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Introduction

1. In 1964, an area of 800 km2 of the Chiltern Hills was designated by the National Parks Commission (later the Countryside Commission and now Natural England) as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

2. The AONB extended as a continuous area between Reading and Luton, and as a separate, detached block between Luton and Hitchin, encompassing the most scenically attractive parts of the chalk escarpment, its rolling foothills and the heavily wooded south-east facing dipslope. The designation was confirmed by the Ministry of Housing and Local Government on 16th December 1965. During the latter half of the 1980s, the Chilterns AONB underwent a boundary review. A Boundary Variation Order was subsequently confirmed by the Secretary of State in 1990, enlarging the designated area to 833 km2. The boundary will not be reviewed again in the foreseeable future. The AONB has a resident population of about 70,000 and covers parts of four counties and eleven districts.
3. The Chilterns Conservation Board (the Board) was set up under Section 86 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (the CRoW Act 2000) to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the Chilterns AONB. The Board was launched on December 14th 2004 and assumed its powers and duties on 1st February 2005.
4. Section 87 of the CRoW Act 2000 places a duty on a conservation board, in the exercise of its functions, to have regard to:

(a) the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB, and

(b) the purpose of increasing the understanding and enjoyment by the public of the special qualities of the AONB, but if it appears to the board that there is a conflict between those purposes, they are to attach greater weight to the purpose mentioned in paragraph (a).

5. A conservation board, while having regard to the purposes mentioned above, shall seek to foster the economic and social well-being of local communities within the AONB, but without incurring significant expenditure in doing so, and shall for that purpose co-operate with local authorities and public bodies whose functions include the promotion of economic or social development within the AONB.

6. In addition, Section 85 of the CRoW Act 2000 requires that, in exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in an AONB, a relevant authority shall have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of an AONB. Relevant authorities are defined as ‘any public body’ (this includes local planning authorities).
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)?  

7. The Chilterns Conservation Board does not consider that the draft RSS gives sufficient priority to strengthening the economy of Aylesbury.
8. The draft Plan states that Aylesbury Vale is predominantly rural and that encouragement is given for inward investment and enterprise – this is already happening and is welcomed and supported.

9. Urban intensification and redevelopment of redundant employment land is already taking place, but there remains a need to increase the provision of employment land for local residents. The level of out commuting has increased in the last five years and particularly from Aylesbury to towns to the south via the Chilterns AONB.
10. The draft Plan includes a figure for employment generation of one job per dwelling. The Board does not consider this to be an adequate level of provision based on household size and the likely need for more than one job per household. With a lack of provision of local jobs the out commuting that already takes place is likely to increase significantly adding to congestion and increasing the amount of ‘rat running’ through Chilterns villages to get to jobs in towns to the south of Aylesbury, to the detriment of the special qualities of the Chilterns AONB.
11. There is a singular lack of a framework for the renaissance of Aylesbury, unlike that already in place for Milton Keynes as referred to in the draft Plan.
12. The draft Plan should be changed to include a framework for the renaissance of Aylesbury and should either have an increased level of jobs provision or a decreased level of housing growth in order that the jobs to household requirement is more in balance than at present. Any employment land identified should be associated with the housing growth and should therefore be focussed on 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)?  

13. The Board does not consider that the level of housing provision proposed for Aylesbury town in the post 2021 period takes appropriate account of local constraints and build rates for the following reasons.

14. The plan identifies a level of growth (21,200 dwellings in the period 2006-2026) that is above the top of the range that had previously been consulted on (which was based on 2001-2026) and as such is objected to by the Board because:

· there is no justification for expecting Aylesbury Vale to accommodate growth at the rates identified based on the historic rates of dwelling completion (about 730 a year over the last 14 years, but which dropped to less than 650 in the year 2005/06 despite the fact that there were many large sites under construction and identified, see ‘Aylesbury Vale District – Housing Land Assessment at March 2006’ and ‘Housing Potential Study for Aylesbury Vale District Draft September 2005’) and the projection that the number of people employed in construction will decrease by about 10% in the Plan period (see Figure RE2, page 59);
· there is no justification for expecting that the rural part of the district could accommodate growth at the level of 1,100 dwellings for each five year period, particularly when previously developed land in the rural areas cannot be identified at the same rate as in the main urban areas and green field development will have to reduce based on restrictive development plan policies and sustainability grounds;

· the level of employment development proposed is unlikely to meet demand (one job per house is proposed) and will therefore lead to damaging implications of traffic travelling through the Chilterns AONB to access job opportunities elsewhere, and 
· the implications for development affecting the Chilterns AONB have received no recognition whatsoever.
15. The draft Plan should therefore revert to no greater than the maximum likely level of growth previously anticipated, and should give much greater consideration to the implications (and how to address these) for development and the resultant out commuting affecting the Chilterns AONB.

16. The reference in paragraph 4.7 to the Chilterns AONB being a ‘Green Infrastructure resource of significance’ is incorrect and does not reflect the fact that the AONB is a nationally protected landscape, which may also serve a purpose as a recreation resource (which may include Green Infrastructure). However, the prime purpose of designation of the AONB is the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty and this should be reflected in revisions to paragraph 4.7 and policy MKAV2 or MKAV3. There should also be a clear reference to Green Infrastructure and other recreation and leisure facilities provision within policy MKAV3 and paragraph 5.4 due to the recognised lack of informal recreation space in Aylesbury which needs to be addressed.

17. Green Infrastructure is generally regarded as a network of multi-functional green space, provided across an area which is set within, and contributes to, a high quality natural and built environment and is required to deliver ‘liveability’ for new communities. The assumption is, therefore, that Green Infrastructure is provided as part of any growth and will emanate from the urban areas.
18. The Chilterns AONB is not immediately adjacent to the urban area of Aylesbury and provision of Green Infrastructure in the AONB is only likely to need to relate specifically to any development at Wendover. Wendover does not figure as a main contributor to the growth in numbers of dwellings and therefore Green Infrastructure provision will therefore be negligible. The AONB here would represent a significant constraint to development other than that which may occur within the built up area of Wendover.
19. Growth of housing within the rural areas at a rate of 220 dwellings a year will put significant pressure on infrastructure and will almost certainly lead to disproportionate amounts of out commuting unless the growth is closely allied to jobs provision, and the rate of employment growth is not considered to be adequate when account is taken of the current commuting patterns and levels. A greater level of employment creation is therefore required in order to attempt to offset out commuting.

20. About 20% of the projected increase in housing will be located in rural areas, but this is likely to increase significantly due to the growth associated with the expansion of both Milton Keynes and Leighton Linslade into Aylesbury Vale. This would result in disproportionate growth in the rural area of Aylesbury Vale and a further increase in the level of out commuting due to a lack of local jobs.
21. Paragraph 6.2 mentions links to the surrounding areas, but the text is not clear what the links are for (they could be road, leisure, Green Infrastructure or footpaths), though it is implied that the links are transport (road) related. The fact that Aylesbury is very close to the Chilterns AONB is not recognised and some improvements that are mentioned in the Implementation Plan (pages 56 and 57) could clearly have detrimental impacts on the special qualities of the AONB unless dealt with in the most sensitive manner, taking account of the proximity of the AONB (A413 Wendover Road improvements, Aylesbury Southern link road, Bierton bypass/A41 link road, East-West rail {?} and park and ride). The text should be amended accordingly.
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)?  

22. The Board considers that the affordable housing requirement of 40% is fully justified and is the minimum that should be provided (on all sites). The Aylesbury Vale District Council housing needs survey from 2003 (published in 2005 and available from the Council’s website, see document DLPC5) shows that even at a required level of 50% the potential delivery of 304 affordable homes per year falls short of the forecast need of 588 under the most favourable economic conditions. This situation can only get worse unless the target figure is increased to the highest possible level.
23. Such a target is considered to be deliverable as long as the build rates are maintained at the highest level and such provision is secured on all sites. The cumulative impact of small developments not providing affordable housing is considered to be significant, therefore revised, lower thresholds should apply that allow affordable housing to be brought forward on all appropriate sites. Contributions could also be made to allow off site provision if this is considered appropriate.

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)?

24. Policy MKAV2 and paragraph 4.8 both refer to joint LDDs possibly being prepared to deal with growth in neighbouring areas (particularly that related to the urban area of Milton Keynes and Leighton Linslade). However, the draft Plan does not detail how any development would take place and what the likely provision would be, because the focus is on Aylesbury’s urban area and the rest of the district. The text in MKAV2 specifically excludes any growth associated with Milton Keynes. 
25. The Plan should therefore include a reference to the level of the likely provision for the growth of Milton Keynes and Leighton Linslade, where this should take place and how this will be met as well as a requirement that joint LDDs must be prepared, as the implications of the text as it is currently drafted are that some growth will take place within Aylesbury Vale.
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