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MATTER 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?

We note the references to these matters in policies MKAV2 (measures iii, iv and vi) and MKAV3 (requirement viii) and at paragraphs 4.2, 4.7, 5.3, 5.5 and 6.2 of section E8; and consider them to be adequate in their own terms.  However, this priority should be elevated still further by:
i. increasing the level of housing provision for Aylesbury town, especially for the period after 2021 (see our comments on Matter 8Fiii.2 below);

ii. affording a higher priority to the delivery of East-West Rail (matters 8Fi.3 and 10A.4 also relate); and

iii. giving due recognition to the inter-relationships between Aylesbury and Bicester, and to the prospects for increased economic growth at Aylesbury arising therefrom (Matter 8Fi.1 also relates).
Measure i above is appropriate (see our comments on Matter 8Fiii.2 below) and would strengthen Aylesbury’s economy by increasing service catchments (enabling higher-order provision, especially in the town centre) and investor confidence (buoyed by such improved service provision).

In respect of measure ii, East-West Rail (its western section) should be delivered before 2016-26 (as proposed at Annex 2 of the revised Implementation Plan), given its contribution to economic growth and to sustainable development at local, regional and national levels; and given the progress made in investigating its deliverability.
With regard to measure iii, the inter-relationships between Aylesbury and Bicester appear to have been overlooked in the Draft South East Plan.  The potential for Aylesbury’s economy to benefit from the significant economic growth promoted at Bicester (Policy CO5 and paragraphs 2.8 and 2.9 of section E7 refer) should be realised fully.  The performance of the A41 (which links the two towns) and the location of development at Aylesbury (relative to Bicester) will be key in this respect.

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)?

The level of housing provision proposed for Aylesbury town for the period 2021-26 (4,200 dwellings) is slightly under half that which the MKSM Strategy (March 2005) states should be “provisionally assumed” for the period 2021-31 (8,500 dwellings; para. 22 refers).  Furthermore, a reduction in the annual average rate of housing provision from 880 dwellings in the period 2016-21 to 840 dwellings in the period 2021-26 is proposed.

We consider that this does not take appropriate account of Aylesbury’s status as a Growth Area, more specifically as a “Growth Town” (the MKSM Strategy refers).  At the very least, half of the MKSM Strategy’s “provisional assumption” for the period 2021-31 should be provided for in the period 2021-26 (i.e. 4,250 dwellings).  There is a compelling case for making a higher level of housing provision than that, given the following:

i. the need for The South East Plan to make a higher level of housing provision at the regional level, as is justified by the evidence base;

ii. the identification of Aylesbury Vale by Roger Tym and Partners in their Government-commissioned work as one of the five areas within the region that offer the most potential to accommodate the additional growth that is required (para. 57 of their Summary and Conclusions and also Figure 4.17 of their main report refer); 

iii. the availability of “various alternative options … for the growth of Aylesbury including the option of utilising the provision of enhanced quality bus corridors and enhanced public transport nodes” (para. 4.4 of section E8 in the Draft South East Plan refers); and
iv. the positive contribution to strengthening Aylesbury’s economy that would arise from a higher level of housing provision (see our comments on Matter 8Fiii.1 above).

Points i and ii above are self-explanatory.  
Concerning point iii, the January 2005 version of the Draft South East Plan (at para. 2.2 of section E8) steered the forthcoming LDF to provide for development on the southern side of Aylesbury (as the Draft MKSM Strategy had done).  The absence of that ‘southward steer’ in the March 2006 version of the Plan (the current one) is entirely appropriate, given the MKSM Panel’s recommendation against that steer and its resultant omission from the final version of the MKSM Strategy (March 2005).  
Given subsequent developments (the commitment to delivering Aylesbury Vale Parkway Station to the north west of the town; the provisional approval for the A41 Primary Public Transport Corridor (PPTC) and Park and Ride facility; the progress of the East-West Rail proposal; the promotion of economic growth at Bicester; and the need to increase the level of housing provision at Aylesbury), there can be even less justification for reinstating that ‘southward steer’ in the final version of the South East Plan.  Indeed, there is a case for identifying land to the north west of Aylesbury at paragraph 4.4 of section E8, given the conjunction of “enhanced quality bus corridors” (the A41 PPTC), “enhanced public transport nodes” (Aylesbury Vale Parkway Station and the Park and Ride facility) and unconstrained land at this location.

In relation to point iv above and further to our comments on Matter 8Fiii.1 on this issue, there is a risk that the economic growth of Aylesbury will be undermined through potential investors observing that the rate of housing provision beyond 2021 is proposed to reduce and that the level of housing provision to be “provisionally assumed” beyond that date is proposed to be undercut.  That risk would be minimised by increasing the level of housing provision accordingly, especially for the period beyond 2021.
Turning finally to the issue of current build rates at Aylesbury, these have been inhibited by delays in the development of large sites arising from difficulties in assembling land in multiple ownerships.  Such delays can and should be avoided in the future through the allocation of land for development that is generally in single (or simple) ownership.  Given local experience in this respect, as well as wider imperatives of promoting housing delivery, we suggest that measure i in Policy MKAV2 should read (deletion struck through; addition underlined): “Identifying land for new housing as above where readily deliverable”.

The activity of the recently established Local Delivery Vehicle (Aylesbury Vale Advantage) and the wider resources arising from Aylesbury’s Growth Area status will also facilitate the achievement of the build rates proposed in Policy MKAV2 and the higher rates that are required, especially beyond 2021 (see our comments above).

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 note the lack of justification for this target in the Draft South East Plan and in its supporting documentation.  

We note also that the target exceeds the 35% figure proposed over the region as a whole (Policy H4 refers).  This excess would appear inappropriate, given the greater affordability of Aylesbury relative to many other parts of the South East.  In this respect, it is noteworthy that 40% is the affordable housing target proposed in the higher-cost London Fringe Sub-region (Policy LF3 refers).
We consider that a target of 40% affordable housing is not deliverable, given levels of provision made to date in the area (which have been nearer 10%) and the adverse effect on the financial viability of development proposals that would arise from the application of a 40% target, especially given the now-increased burden on such proposals to fund strategic infrastructure.  In this regard, there is an unacceptable risk that the application of a 40% target would militate against the achievement of the higher overall rates of housing delivery that are both required and appropriate (see our comments above).

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)?

We understand that the proposed housing provision for the Rest of Aylesbury Vale post 2016 represents a continuation of the rate proposed in current development plans.  There can be no justification for increasing that rate, given the requirement for a stronger focus of growth on Aylesbury, as the District’s only designated Growth Town (see above) and in pursuit of sustainable development.

As regards Leighton Linslade, Policy MKAV2 implies that any housing provision there (within Aylesbury Vale District) should be within the figure of 4,400 dwellings for that part of the District away from Aylesbury over the period 2006-26.  Paragraph 4.3 of section E8, on the other hand, states that any such provision would be additional to the figure of 4,400 dwellings.  This apparent contradiction needs to be removed, irrespective of whether the figure of 4,400 dwellings is considered sufficient to accommodate any provision at Leighton Linslade.
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