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SUB-REGIONAL STRATEGY

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?  

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)?   

8Fi.3
Have realistic assumptions been made about transport and infrastructure provision in the proposed strategy? The South East Plan indicates that development will be delivered through a combination of urban intensification and the development of new sustainable urban extensions.  In this sub-region, housing development has been focussed at the Regional Hubs, with approximately 70% of housing being allocated to Milton Keynes.  

The Highways Agency supports the concentration of housing in the regional hubs. However we have some concerns, particularly at Milton Keynes that housing may be dispersed within the urban area in a manner that makes it difficult to serve by public transport.

Existing travel patterns indicate that the urban centres of Milton Keynes and Aylesbury both exhibit a particularly high level of containment compared with other urban areas in the SE region, meaning there is high percentage of internal trips remaining within the town boundaries.  (please see HA Library Paper 3).  However, although trip containment is high within the two hubs, the level of car use is relatively high. 

Milton Keynes experiences high levels of net in commuting by car, including trips from the East Midlands and Eastern regions. A proportion of these trips use the M1, A5 and A421 trunk routes. The Agency is progressing schemes that will provide major increases in capacity to the M1 south of Milton Keynes and to the A421 to the east of it. The improvement of the A421 between Junction 13 and Milton Keynes, as indicated in the Implementation Plan is an essential complement to these schemes, as envisaged by the recommendations of the London and South Midlands Multi Modal Study. Following these improvements these sections of the network will be under relatively less stress than elsewhere in the South East. However, it is important that the additional capacity is used efficiently.

Whilst the A5 links are subject to relatively low stress there are numerous problems at junctions and the improvements indicated in the Implementation Plan are needed to address these. However the costs required to fully accommodate demand are likely to be prohibitive.
North of Junction 13, there are no current proposals to widen the M1 notwithstanding that this is indicated in the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub Regional Strategy. This part of the network is likely to suffer severe stress in the longer term, indicating a need for significant demand management measures.

Therefore, and notwithstanding that stress on the trunk road and motorway network is less than in many parts of the South East, measures to influence travel behaviour (ITB) will be needed alongside improvements to public transport. The Highways Agency is currently actively involved in discussions with both MK Council and MK Partnerships on the subject of ITB measures.

In addition it is likely that demand management measures will be needed on the trunk and adjacent local highway networks to encourage sustainable travel and keep junction improvements to an affordable and environmentally acceptable level.

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?  

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)? 

8Fii.3 Are the mechanisms for joint working across local authority boundaries to deliver the expansion of Milton Keynes adequately addressed in draft RSS?  What, if any, tools are needed to manage the impact of Milton Keynes expansion on surrounding towns and villages?

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?
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)?  

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)?  

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)?  

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)? 

