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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)?

1. The RSS rightly identifies the need for action to strengthen the economy of Aylesbury – one of the six main growth foci in the wider Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub-Region. With a net-out commuting balance for the District as a whole of nearly 18,000 against a total District workforce of just over 81,000 at the time of the 2001 Census, and a projected increase in its working-age population of 15,000 over the RSS period, there is a very considerable danger of Aylesbury increasingly becoming a “dormitory” for other areas unless appropriate new employment opportunities can be attracted to the town. 

2. The RSS itself provides a number of policy measures to help secure the necessary strengthening of the town’s economic base. The general cross-cutting policies which emphasise the renaissance of the region’s urban areas (CC8a) and support the transport and economic roles of Regional Hub settlements (CC8b), for example, will help to focus necessary new investment at Aylesbury. So too will the urban focus of Policy RE2 (Employment and Land Provision) help to steer new employment development to locations such as Aylesbury, where a close relationship with labour resources can be provided and enhanced public transport usage can be promoted. On the transport front, the emphasis of the RSS policy framework on developing the network of “regional hubs and spokes” should again help to improve the “economic positioning” of Aylesbury within the region – although, as the County Council’s statement for Matter 3 (Regional Transport Strategy) has pointed out there is presently an omission of a key spoke linking Aylesbury with Oxford to the west.  Also at the pan-regional level, the general policy (TC2) for the enhancement of strategic town centres across the south east which identifies these as foci for major retail and employment developments should again support efforts to secure the necessary economic renaissance of Aylesbury. 

3. Sub-regionally, the more locationally-specific policy guidance provided by Policies MKAV2 and MKAV3 is also very much to be welcomed and will help to provide the necessary strategic context for the proposals for Aylesbury town that will subsequently emerge through the LDD process. Likewise, the RSS helpfully raises the monitoring reference for employment growth in Aylesbury Vale District from the existing figure of 12,690 jobs (2001-2021) in the adopted Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy, to a higher figure of 21,200 jobs over the RSS period (2006-2026). That said, it is important to recognise that this is neither a target nor a maximum not be exceeded and that it may be the case that an even higher level of employment growth will be needed in the District if the “Sustainable Communities ideal” is to be realised in this part of the region (refer also the County Council’s EIP statement for Matter 8Fi.2 on this subject). 

4. Given the critical situation which Aylesbury faces it will also be important that nothing is set in train elsewhere which might to serve to undermine attempts to secure the town’s necessary economic renaissance. In its submissions for the “Rest of Bucks” EIP session (Matter 9E.2), the County Council particularly cautions against the promotion of large-scale growth at locations in too close a proximity to Aylesbury which may carry the risk of investment being siphoned away from the town. This is a key reason why the RSS does not promote significant growth in the “Rest of Bucks” area (a position which is also supported by Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern and Wycombe District Councils). Similar considerations apply to the issue of housing provision in the rural areas of Aylesbury Vale District – refer 8Fiii.4 below. 

5. Of no less (and possibly even greater) importance than the strategic policy framework of the RSS in revitalising Aylesbury and securing the necessary step-change in the town’s economic geography will be the sub-regional infrastructure investment framework, as set out in the RSS Implementation Plan
. The County Council – and its various partner organisations – all regard the provision of key infrastructure at Aylesbury as absolutely essential if the town is to perform the role envisaged for it by both the Government’s Sustainable Communities Plan and by the new RSS. Whilst encouraging progress is being made on this front – assisted by the new CIF and GAF funding streams – it will be vitally important that this momentum is maintained throughout the course of the RSS period.  

6. Outwith the RSS framework, supporting actions will need to be taken on several fronts. The Local Delivery Vehicle (Aylesbury Vale Advantage) will apprise the EIP of the various actions which are being taken by this multi-stakeholder body to raise the economic profile of the area and to attract new businesses. Complementing these will be the actions that will be taken by the key partners in their own right – such as the ongoing economic promotional activities of the County and District Councils, the Bucks Economic Partnership and the RDA. So far as the latter is concerned, SEEDA’s new Regional Economic Strategy specifically refers to the need to improve Aylesbury’s accessibility and its connectivity to Milton Keynes (the East-West Rail project and A41/A418 improvements being mentioned by name), together with major improvements to the functioning of the town centre. The RES also identifies the following three agreed priorities for action across the Milton Keynes & South Midlands Growth Area:

· Improving the climate for investment (by influencing and lobbying for new infrastructure)

· Stimulating an entrepreneurial and innovative economy (by supporting and promoting the concept of the Oxford-Cambridge Arc, the creation of a network of innovation and incubation centres, and business to business collaboration in key clusters and sectors) 

· Ensuring learning and skills provision responds to population and business demands (by strengthening the links between education and business and enabling improved access to employment for the disadvantaged ) 

7. The County Council would support all of the above. In the same context, it is also of note that in their report
 for the South East County Leaders (SECL), the consultants (Cambridge Econometrics) likewise identify Aylesbury Vale as an area where policy interventions should seek to improve skills at all levels and encourage the disadvantaged back into the labour market – again reinforcing the thrust of the RES as it relates to this area.  

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??  
8. In paragraph 22 of the Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub-regional Strategy, March 2005 (Part A), a provisional planning assumption about levels of housing growth in the 2021-2031 period is given for each of the six main growth locations. For Aylesbury, the provisional planning assumption is given as 8,500 homes. 

9. The RSS assumes that 50% of the above figure (4,200 homes) will be provided in the first five years (2021-2026).

10. Having regard to the economic situation as described under 8Fiii.1 above, the present commuting balance, the uncertainties about whether the very major infrastructure investment programme will be fully delivered, and the need for the District to achieve a step change in housing delivery just to meet currently proposed levels of growth (the third highest housing requirement of any local authority in the region), the County Council sees no case for any increase on the level of provision for Aylesbury Town in the 2021-26 period.  

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)? 

11. The target of 40% affordable housing at Aylesbury, as proposed by RSS Policy MKAV2, is taken directly from Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale Policy 2 in the adopted Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy, March 2005, the opening section of which reads as follows: 

“An expanded Aylesbury should accommodate a total of 15,000 new dwellings over the period 2001-2021 of which 40% should be affordable.”       

12. The above target followed prior consideration of the issue through the Milton Keynes & Aylesbury Vale Growth Area Study
, May 2003, paragraph 10.38 of which reads as follows:   

“…We do not have sufficient information about the potential socio-economic structure of the future population of the growth areas or about the future relationship between earnings and house prices to be able to predict their housing needs with confidence. However, following consultations with the local authority, based on the existing situation and the tendency for the population of growth areas to contain greater levels of younger and newly-forming households than the overall picture, the following tenure composition has been proposed for the new housing in Aylesbury: 

Table 10.2: Proposed tenure mix

	Owner Occupied
	50%

	Private rent
	10%

	Discounted market sale
	10%

	Sub-market rent
	5%

	Low cost home ownership
	10%

	Social rent
	15%

	
	

	Total affordable housing target
	40%


13. Aylesbury Vale District Council, as the local housing authority, may wish to comment in more detail about this issue at the EIP (including the question of deliverability) but the County Council is unaware of any new information which calls into question the continued appropriateness of the proposed 40% affordable housing target for Aylesbury. 

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)?

14. The levels of growth proposed for Aylesbury Vale District in RSS Policy MKAV2 excludes any growth associated with the expansion of Milton Keynes into the District. They also exclude any growth associated with the expansion of Leighton Linslade into the District. This is confirmed by the letter sent by Buckinghamshire County Council, as Principal Authority, to the Chief Executive of the South East England Regional Assembly, dated 8 December 2005 (refer Annex to this statement). 

15. The likely level of growth (if any) to be accommodated with Aylesbury Vale District in order to help facilitate the expansion of Leighton Linslade is currently unknown. However, as is indicated at paragraph 84 of the Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy, March 2005: 
“The required level of development will depend on the scale of growth to be accommodated with urban extensions to Luton/Dunstable/Houghton Regis.”

16. The above appears to imply a sequential approach to new development, under which the level of growth to be accommodated at Leighton Linslade will be a “residual figure” that will be set after the levels to be met at Luton, Dunstable and Houghton Regis have been determined. That stage has not yet been reached, although a joint planning and transportation committee comprising representatives from local authorities on both sides of the regional border is currently progressing this work. Pending the outcome of that work, it would thus be premature to determine a housing allocation to be met in Aylesbury Vale to support the expansion of Leighton Linslade.  

17. So far as housing provision in the rural areas of Aylesbury Vale District is concerned, the 4,400 homes proposed in Policy MKAV2 of the RSS are directly derived from the Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy, March 2005. Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale Policy 2 of that Strategy proposes 3,300 homes in the rural areas of Aylesbury Vale in the 2001-2016 period, an average of 220 homes p.a.. The RSS figure is thus an extrapolation of that same rate of growth to cover the whole of the 2006-2026 period.  Given the urban focus of the new RSS, the need to achieve a step change in housing (and employment) provision at Aylesbury Town and the desirability of protecting the essentially rural character of it’s surrounding hinterland, the County Council would not wish to see the level of housing provision in the rural areas of the District increased above the figure proposed in the RSS. 
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Dear Paul,

South East Plan: Part 2 Advice

As agreed by the Cabinet of this authority on Monday 5th December 2005, I would be grateful if you would accept the following advice from Buckinghamshire County Council for incorporation in Part 2 of the South East Plan. 

Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale Sub-Region

a)
Housing Provision in Aylesbury Vale District 

Excluding any additional provision which may be required during the plan period in Aylesbury Vale District to accommodate the future growth of Milton Keynes (
) and Leighton Linslade an average of 1,060 homes p.a. to be provided 2006-2026. The detailed assumptions underlying this rate are as follows:  

	
	2006-2011
	2011-2016
	2016-2021
	2021-2026

	Aylesbury Town
	3,800
	4,400
	4,400
	4,200

	Rate p.a.
	760
	880
	880
	840

	Rest of District
	1,100
	1,100
	1,100
	1,100

	Rate p.a.
	220
	220
	220
	220


The above figures are directly derived from the RSS Alterations for the Milton Keynes & South Midlands Growth Area, as published in March this year. 

In re-drafting the Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale section of the Plan, it would be helpful if some reference could be made to the importance of sustainable development within the (extensive) rural parts of the District, given the importance of this in any future strategy for Aylesbury Vale and the total absence of any reference to it in the existing policies of the MKSM Strategy.  

b)
Critical Infrastructure
It is assumed that all relevant key infrastructure schemes that are already referred to in the MKSM Strategy will be reflected in the Implementation Plan for the South East Plan. 

In addition, and as you may be aware, over the past year our new Local Delivery Vehicle, Aylesbury Vale Advantage, has been assessing in more detail the need for a broad range of critical infrastructure to support future growth in the District. I am accordingly enclosing the most recent version of the analysis to date, for your further consideration in preparing Part 2 and the associated Implementation Plan. 

Also enclosed is a summary sheet that identifies all growth-related strategic transport infrastructure that we assess as being necessary, together with relevant “vision” sections from our new Local Transport Plan which further amplify our current thinking on this issue, not only in relation to Aylesbury Vale but also across the remainder of the county. Some of the schemes referred to in this material are also mentioned elsewhere in this advice or in the separate schedules for the Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley. 

Please contact me if you have any questions about the above, require clarification or wish to discuss prior to re-drafting the Plan. 

There would of course be additional critical infrastructure requirements associated with any future expansion of Milton Keynes into Aylesbury Vale District, which we would also expect to be reflected in the Plan (or any subsequent Alteration) at the appropriate time.  

c)
Sustainability Pro-Forma 

A copy of the completed pro-forma for Aylesbury Vale is enclosed. However, please note that the parts of the schedules that relate to the testing of options have not been completed. That is because the growth proposals and policies for this part of the region are directly based upon the recently adopted Milton Keynes & South Midlands Strategy, which was itself the product of a fully-documented process which included the preparation and testing of alternative spatial options for the sub-region.   

d)
Other Matters 

Although not specifically requested in your brief to us, there are a number of other key matters which we would be grateful if you would take into account in re-drafting the Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale section of the Plan, as follows: 

· Relationships with neighbouring areas

The important relationships between the Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale Growth Area and neighbouring parts of the region is something that we believe should be properly acknowledged and addressed in Part 2 of the Plan. 

We are particularly concerned that the economic and transport linkages with the Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley sub-region are given adequate attention. You will note from the submitted strategy for the latter that the improvement of links to the Aylesbury/Milton Keynes Growth Area is specifically called for in Policy WCBV1, while the supporting infrastructure schedule refers to the need for a north-south transport study to be carried out to explore the relevant issues and options in that same corridor. This is something that we would equally wish to press for from “the other end” of the corridor and will be given added importance in the event that High Wycombe is designated as a Regional Hub (see comments on this below). One possible way forward on this front might be to build on work already underway with the OPDM and Aylesbury Vale District Council to support and develop an Aylesbury Transport Model. Model development work to be undertaken in the High Wycombe area during 2006 will further strengthen this knowledge base. A significant but not prohibitive injection of additional resources would allow this work to be extended to inform a soundly based sub-regional study that could then address the issues and problems around north-south linkages.  

The issue of future employment growth in the Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley is also of importance and it will be necessary to ensure that nothing is set in train within that area that could serve to undermine the economic prospects of Aylesbury. You will note from what is said below about the Regional Hub issue at High Wycombe that one of our pre-conditions for such status relates to the need for careful management of the Wycombe economy, for that very reason.

· Directions of future growth

Part 2 of the South East Plan should not refer to any particular directions of growth at Aylesbury (or any other part of the District), this being a matter for local determination through the LDF process.  

· Employment

Your officers will be aware of the fact that Aylesbury Vale District currently experiences high net out-commuting flows and will thus appreciate the vital importance of the right type and number of new jobs being attracted to the area if the sustainable growth of Aylesbury (in particular) is to be achieved. These issues are being addressed through a more pro-active approach to economic development in this area and through the activities of the new Local Delivery Vehicle, Aylesbury Vale Advantage. Commensurate with these objectives would be a closer ratio between new homes and new jobs than is presently reflected in the Sub-Regional Strategy. We would accordingly request that the relevant sub-regional policy of the South East Plan incorporates (as a minimum) a 1:1 new homes/jobs ratio for Aylesbury throughout the plan period, rather the present assumption of 12,690 new jobs in the District (to 2021) against a housing growth figure for that same period approaching 20,000 new homes.     

· Affordable Housing

Whilst the current affordable housing target of 40% for Aylesbury Vale District is supported, there are a number of continuing concerns about the deliverability of this figure. In particular, the District Council would welcome clarification regarding the anticipated mechanisms for implementation; the way in which need is to be determined; the definition of affordability (with reference in particular to the availability or otherwise of public subsidy); and the breakdown of different types and tenures within the 40% target. There is also a major issue regarding the extent to which Aylesbury Vale should be seeking to make provision for affordable housing needs arising elsewhere, given the present difficulties experienced by the District in meeting even its own affordable housing needs. We are aware of the Assembly’s current views on this matter (as evident from previous correspondence with Mike Gwilliam) but we would welcome further discussions with your officers as a matter of priority. 

Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley Sub-Region

As you will know, this sub-region includes all of South Bucks District and a large part of Wycombe District, within Buckinghamshire. The Lead Authority for that sub-region is separately providing all the relevant material, as recently agreed by the Member Steering Group, so I would ask you to refer to those submissions insofar as they affect this part of the county (
). 

However, I would make the following additional comments regarding those submissions, some of which tie in with matters referred to above in the context of Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale:

· Housing Provision 

I can confirm that the proposed figure for South Bucks District (an average of 90 homes p.a. 2006-2026) and the proposed figure for the part of Wycombe District that lies with the sub-region (an average of 300 homes p.a. 2006-2026) have both now been formally endorsed by the Cabinet of this authority. 

· High Wycombe: Proposed Regional Hub Status

Although such status is supported, this support is conditional upon various matters that Buckinghamshire County Council and Wycombe District Council would both wish to see reflected in the South East Plan. These matters are as follows: 

a) Regional Hub status should not be regarded as a catalyst for major green field expansion at High Wycombe. The settlement is unsuited to expansion beyond that implied by the proposed housing distribution for the Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley sub-region and the Wycombe Development Framework draft Core Strategy due to the fact that the Metropolitan Green Belt, the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and other important landscape constraints closely encircle the town, leaving only comparatively small areas of unconstrained peripheral land. Partly because of surrounding topography, the provision of good transport linkages to peripheral areas also presents difficulties; 

b) As a result of the above, the form of development at High Wycombe (if confirmed as a Regional Hub) would need to be quite different to that which would be appropriate at less constrained hub towns. At High Wycombe, the emphasis would be much more on urban regeneration, selective intensification, restructuring and consolidation within the built-up area – i.e. urban renaissance – rather than major peripheral growth (a set of circumstances very similar to those appertaining at Slough, an existing Regional Hub which is tightly surrounded by the Metropolitan Green Belt). Such an approach would also be consistent with the emerging Core Strategy in the new Wycombe LDF;

c) The Regional Assembly should make it clear, both in the proposed “Spatial Emphasis” policy of the South East Plan (CC9) and in supporting textual references to Regional Hubs, that such status does not imply major expansion in every case, nor the over-riding of the key planning constraints to which other parts of the same plan accord a very high degree of protection. Whilst all of the Regional Hubs may have a key role to play in terms of transport investment, the economy and community services, the form, scale and location of new development at the Hubs will need to reflect the particular circumstances, opportunities and constraints appertaining in the local area;

d) Future development at High Wycombe will need to be informed by a careful approach to employment land and economic growth because of projected tightness in the local labour market and the prospect of major changes in the employment circumstances of Aylesbury, to the north of Wycombe District, in the Milton Keynes & South Midlands Growth Area; &

e) The present sub-regional boundary should be amended so as to include the whole of the High Wycombe Urban Area - refer enclosed diagram (
).   

· North-South Transport Linkages  

Attention is drawn to the comments made in the context of the Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale sub-region above regarding the linkages between that area and the Western Corridor/Blackwater Valley and the related need for a study to explore the various transport issues and options in this corridor. 

The “Rest of Bucks” Area

An average of 120 homes p.a. 2006-2026 to be provided in Chiltern District.

An average of 30 homes p.a. 2006-2026 to be provided in the part of Wycombe District that lies outside the Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley.

Infrastructure (General)

In supplying this advice, we would wish to reaffirm our position that commitments to future growth anywhere within Buckinghamshire are absolutely conditional upon satisfactory progress being made in regard to the timely provision of supporting infrastructure. We would accordingly want to see Cross-Cutting Policy CC5 in Part 1 of the South Plan implemented to the letter. 

Whilst initial assessments of critical infrastructure requirements have been supplied as part of this advice (
), you should be aware that over the course of the coming year, the South East County Councils and its partners propose to carry out or commission more detailed infrastructure assessments together with additional analysis of related funding and delivery issues. 

The outcomes of this new research and analysis will inform the further representations which the South East County Councils and others will collectively and individually wish to make, firstly at the stage when the Government Office consults on the Assembly’s submitted South East Plan and secondly, both before and during the Plan’s Examination-in-Public. 

We would accordingly wish the assessments of critical infrastructure requirements, as now supplied, to be seen as part of an ongoing process rather than representing a definitive “once-for-all” statement of position on this key aspect of the Plan. 

Statement of Consultation

A Statement recording the details of our recent consultation on draft District-level housing figures is enclosed. If you have any questions about this or require further details please let me know.    

*       *       *

I hope that all of the enclosed material is adequate for your needs, but please contact me if you require any clarification or wish to discuss any matters raised in this letter.  

Finally, we would welcome the opportunity to comment on any new/re-drafted text or policies reflecting this advice (particularly in respect of the Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale sub-region) before it goes out into the wider public arena.
Yours sincerely

Chris Kenneford

Strategic Planning Manager 

� This is currently in the process of being revisited by the Local Delivery Vehicle (Aylesbury Vale Advantage) who may wish to promote certain changes through their EIP submissions.


� Maintaining Economic Growth in a Pressured Region, September 2006


� Roger Tym & Partners with Halcrow and Three Dragons


� It is understood that this matter will be addressed at a later stage of the SE Plan process or by way of formal RSS Alterations, in the light of progress on the new Masterplan for Milton Keynes. Buckinghamshire County Council will wish to provide further advice on the appropriate apportionment of growth in that area in due course.   


� Critical transport infrastructure requirements for the Buckinghamshire section of this sub-region are also detailed in the enclosed summary sheet of county-wide transport needs and the supporting LTP extracts 


� It should be noted that this boundary amendment will not affect the housing split for Wycombe District as advised elsewhere in this letter


� Including the separate advice submitted in respect of the Western Corridor & Blackwater valley 





