned that there is duplication and potential confusion in what is being proposed, given that the draft RSS does not purport to alter Part A of the approved MKSM sub-regional strategy. Therefore, we would ask the Panel to examine the relationship between the Implementation plan and the approved MKSM sub-regional strategy. 
We would also urge caution on the schemes proposed in the Implementation Plan. A number of these schemes have not been subject to any testing in terms of whether they are necessary, offer the appropriate solution and value for money. For example Aylesbury Vale Advantage is only at a relatively early stage in developing an understanding of the potential infrastructure requirements, funding sources, and relationship with the local directions of growth.  Similarly, the “proposed for investigation” route upgrade for the Aylesbury-High Wycombe rail corridor is a matter for Network Rail and any outputs would need to be funded through its enhancement budget.  The route from Prince’s Risborough is single-track and in engineering terms would be challenging to dual-track.  
8Fii Milton Keynes

8Fii.1 
Does the level of housing provision proposed for Milton Keynes post 2021 take appropriate account of its growth area status, local constraints and opportunities, and current build rates?  

The draft RSS has rolled forward the MKSM sub-regional strategy’s housing requirement for Milton Keynes, in accordance with the longer term rates of development provided in Part A (paragraph 22).The MKSM sub-regional strategy proposes for Milton Keynes a scale of housing growth that is not based on trends; it is a higher level of growth that was considered appropriate by the background studies and is designed to achieve the increased level of housing delivery required by the Sustainable Communities Plan.
Since 2001 to 2006 there has been a shortfall in the provision of housing of approximately 1198 (source Milton Keynes Annual Monitoring Report 2006). The direction for travel for housing delivery is however positive, with build rates increasing from 1192 (2003/04) to 1808 (2005/06), along with a significant increase in the available land supply. Milton Keynes Council’s Annual Monitoring Report December 2006 indicates over 4000 dwellings have full planning permission available for development with nearly 10,000 with extant planning permission (including outline planning permission). The housing trajectory for the area forecasts completions levels exceeding the strategic housing requirement in 2007/08 and beyond.

We invite the Panel to take a view on what regard should be given to the shortfall of housing delivery in Milton Keynes over the period 2001-2006.
Locally there are several opportunities that can help achieve higher build rates, namely;

· The approval of the MKSM Sub Regional Strategy has provided a degree of certainty that has acted as a stimulus for those involved to gear up to deliver.
· The operation of the Milton Keynes Partnership Committee (MKP) in particular, supported by its partners, provides a catalyst to development progress and integrated provision of the infrastructure. For example, MKP has progressed with the award winning (Guardian Public Services Awards 2006) Milton Keynes Prospectus commonly known as the “tariff”. 
· English Partnerships has significant land holdings in the area and therefore, as landowner, has greater leverage to accelerate delivery.
· The proposals for high density housing in Central Milton Keynes and other areas of urban intensification will stimulate and capitalise on the growing market for urban living and renaissance.  This is creating alternative housing offers and diversifying the market in Milton Keynes. This is already visible in Milton Keynes with the flats in the centre being constructed. Local partners will be able to inform the Panel of the progress of these developments and the market appetite for this new style of Milton Keynes living.
· The increased offer provided by facilities in Central and Milton Keynes as a whole will contribute to the attractiveness of the new urban housing market.

· The planned improvements to transport facilities will have a similar effect.
Government funding has helped and continues to bring forward development sites and enable long term planning of infrastructure and service provision. Funding of growth is via maximising private investment, aligning main stream public funds and top-up growth funds. Milton Keynes has benefited from significant top-up funding, via the growth area funds on projects that include: 
a. Milton Keynes Railway Station improvements £115 million -               including £24 million from Community Infrastructure Funding
b. Public transport £8 million for bus priority and other improvements
c. M1 junction 14 and park and ride - £8.4 million

d. Wolverton development: £6 million to unlock new homes
e. Central MK Traffic Management & Bus Priority Scheme: £6.27 million
f. Bletchley Park: £3 million
g. Bletchley Leisure centre £4.9 million towards a regeneration project that delivers over 300 new homes
h. Milton Keynes Hospital - £7.4 million to provide a car park to facilitate the hospital’s expansion
i. Green Infrastructure £1 million

This investment is on top of significant mainstream funding such as investment to increase capacity relating to the M1 widening (£623 million) and the West Coast Main Line.
8Fii.2
To what extent should the RSS incorporate the findings of the Strategy for Growth to 2031 by the Milton Keynes Partnership, including the implied housing apportionment by district post 2016 (Policy MKAV1)? 

Although funded by Government, the MK2031 exercise is a non statutory document, aimed to provide a broad vision for the area. Its suggested options for Milton Keynes possible expansion was intended to be the start of a process of wider community engagement that has helped members of the Milton Keynes Partnership, Milton Keynes Council and the wider community to input into the statutory planning processes, such as the draft RSS. We look to the Panel to assess the merits of MK2031, along with all other evidence that is put before the EiP.
8Fii.3 Are the mechanisms for joint working across local authority boundaries to deliver the expansion of Milton Keynes adequately addressed in the draft RSS?  What, if any, tools are needed to manage the impact of Milton Keynes expansion on surrounding towns and villages?

MKSM sub-regional strategy Part B, paragraph 99,  which has been taken forward in the draft RSS (paragraph E8 2.4) suggests that “an appropriate LDD may need to be prepared, considering areas of search around the town (Milton Keynes). This LDD should be prepared jointly with Aylesbury Vale and Mid-Bedfordshire District Councils, to ensure that possible directions of growth outside the Milton Keynes Unitary Authority area and boundary crossing issues are fully addressed.”

This created the opportunity for joint working between local authorities to reach a locally established way forward on Milton Keynes direction/s of growth. However, whilst there has been some informal joint working between authorities after nearly two years since the publication of the MKSM sub-regional strategy no progress has been made on a joint LDD by the relevant local planning authorities; indeed no joint LDD is proposed in Milton Keynes, Mid Bedfordshire or Aylesbury Vale’s Local Development Schemes. 
Given this, and the evidence, such as MK2031 that will be before the Panel we consider it essential that certainty is provided on the apportionment of district housing requirements up to 2026. We therefore look to the Panel to examine the directions and level of Milton Keynes’ growth, and ultimately district apportionment of housing requirements up to 2026. 
RSS would then be in a position to recommend, if it is considered appropriate, joint LDDs along with clear reasoning for their preparation by a specified time. The success of joint working is dependent on the will of local partners to work together towards a common goal. As such joint LDDS should only be undertaken by agreement.
We would not suggest that joint Core Strategies between Milton Keynes and neighbouring authorities be undertaken. Clearly, neighbouring authorities should be engaging with one another when preparing their Core Strategies, but given that any Milton Keynes expansion into neighbouring areas would be over relatively small areas as a proportion of the relevant district, if joint LDD was proposed an Area Action Plan across administrative boundaries could be a possibility. Of course this assumes the reasonable alignment of the relevant Core Strategies and willingness of partners to work together.

Expansion outside the South East
Any expansion of Milton Keynes outside the region would have an impact for example on the overall housing figures for the RSS for the East of England, albeit these are not presented as ceilings. It is unlikely to be appropriate for the South East RSS to require additional housing to be provided in another region, although this may be expressed as the preferred option. 
There are a number of potential mechanisms to bring forward development. One option could be that any additional housing numbers resulting from the potential expansion of Milton Keynes could be brought forward by way of an Alteration to Part A of the MKSM sub-regional strategy. We would welcome the Panel’s consideration of whether a partial review of the MKSM sub-regional strategy should be brought forward.
Given that any review of the MKSM sub-regional strategy would be subject to the normal planning procedures there is a risk of further delay. To ensure the continuity of development in the sub-region we suggest that it may be pertinent for the RSS for the South East to have a planned contingency for the alternative provision of development within the South East region.

A consequence of the taking this option is that the South East would not as a region be able to include the housing proposed in another region within its own region’s overall housing provision. The Panel may wish to consider the wider implications for this, including whether this should be made up at all, and if so whether it should be in the locality, sub-region or elsewhere in the region.
A further option would be for the RSS for adjacent regions to take this matter forward. This has similar risks to those outlined above. 

In terms of managing the impact of Milton Keynes expansion on surrounding towns and villages, this is essentially a matter that we suggest should be considered through Local Development Frameworks. We note that the MKSM sub-regional strategy, in focusing development at Aylesbury town, has reduced housing development elsewhere in Aylesbury Vale, compared to previous rates (source Aylesbury Vale District Council Annual Monitoring Report December 2005).
8Fii.4. What level of housing provision should be made for those parts of Milton Keynes unitary authority area which lie beyond Milton Keynes city and its planned and proposed urban extensions?
Other than the reference to the application of the guidance in PPS3 we do not have any comment on this matter.

8Fiii Aylesbury Town and Aylesbury Vale
8Fiii.1
Does the draft RSS give sufficient priority to strengthening the economy of Aylesbury town, and how will this be achieved (section E8, para 5.3)?  

We believe that the Part B statement of the MKSM sub-regional strategy, which has been carried forward into the draft RSS, broadly communicates an appropriate vision to achieve a strengthened economy for Aylesbury.  The overall scale of the proposed growth will enable Aylesbury to adopt the role of a "strengthened traditional county town." This should be seen in the context of the MKSM sub-regional strategy that has an employment monitoring figure for Aylesbury Vale district up to 2021. We note that Aylesbury Vale’s employment growth has exceeded the MKSM sub-regional strategy’s projections for 2001-2005 (MKSM Annual Monitoring Report.) Indeed it has exceeded it target of 80,373 jobs at 2005/06 in 2004 with 82,672 (source Aylesbury Vale Annual Monitoring Report 2006).
We believe that the MKSM sub-regional strategy provides considerable opportunity in terms of an enhanced role and function for Aylesbury Vale. To achieve these elements the approved RSS;   

a) focuses housing development in Aylesbury town 
b) focuses development on urban intensification, including the use of 'redundant' employment sites for housing or mixed-use
c) emphasises the need for high quality employment land
d) where sustainable urban extensions are required their broad location balances the distribution in the local plan and combines them with transport infrastructure and proposals to benefit the whole town
e) the renaissance of the town centre and enhancement of the             quality and scale of its overall offer is likely to play an important part 

We supported this approach in publishing the MKSM sub-regional strategy. 
As we have set out in Matter 5A, the RSS can only go so far in promoting economic growth. Government funding has helped and continues to help local partners bring forward development sites and enable long term planning of infrastructure and service provision. Funding of growth is via maximising private investment, aligning mainstream public funds and top-up growth funds. Aylesbury Vale and in particular Aylesbury town has benefited from significant top-up funding, via the growth area funds, on projects that include: 

· Aylesbury Parkway – £8.17 million a new railway station and park and ride linked to an existing proposed urban extension
· Aylesbury town centre public transport hub and new bridge - £11.4 million. 

· Aston Clinton - £6 million for a mixed use employment and housing site

· Green Space – nearly £2 million
· Circus Field / Waterside - £4.3 million to support the town centre revitalisation
Aylesbury Vale Advantage, which is funded by Government, is a Local Delivery Vehicle (LDV) with local partners taking forward the growth agenda.  They have been developing a vision to strengthen the economic offer of Aylesbury town but at the same time not ignoring other parts of Aylesbury Vale. At the time of writing we are undertaking a review of Aylesbury Vale Advantage, as an LDV.  We are doing this to ensure that we have the most appropriate framework and structure to facilitate the delivery of the growth agenda in Aylesbury.
8Fiii.2
Does the level of housing provision proposed for Aylesbury town post 2021 take appropriate account of its growth area status, local constraints and opportunities, and current build rates (Policy MKAV2)?  

Aylesbury Vale is a place that has long been identified for growth within the Buckinghamshire Structure Plan 1996 proposing growth up to 2006, and then slowing down up to 2011. The MKSM sub-regional strategy has rephased development as well as increasing housing development in the longer-term. For example Aylesbury Vale’s overall housing requirement between 2001- 06 was reduced by the MKSM sub-regional strategy to 700 per annum from 1000 per annum under the Buckinghamshire Structure Plan. The housing requirements in later phases have been increased to above the levels proposed by the Buckinghamshire Structure Plan, but over a longer period of time up to 2021 for Aylesbury’s urban area. Consequently, Aylesbury Vale is anticipated to accommodate an additional 2,900 for the town up to 2016 and potentially 17,050 dwellings in the district as a whole up to 2031. 
Beyond 2021 the MKSM sub-regional strategy provides a helpful steer by setting out provisional planning assumptions about further levels of growth for Aylesbury up to 2031 ( paragraph 22) of 8,500. The Panel may wish to examine whether this is the appropriate level for Aylesbury Vale. Other factors that the Panel may wish to have regard include:

· The Government’s Response to the Barker Review
· The inclusion of additional housing numbers within Aylesbury Vale associated with any cross boundary expansion of Milton Keynes and / or Leighton Linslade
8Fiii.3
What is the justification for the proposed affordable housing target of 40% for Aylesbury town, and how deliverable will it be (Policy MKAV2)?  

The 40% target reflects the policy stance of the MKSM sub-regional strategy. Government is committed to providing additional affordable homes and maximising the private investment to help deliver them. We have set out our response to the Panel in respect of matter 4A. However, given that the RSS should read as a whole we would welcome the Panel’s views on the additional value that the 40% target has over and above the draft RSS policy H4 and those in emerging Local Development Frameworks.

8Fiii.4
Does the proposed housing provision for the Rest of Aylesbury Vale post 2016 (excluding any growth associated with an expansion of Milton Keynes); provide sufficient allowance for these areas to meet cross border (Leighton Linslade) and local needs (Policy MKAV2)? 

It is our understanding that the draft RSS has not made any allowance to meet cross border (Leighton Linslade) and local needs (Policy MKAV2). Rather, it has rolled forward the existing MKSM sub-region strategy’s housing requirement for the area. As we have stated above this is a matter where we look to the Panel to reach a view.  
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