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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)?  

1.1 
The draft RSS does not give sufficient priority to strengthening the economy of Aylesbury town. Whilst the Council welcomes the increase in the number of jobs to be provided (i.e., the introduction of the 1:1 jobs:homes ratio), and notes that this figure is not an upper limit, a further increase is needed to reflect a different emphasis in the strategy. Accordingly, the Council proposes a ratio of 1.25:1 jobs: homes: given the current high level of house prices within Aylesbury Vale and the South East in general it is not possible to support a house purchase on the basis of a single income. Additionally, if the level of housing growth is not exceeded by the number of jobs that are provided then there is a very real threat that existing levels of out commuting from the District will worsen, with an associated environmental impact: in this respect the existing MKSM strategy (described in paragraph 5.3 and the Joint Statement of Common Ground) is not successful in Aylesbury Vale
. Overall, a better balance between homes and jobs is important in establishing a sustainable strategy for Aylesbury and achieving the RSS’s wider objectives for the sub-region. 
1.2 
Whatever the ratio proposed, if employment and housing development are to proceed broadly in tandem (as is suggested by Policy MKAV2) ,the necessary infrastructure must be in place, and significant steps taken to enhance the local economy (Aylesbury Vale is currently a significant net exporter of labour). To do this, a stronger RSS policy context is needed to promote the retention of existing employment land within the District, and avoid the loss of existing accessible and important employment land (ultimately necessitating additional greenfield allocations in less sustainable locations). 
1.3 
There is no such policy within Section E8 of the draft Plan or within Part A of MKSM; nor is there explicit and unequivocal reference to this in Policies RE1, RE2 or RE5 of the draft RSS. In contrast, the draft RSS includes a very clear policy along these lines for the Western Corridor and  Blackwater Valley (WCBV4). It is this Council’s view that the justification for the inclusion of this policy applies equally to Aylesbury Vale. More generally, a consistent approach should be taken across the MKAV and WCBV sub-regions to ensure that employment development is not promoted too strongly elsewhere in such a way that it is diverted from Aylesbury Vale: housing and employment development must both be directed to the District if growth is to be delivered sustainably.
1.4 
The achievement of a stronger economy at Aylesbury will also be facilitated by the emerging Town Centre Vision Framework, to be delivered by Aylesbury Vale Advantage in partnership with the District Council and other key stakeholders.

1.5 
Finally, it will be important to retain the current flexibility as to how the District-wide employment figure is to be delivered: whilst Aylesbury Town is an obvious and sustainable location for the majority of employment-generating development, the current wording of Policy MKAV2 enables the District Council (and partners) to maximise the contribution of the District’s strong rural economy to delivering overall economic growth in the District, and this is strongly supported. 
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)?  

2.1 
The level of housing provision proposed for Aylesbury town 2021-2026 effectively rolls forward the provisional 2021-2031 assumptions within MKSM, on a pro rata basis. At 840 dwellings per year, this is only marginally below the rate already proposed between 2011 and 2021 (i.e., 880 per year), and represents a sustained and challenging high rate of growth. 
2.2 
This level of growth has been supported by the District Council, on the condition that the necessary supporting infrastructure and employment are also delivered. Assessments of constraints and capacity have been carried out at both the sub-regional level (through MKSM preparation), and at a local level (through LDF preparation), and it is confirmed that this level of growth can be accommodated – again, subject to the above caveats – but higher levels are neither appropriate in light of existing infrastructure and employment concerns (and particularly the loss of employment land), nor are they sought.
2.3 
This stance is supported by the challenge of increasing current build rates to meet the high annual rates required under the draft RSS (a point developed in more detail in AVA’s submissions), particularly if the PPS3 requirement to achieve a good mix of both market and affordable housing is to be achieved (and thus sustainable communities), and not merely a reliance on high density flatted development.  

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)?  

3.1

The 40% affordable housing target proposed in the draft RSS is clearly rolled forward from Policy MK/AV 2 of the MKSM Sub-Regional Strategy; this policy is based on the findings of the Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Growth Area Studies – Final Report (May 2003) [Sr7]. Whilst not ‘able to predict [the needs of the growth areas] with confidence’, the proposed 40% figure reflected consultation with the District Council, the existing situation in Aylesbury Vale, and the ‘tendency for the population of growth areas to contain greater levels of younger and newly-forming households than the overall picture’. 
 

3.2 
Whilst AVDC has long supported the 40% target for the District, clarification has been sought regarding the provision of affordable housing: both the degree to which Aylesbury Vale is free to determine its own balance between social rented and ‘other forms’, and the way in which need is to be assessed and delivered. Aylesbury Vale’s housing figures include an element to accommodate regional housing growth, but it is not clear in the RSS whether housing need in Aylesbury Vale is to be calculated on a local or regional basis. The identified need in Aylesbury Vale for affordable housing is in the social rented sector and not in other sectors, and this may be at odds with the regional housing growth and the type of affordable housing that is required at a regional level.
3.3 
Clearly the publication of PPS3 will necessitate further consideration of the overall affordable housing figure to be assigned to Aylesbury Vale, as both the definitions and ways in which need and delivery are assessed have now changed (for instance, the 40% figure proposed in Sr7 assumed 10% low cost home ownership, which is no longer considered as affordable housing under PPS3, and the Housing Corporation has noted the effects of its push for unit numbers on meeting the needs of the whole community, and is moving towards evaluating funding bids and monitoring delivery based on numbers of bedrooms rather than purely dwelling numbers).
3.4 
The main conclusions set out in AVDC’s affordable housing submission [Ay14] remain the same, however: 
· It is evident that even if the affordable housing requirement was raised to 50% on new residential developments, only approximately 50% of affordable housing needs would be being met.
· Funding issues, the availability of grant aid, and development viability will all affect the deliverability of regional and local targets.
3.5 
Accordingly, the 40% figure is still supported by AVDC, pending a review of the recent RSS proposals in light of PPS3, and, particularly, ongoing viability work (current LDF work is updating the 2005 Housing Needs Survey and examining affordable housing viability). 

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)? 

4.1

It is important first to clarify the issue of possible overspill housing from Leighton Linslade. Just as it is acknowledged (implicitly in this question, and explicitly in MKSM policy MK/AV 2) that any overspill development from Milton Keynes contributes to Milton Keynes’ overall housing figures, and is not  a part of Aylesbury Vale’s allocation, so it must be clarified within the RSS that a similar situation exists in respect of Leighton Linslade. 

4.2

MKSM Bedfordshire and Luton Policy 2(b) confirms that it is the Luton-Dunstable-Houghton Regis-Leighton Linslade allocation that would be delivered – in part - by any Leighton Linslade overspill into Aylesbury Vale. The ‘rest of District’ figures for Aylesbury Vale are intended to meet the District’s own needs, and not those of another part of the MKSM sub-region; Leighton Linslade’s needs should be met by any growth directed there from within the overall allocation to the Luton-Dunstable-Houghton Regis-Leighton Linslade ‘conurbation’
. This approach is clearly established within MKSM, and perpetuated through the emerging East of England Plan; there is no justification or logic to changing this approach, and it should therefore be reflected and acknowledged within the South East Plan (see also 2B/AVDC (7351) regarding the need to synchronise inter-regional approaches to Green Belt policy). 
4.3 
With regard to Aylesbury Vale’s local needs, the figure of 4,400 (220 pa) currently proposed for the ‘rest of District’ area effectively rolls forward the rate of growth first identified in MKSM, which was itself predicated solely on windfall-based assumptions (the annual rate proposed equates to – and does not increase - the District’s usual rate of housing delivery in the rural areas. The guidance in PPS3 on the inclusion of windfall assumptions has to be regarded as challenging the basis for both the ‘rest of District’ figures and, indeed, the wider SEP allocations where these too included significant windfall assumptions. 

4.4 
Whilst the overall figures should perhaps be revisited, the broadly 80/20 split in the allocation of housing to Aylesbury Town and the rest of the District is supported: this reinforces the South East Plan’s sustainable urban focus and (subject to the overall figures and allowance for some delivery through windfall) minimises the impact of growth on the rural parts of the District. 

� There are already inconsistencies in the strategy being proposed for Aylesbury Vale: paragraph 5.2 of the draft plan refers to the importance of the 1:1 ratio and ‘balanced growth’ in both maintaining no net change in overall out-commuting for the sub-region, and minimising the need for internal commuting within the sub-region, but this is not going to address the existing level of out-commuting from Aylesbury Vale – a priority for the District which is explicitly acknowledged in paragraph 5.3. 


� In accordance with MKSM policy, work to determine the level of growth to be directed to Leighton Linslade is being undertaken jointly between the South Bedfordshire Joint Planning and Transportation Committee,  Buckinghamshire County Council, and Aylesbury Vale District Council, and will be delivered through joint DPDs if required.






