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Sub-Matter 8F – MILTON KEYNES AND AYLESBURY VALE

8Fiii Aylesbury Town and Aylesbury Vale
The development of Aylesbury, if not carefully planned, monitored and managed, could have a series of damaging impacts on the rural countryside and quality of the Chilterns AONB. These potential impacts have been referred to in the Chiltern Society’s previous submissions and written statements. In the context of Matter 8Fiii, the principal concern is that, if there is an increase in the (already high) excess in the number of workers over locally provided jobs in Aylesbury and its surrounding area, the attraction of high paid jobs along the M4 corridor will lead to an increase in private vehicular commuting across the AONB.
The Chiltern Society does not believe that the RSS as presently drafted contains strategies and priorities that are sufficiently detailed and robust to prevent this possibility and to achieve the Plan’s stated aims (Section E8 para.5.3) to strengthen the economic and employment role of Aylesbury town as a “strategic priority for the sub-region” and to “address the high levels of out-commuting currently experienced”.
As indicated in our June submission, it is evident that the assumed 1:1 ratio of job gains per new dwelling (para.5.2) would fail to meet the latter objective.
If there continues to be a large excess of workers over locally provided jobs in Aylesbury/Aylesbury Vale, whether planned or otherwise, a critical determinant of out-commuting patterns will be the relative pulling power of employment centres beyond the District. This will be strongly affected by relative pay rates. Another will be the provision of sustainable transport links between Aylesbury and those centres. 
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)?  
The Chiltern Society strongly supports the strategic aim of strengthening the economy of Aylesbury town. This will help address the identified problem of the current high level of out-commuting. However, the draft RSS does not set out sufficiently robust strategies to demonstrate how this can be achieved. In particular, it does not adequately define and prioritise the strategic context that will enable Aylesbury, among all other growth areas in the northern part of the Region, to achieve the necessary emphasis on “attracting knowledge based industries” referred to in para. 4.7. Such an emphasis is essential to achieve the stated aims for Aylesbury and thereby to prevent the alternative undesirable consequences for the Chilterns of maintaining, and most likely increasing, the level of private vehicular commuting through the myriad of rural roads and lanes of the Chilterns.
Aylesbury has been relatively unsuccessful in building up a critical mass of knowledge based industries on which to base economic growth on the scale envisaged in the draft RSS. Its lack of quality transport connectivity is no doubt a key factor.

The Society believes that the polarised focus in the Plan separately on the three sub-regions in the North of the Region (Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale, Central Oxfordshire and the Western Corridor) helps to cloud the potential problems of achieving an appropriate mix of employment development at Aylesbury. On the other hand, the Regional Economic Strategy gives emphasis to the priority of stimulating economic growth by promoting the Oxford – [Milton Keynes] - Cambridge Arc as an axis that, in conjunction with a network of innovation and incubation centres, would help stimulate an entrepreneurial economy for the northern part of the Region. A clearer focus on this economic development dynamic is required.
In the western part and extension of this arc, the role of Milton Keynes, Oxford and Reading as major centres of knowledge based growth is reasonably assured. To maximise the synergies and multiplier effects of these three key strategic centres, effective interconnecting transport links are essential (i.e. the East-West rail proposal and improved road access). Creation of the smaller satellite centres of innovation and incubation envisaged in the RES, and reflective of the “cluster” philosophy set out in Policy RE1, that would support the main centres will also require them to be integrated efficiently into the same interconnecting East-West transport network. 
In concept, this spatial approach to fostering knowledge based innovation and growth is not dissimilar to the Cambridge Phenomenon in the latter part of the last century. The essential difference is that a spatially dispersed network with effective sustainable transportation links should be less exposed to the housing and commuter congestion problems that Cambridge has suffered in recent years.

Aylesbury’s economic growth prospects are probably highly geared to the efficiency and quality of its future transportation links into this economic growth network. However, compared to, for example, Didcot and Bicester, it is not currently well linked to the major centres along this growth axis. Economic growth success for Aylesbury therefore will be dependent upon –

a) improving Aylesbury’s connectivity with Oxford and Milton Keynes (e.g. improvements to the A418 to Milton Keynes and to Oxford), improvements to the A41 to Bicester and the reopening and development of the rail connection to the proposed East-West rail route at Calvert;
b) maintaining a degree of control, through the Plan/Monitor/Manage process, to ensure that the rate of growth of better located satellite centres, such as those in the “Rest of Oxfordshire”, is not so great as to damage Aylesbury’s prospects of attracting a sufficient core (critical mass) of knowledge based businesses;
c) maintaining steady progress in the proposed programme of urban renaissance of Aylesbury;

d) ensuring that growth in the “Rest of Bucks” within easy reach of Aylesbury remains constrained so that it does not attract economic investment away from Aylesbury:

e) resolving and funding other key infrastructure elements (e.g. water supply and sewage treatment).
Other participants have highlighted the threats to the rural Chilterns, for example, of increased traffic along the A4010 (linking Aylesbury with High Wycombe), principally due to the existing high level of out-commuting from Aylesbury Vale. High traffic loading on this road, through sensitive Chiltern AONB countryside, already leads to extensive rat running through a network of Chiltern lanes and villages. The strategic approach outlined above, of developing and monitoring Aylesbury as an integral part of the Reading-Oxford-Milton Keynes economic growth axis, should help reduce pressure on this intractable problem. The Buckinghamshire Chilterns should in effect be regarded as a watershed. Strategies should be adopted to encourage workers from Aylesbury and other areas to the North to look to the western axis of the Oxford-Cambridge Arc for employment. Towns and areas to the South of the Chilterns should similarly be encouraged to look to towards the Western Corridor.  
As part of these strategies, the proposed 1:1 ratio of local job gains per new dwelling needs to be addressed. A clarification of the assumptions underpinning this ratio is required and it needs to be adjusted by implementing strategies that will increase the number of new jobs per new dwelling, either by increasing the number of new jobs provided or by reducing the planned extent of housing growth. Given the locational and environmental considerations mentioned above, a reduced level of housing growth would seem to be the lower risk option. Either way, improved/new sustainable transportation links into the Reading/Oxford/Milton Keynes economic growth axis will be an essential high priority for funding. Without early confirmation of such funding, the growth proposed in the draft RSS would not be sustainable.                                                                          
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)?  
Given the difficulties, uncertainties and risks affecting the economic and out-commuting issues highlighted above, the high environment quality of much of Aylesbury’s hinterland and the very challenging build rates to achieve the 2021 targets in MKAV2 for both Aylesbury town and Vale, the growth assumptions beyond 2021 already look very bold. Higher levels beyond those proposed would involve considerably higher risk exposure and would be particularly damaging to the local and wider environment.  
The Society has already identified (in its Matter 2B written statement) the need for strategic gaps between settlements such as Aylesbury and the Chiltern escarpment. Urban extension of Aylesbury in southerly directions would seriously impact on the setting of the Chiltern escarpment and the quality of the narrow urban/rural fringe in this area. The Buckinghamshire Landscape Plan highlights the existing suburban and linear development nature of the area between Aylesbury and Wendover (at the foot of the escarpment). Any further extension of Aylesbury in this direction would be strongly opposed.
The cumulative impact of these constraints on the potential for developing Aylesbury up to and beyond 2021 appears to have been underestimated in the draft RSS proposals
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)?  
We understand that the 40% affordable housing target can be readily justified on the basis of needs assessment. However, whether it can be delivered concurrently with the need for the urban renaissance of Aylesbury and for a priority focus on economic development (and in particular knowledge-based growth), as well as its associated market housing needs, is another matter.
This points to an overriding need for a robustly applied plan, monitor and manage regime and the need for the local authority to maintain a good degree of flexibility (e.g. in terms of affordable housing thresholds and off-site provision) in managing the scale, timing and nature of affordable housing provision.
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)? 

The key issue here for this Society is again the need to ensure the adoption of policies that protect the rural nature of the Chilterns and their adjacent areas, such that the character and setting of the Chilterns are not harmed. The apparent proposed growth rate of 220 homes per annum for the Rest of Aylesbury Vale is likely to lead to increased out-commuting, unless matched by additional local employment provision. Further housing provision within rural areas of the District to meet allocations for Leighton Linslade would not be desirable.
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