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DRAFT SOUTH-EAST PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

STATEMENT BY AYLESBURY VALE FRIENDS OF THE EARTH (AVFOE): PARTICIPANT 7113
AND SOUTH BEDS FRIENDS OF THE EARTH (SBFOE): PARTICIPANT 7455
SUB MATTER 8Fiii AYLESBURY TOWN AND AYLESBURY VALE 
8Fiii1. Does the draft RSS give sufficient priority to strengthening the economy of Aylesbury town, and how will this be achieved?
The draft RSS emphasises the need to strengthen the economy of Aylesbury town. AVFOE/SBFOE see many constraints to achieving these targets. We also fear that house building will outstrip job creation and that the town will grow disproportionately as a dormitory town for larger centres of economic activity.
Policy MKAV2 of the draft RSS sets a target of 21,200 new jobs for the Vale, the majority of them to be focused on the urban area of Aylesbury, over the period 2006-2026. This equates to an average of 1060 additional jobs per year. New jobs are the drivers to strengthening the economy of the town, and therefore an understanding of current labour market pattern is crucial to knowing how realistic the targets are and how they can be achieved.
Our attempts to find data about current labour market trends in Aylesbury have met with contradictory messages. On the one hand we know from the 2001 census there had been a net loss within the district of approximately 800 jobs per year for a decade. Yet the Annual Business Enquiry statistics provide a different picture.
The most recent Annual Business Enquiry (2001- 2004) shows the creation of many new jobs in the Vale, predominantly in the business and financial services sector, and in public administration, education and health. During the period 2001-2004, it indicates that 5,090 additional jobs were created, representing an overall growth of 8%. (Source: Annual Business Enquiry).
Set against this, we hear people who work at the sharp end of job creation, and economic development within the Vale questioning the accuracy of these statistics. They say that the Annual Business Enquiry is only a survey, and that the figures cannot be relied upon. These people feel that in the light of historical trends the target of an average 1060 new jobs per year is not achievable in Aylesbury, particularly if more radical and concerted ways of funding the job growth strategy are not developed. 
Based on historical trends in Aylesbury over the last fifteen years, and on the constraints that we outline in the next section, we feel that the job targets for strengthening the economy are not realistic, particularly when Aylesbury will be competing for new business with the other major towns in the South East that have been set equally challenging targets.
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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?

We believe that a major constraint to house building both prior to and post 2021 in Aylesbury town relates to transport logistics. The proposed 16,000 new dwellings up to 2026 could increase the town’s population by 50%. The RSS assumes that an additional 4,200 homes will be built during 2026-2031. The cars owned by these citizens, in addition to the extra cars using the town for new businesses, and by people from other nearby growth areas (eg Milton Keynes and Leighton Linslade) will put enormous pressure on the transport network. Some of the routes through Aylesbury are already near gridlock at rush hour. Aylesbury is currently building a new transport hub and priority bus lanes around the town centre. It is important that as the population grows so too do the standard and frequency of the bus services from surrounding towns and villages. Whilst some road improvements will be possible, there will remain significant transport problems with such huge population growth. We believe that transport constraints, and possibly water and waste water constraints will make the proposed level of new houses post 2021 unviable.
AVFOE/SBFOE see the issue of competition for building land between business and housing development as a constraint.  The Aston Clinton business park will be able to accommodate in the region of 3,500 new jobs. This leaves another 17000 jobs requiring locations – and it is not clear where such a large numbers can be situated. 
MKAV 5.2 states: “the delivery of housing should be monitored against the achievement of district-wide job gains at the rate of one new job for each new dwelling … based on the assumption of no net change in overall out-commuting for the sub-region as a whole.” AVFOE/SBFOE are pleased to see that the Draft Plan recognises the problems of out-commuting within the sub-region, but feels that the statement rings hollow if there is no indication of what will happen if the “assumption of not net change in overall out-commuting for the sub-region” proves to be a false one, and that out-commuting increases significantly. If the statement is to be seen as more than lip-service to the problem of out-commuting we need much clearer guidelines on how all the additional road transport will be controlled, and how the environmental problems created by even larger scale long-distance travel will be tackled. There is some evidence to show that during the last 5 years out-commuting has continued to grow in the district, and is now in the region of 18,000 out-commuters per day.
The problem of greenhouse gases must constantly be thrown into the equation.  We have national and international targets to meet on emissions. The house building, road building and traffic growth, inherent in the South East Plan, will work counter to reducing our emissions targets, and this is of concern to all environmental organisations. AVFOE/SBFOE see an additional constraint to sustainable development in the Draft RSS in the lack of funding for good bus services. We believe that only with vastly improved public transport all over the town shall we be able to curb CO2 emissions. 
AVFOE/SBFOE are concerned about the disappearance of green infrastructure and bio-diversity around the town.  The countryside around Leighton Linslade on the Buckinghamshire border is rich in bio-diversity and old trees. We see the loss of bio-diversity as a significant local constraint. The MKSM SRS speaks of “providing green infrastructure for existing and expanding communities, including access to green space that promotes healthy lifestyles”. Green infrastructure is much needed, but it is not the same as biodiversity, which is still in decline. It is a stated aim of the European Commission to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010. We should like to see policy MKAV3.2 include specific mention of “measures to improve and support biodiversity” perhaps immediately after point (ii)
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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)?
Any additional significant housing development in Aylesbury Vale could only proceed after full landscape studies are undertaken to compare the quality of landscapes within the various county boundaries. The countryside to the west of Milton Keynes that falls in Aylesbury Vale contains many historic small villages and attractive landscapes and important bio-diversity. It would be a considerable loss to the South East of England if these were destroyed.
Within Aylesbury Vale a much higher percentage than desirable (60% of green field land) will be needed in order to build new houses and the supporting infrastructure in the RSS, before any additional land take that might arise from cross border demands are taken into consideration. We see this as disproportionate and unsustainable. 
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